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1. Overall Description:
Regarding the handling of logged data collected for NW-side AI/ML model training at handover RAN2 has made the following agreements: 
At RAN2#129:	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: We think it is sufficient to only include agreement of RAN2#130. In particular, agreement of RAN2#129b may mislead RAN3 because it includes options of both “before HO” and “during HO”, which is down-selected in RAN2#130.

So, suggest to remove these agreement.	Comment by Lenovo: Agree with Apple, those are overwritten by RAN2#130 agreements.	Comment by Ericsson: We agree with comments above. These agreements are either already captured in the running CR (e.g. the 2nd agreement from RAN2#129) or superseded by RAN2#130.	Comment by Huawei (Dawid): At least this agreement seems to be useful for RAN3:
- UE indicates availability of logged data during handover (i.e., within the RRCReconfigurationComplete message) (if data is retained in the UE).

So that we propose to keep, but we agree the other two are covered by what we agreed in RAN#130. Maybe we can just indicate these three agreements without mentioning the meeting they come from.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree with Apple, we do not see how RAN2#129bis meeting agreement is useful to RAN3 or SA5. We think RAN2#130 meeting agreement is enough.	Comment by ZTE-Fei Dong: Agree with above, We do not need to contain the agreements from previous meeting.
- UE retains logged data during handover (HO).  FFS if there is scenarios where the UE needs to release the data and how does the UE know and if control from network is needed
- UE indicates availability of logged data during handover (i.e., within the RRCReconfigurationComplete message) (if data is retained in the UE).
At RAN2#129b: 
Introduce 1-bit indication on whether to release or retain un-retrieved data in RRCReconfiguration during/before HO.  Source gNB decides whether the data should be kept.  The indication is provided in RRCReconfiguration (i.e. not in RRC Reconfiguration from target cell).   FFS signaling details.
At RAN2#130: 
- 	(RRC-18) 1-bit indication on whether to release or retain un-retrieved data in RRCReconfiguration with synch is introduced.  In case of HO, the source sends the 1-bit indication to target cell in HandoverPreparationInformation HO preparation message. This 1-bit indication is included in HO command by target cell (if the target cell wants to keep the data).   We should have single UE behaviour, when it receives the indication it keeps it, otherwise it removes it.   Notify RAN3	Comment by Nokia (GWO2): Rapporteur’s comment: it is proposed to use the exact message name to avoid any confusion in RAN3.	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: We think it is confusing: HandoverPreparationInformation is inter-node RRC message, which is in RAN2 scope and specified in section 11.2.2 of TS 38.331. 

Could Rapporteur clarify what extra RAN3 impacts are expected (if RAN2 performs the spec change on HandoverPreparationInformation)?	Comment by Lenovo: Using HandoverPreparationInfo is the easiest way as Nokia suggested. The remaining RAN3 impact would more focus on how target gNB sends the collected data back to source gNB over Xn. However, we are a bit concerned if RAN3 can really conclude this in their last meeting in Rel19. See our next comment. 	Comment by Ericsson: We are ok with the proposal from the Rapporteur	Comment by Huawei (Dawid): We are OK with the suggestion form the rapporteur, so that we can limit RAN3 work tominimum.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): I do not think we should change RAN2 agreement. We should let RAN3 decide whether to use HandoverPreparationInformation or not. Because RAN3 can also use HANDOVER REQUEST of TS38423 clause 8.2.1	Handover Preparation. 
If we change “HO preparation” by “HandoverPreparationInformation”, there is no RAN3 impact, then we may need NOT to send the LS to RAN3.	Comment by ZTE-Fei Dong: Agree with apple and vivo, we just copy paste the RAN2 agreement as it is, it is up to RAN3 to discuss what the actual signalling shall be used, why RAN2 make such decision for RAN3?
- 	The UE should report the CGI of the serving cell whenever feasible. If CGI is unavailable, the UE shall log PCI-ARFCN as a fallback.
RAN2 would like to clarify that the data collection configuration could originate in the source gNB or from OAM. 	Comment by Ericsson: This is not needed. RAN3 (and SA5) was already notified during the previous meeting about the OAM-centric data collection and related agreements. We do not need to repeat this.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree with Ericsson.	Comment by ZTE-Fei Dong: Agree with Ericsson.
RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to introduce the necessary enhancements in their specifications in Rel-19 that enable the support of the above RAN2 agreements that after a handover the target gNB retrieves the logged data collected by a UE configured to log data in RRC_CONNECTED state at the source gNB. 	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: See our clarification question on RAN3 impact. 

Furthermore, we suggest to simplify to “RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take the agreement into account” because it may not have any RAN3 impacts according to our question. 	Comment by Lenovo: We need to be careful here. RAN3 has only one meeting left. Not sure if it is practical to force them to conclude at the first and last time they discuss this topic.
From my point of view, it would be enough to just ask RAN3 take above agreement into consideration in their future work. RAN3 can decide how to fix this in their time frame, e.g., in Rel20 together with other possible enhancements.	Comment by Ericsson: We agree with Apple and Lenovo´s proposal. We just need to notify RAN3 about the agreements in RAN2#130, and ask them to take that into account.	Comment by Huawei (Dawid): There are two aspects here we thinks:
Scope of RAN3 work: in our understanding what RAN3 needs to specify is forwarding of collected data from target to source. They do not need to specify data fetching as this is in RAN2 scope.
Without RAN3 work in Rel-19, the feature is incomplete, so we definitely need to ask RAN3 to do this for Rel-19, even if they will have to continue in maintenance phase, it will be OK as this has no UE impact. (Or if they conclude no work is needed as existing specs can support this, it is also OK).	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree with Apple and Lenovo. We suggest “RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take into account the above agreements and provide feedback if any”	Comment by ZTE-Fei Dong: Agree to capture  apple’s suggestion, why we need force RAN3 to make enhancements?	Comment by Lenovo: We can also include the RAN2 agreements relevant to the data fetching:
UEInformationRequest/UEInformationResponse is used for on-demand reporting of AI/ML training data collection.   FFS of details of the message
The UE can indicates the availability of logged data to the network to assist network to trigger UEInformationRequest.  FFS trigger/definition of availability indication.   and FFS how data availability indication is sent to the network.  
As baseline, the UEInformationResponse contains one or more logged measurement entries in chronological order (i.e. starting from the oldest measurement entries stored in the UE memory), and an availability indication if there are further data available for transmission. Same principles as for logged MDT.	Comment by Huawei (Dawid): Yes, this can be added. The important thing is that we do not have to ask RAN3 to specify fetching, this has been done by RAN2 already.

2. Actions:
To RAN3
ACTION: 	RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to introduce the necessary enhancements in their specifications in Rel-19 that enable the support of the above RAN2 agreements that after a handover the target gNB retrieves the logged data collected by a UE configured to log data in RRC_CONNECTED state at the source gNB.	Comment by Apple - Peng Cheng: Same as above comments, we suggest to simplify to “RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take the agreement into account” because it may not have any RAN3 impacts according to our question. 	Comment by Ericsson: Agree with Apple´s rewording.	Comment by Huawei (Dawid): We agree that we can let RAN3 decide whether there is specification impact or existing procedures can be reused. But at least we should make it clear that collected data forwarding is needed in Rel-19.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree with Apple. We suggest “RAN2 respectfully asks RAN3 to take into account the above agreements and provide feedback if any”	Comment by ZTE-Fei Dong: Agree with apple

3. Date of Next TSG-RAN WG2 Meetings:
RAN2#131	from 2025-08-25	to 2025-08-29		Bengaluru, IN
RAN2#131bis	from 2025-10-13	to 2025-10-17		Prague, CZ

