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Introduction
In RAN #110, Way forward (RP-253864) was submitted for information, which has been reflected with chair guidance in the draft agenda for RAN1#124.

	Way forward on AI/ML Use cases
· The WG chairs will bring to the March RAN#111 plenary the AI/ML uses cases from their respective WGs
· For each use case, ideally the WG chairs identify:
· Use case and description.  Identification of sub-cases as well.
· Observations on benefits and/or gain (if available) /complexity/standardization effort required
· Impacted working groups - work required by other WGs to complete the study 
· At RAN#111 Plenary to discuss the various use cases and attempt an initial prioritization 



The paper is to discuss collect the view on draft LS in R1-2600987, which corresponding paper in R1-2600773 to explain the justification of the text of the LS, and use case description is in R1-2600986. 
Discussion
	Company
	Views

	FL0
	Two parts of information to be provided in the LS: 
#1: Use case description related, as in R1-2600986. 
- Paragraph #1-3: previous agreements/observations and explain that we will discuss AI/non-AI together with clarification on some are not RAN 1 led item. And some of those may not have standard impact. 
    -  Besides, I think we can also incorporate new related agreements of this meeting on Friday if any. 
#2: Impact to other WG, the required work to complete the study
- Paragraph #4/5: General impact to RAN 2/4.   I don’t think it is worthwhile to spend time per use case to identify the impact to other WG at this stage.  In addition, I have checked NR AI SI, no involve of RAN 3 in SI phase. 

Please share your comments on part #1 and part # 2 separately, if any.  
I plan to collect general views first, and then, revision, if needed. 

	CATT
	We are mostly fine with the draft LS. One comment in the following sentence:
“The study on proposed AI/ML use cases and corresponding non-AI/ML based solution are carried on in the same RAN 1 agenda, which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.”
To us, in cooperating AI/ML study together with non-AI is to conduct comprehensive study and fair evaluation on the trade-off between performance gain and complexity. It is unclear what is to be leveraged (outcome of existing conclusion on AI?), nor what workload will be reduced (common EVM v.s. separate EVM between AI and non-AI?). 
So we suggest deleting the latter half sentence:
“The study on proposed AI/ML use cases and corresponding non-AI/ML based solution are carried on in the same RAN 1 agenda, which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.”

	NTT DOCOMO
	Thank you for draft the LS! We have some comments regarding the following in the Part #1.
The study on proposed AI/ML use cases and corresponding non-AI/ML based solution are carried on in the same RAN 1 agenda, which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.
In our opinion, the study of AI/ML use cases in the corresponding agenda is just a necessary step for each AI/ML use cases. These use cases need to be studied and compared with non-AI/ML solutions anyway. It distributes the workload into agendas but does not reduce the workload. All the necessary studies regarding these use cases are still there.
We propose either removing the sentence which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1 or discussing other schemes to reduce the workload, e.g., by selecting some use cases for the further study.

	Spreadtrum
	Thank FL for writing the draft LS. We have some comments regarding Part 1. We believe that discussing AI and non-AI use cases together serves two purposes: firstly, to better compare the performance gains of AI use cases compared to non-AI use cases; secondly, to conduct a more comprehensive study of the standardization requirements for AI use cases. If there is no consideration of the priority of any use cases, this is merely distributing the workload of AI among other topics, and in fact, it does not reduce any workload at all.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK27]Therefore, we suggest deleting the sentence “which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.” and providing guidance on the selection of use case priorities

	Futurewei
	We agreed with the comments from other companies that having joint discussion on non-AI/ML and AI/ML-based solutions for a specific technique under a same agenda time (though very necessary) does not necessarily reduce the workload. Therefore, we also suggest removing “which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1”. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK28]Furthermore, the WF from the WG chairs asked the WGs to provide “Observations on benefits and/or gain (if available) /complexity/standardization effort required” for each (sub-)use cases. The current situation in RAN1 is that we have not yet been able to conduct sufficient study to draw such observations/conclusions and hence such inputs cannot be provided by the upcoming RAN plenary meeting. We suggest reflecting this situation in this LS and, at the meantime, RAN1 should strive to perform proper study so that such inputs can be provided for future RAN plenary meeting(s).

In addition, it is not clear what the intent is to include “Notably, standardization of AI/ML Life Cycle Management (LCM) may or may not be required for the use cases where AI/ML is utilized exclusively for system design rather than online inference” as not much details have been discussed so far. We would suggest removing this sentence.

Lastly, we also suggest removing “use-case specific” from “use-case specific RAN1 liaisons” as further discussion is needed and the related topics/issues may be organized if common in order to avoid flooding RAN2 with such requests separately.


	ETRI
	Thank you for providing the draft LS. We agree with other companies to delete “which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.”

	InterDigital
	Thanks a lot for the draft LS!
We share some of the concerns expressed above. 

We share the same observation as Futurewei that we do not have any RAN1-endorsed views on “Observations on benefits and/or gain (if available) /complexity/standardization effort required” for each (sub-)use cases. Also, the information in the “Observation” tables are from individual sources based on non-aligned evaluation methodology, and are not endorsed by RAN1. These two details need to be reflected in the LS. Thus, we suggest modifying the first paragraph as shown below: 
	RAN 1 studied AI/ML use cases for 6G interface in the past meetings. RAN 1 had made collected some observations to summarize AI/ML use cases reported by proponent companies. These are not RAN1-endorsed observations but observations reported by proponent companies based on evaluations that were performed without aligned evaluation assumptions/methodology. In addition, from RAN 1 perspective, the proposed use cases can be matched to the identified primary agendas of RAN1. Corresponding observations and agreements can be found in the attachment.



For the second paragraph, we suggest the following updates:
	The study on proposed AI/ML use cases and corresponding non-AI/ML based solution are carried on in the same RAN 1 agenda, which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1. Notably, standardization of AI/ML Life Cycle Management (LCM) may or may not be required for the use cases where AI/ML is utilized exclusively for system design rather than online inference. 




The suggested change to the first sentence above is following similar observations from CATT and DOCOMO that what is being leveraged and how the workload is reduced are not clear. In fact, in some cases, it can also lead to duplication of discussions across different agenda items. In any case, for study of AI/ML solutions, they would need to be compared to non-AI/ML solutions and in this regard, assumptions/EVM for non-AI/ML solutions would anyway need to be utilized for alignment. On the other hand, there is a risk of adversely impacting progress of the discussions for the non-AI/ML aspects, that may be more critical.

The reason to delete the second sentence is because: (1) there are only about four sub-cases out of more than 40 that fall under the category of not involving AI/ML-based inferencing during link operation; and (2) these cases can simply be absorbed as part of non-AI/ML work. Thus, it would not be relevant and potentially misleading to have the statement. 

On impact to RAN2/RAN4, we suggest the following updates:
	From RAN 1 perspective, to complete the study on AI/ML use cases, RAN 2 will study on AI/ML framework, at least including the signalling and procedures for data collection, and applicability reporting mechanisms for UE-side models. which may have some commonalities across various use cases. In addition, some AI/ML use cases may need some coordination with RAN 2, e.g., LCM functions outside of RRC_CONNECTED state, or may depend on design decisions in RAN2 for the related functionality/ies for 6GR, e.g., 6GR mobility features, to complete the study, which can be triggered by use-case specific RAN1 liaisons when necessary.

From RAN 1 perspective, RAN 4’s involvements can be expected to work on RAN4 related aspects to complete the study, which can be triggered by use-case specific RAN1 liaisons after there is sufficient progress in RAN 1 on the identified AI/ML use cases for 6G interface.



In the above, the part “which may have some commonalities …” should be deleted since this could be misleading in implying a consequential reduction in the workload for RAN2. However, this is based on a presupposition of RAN2’s work and may not actually help in reducing the workload in RAN2. From RAN1’s perspective, we should be objective and not speculative about other WG’s work.

The change to the second sentence above is to provide more concrete information by providing a clear example. Towards this, we suggest highlighting the necessary RAN2’s assessment of potential support of LCM functions beyond RRC_CONNECTED state for BM sub-case D. We should also inform in the LS that some use cases/sub-cases depend on the 6GR baseline design that are led by RAN2. As an example, we should include mobility features.

We also suggest deleting “which can be triggered by use-case specific RAN1 liaisons when necessary” for both RAN2 and RAN4 since it is not clear what the impact of such an approach would be on RAN2 and RAN4 workload if they would need to accommodate work triggered by LSs from RAN1. At this point, we do not know the exact efforts that would be needed in RAN2/RAN4 and thus, indicating that it can be done via LS-based triggering could be misleading and undermine proper dimensioning of the workload in the other WGs.


	Fujitsu
	Thanks FL for the efforts.
Similar views as other companies to delete “which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.”

	LG
	Thanks FL for your efforts on this LS.

For the first paragraph of LS, IDC’s modification seems more accurate since RAN1 made observations based on the proponent companies’ evaluation results. We suggest a modification based on IDC’s version: removing “that were performed without aligned evaluation assumptions/methodology” as companies may have different understanding on ‘aligned’ or ‘misaligned’ evaluation assumption/methodology.

Also, for the same reason with other companies, we think following modification is needed. 
“The study on proposed AI/ML use cases and corresponding non-AI/ML based solution are carried on in the same RAN 1 agenda, which can leverage the study and reduce the workload in RAN1.”

	Vivo
	Thanks a lot for FL efforts and companies’ discussion!
We notice IDC’s update on impact to other WGs, which we think might make the discussion more complicated involving too much details.

From RAN1 perspective, the use cases are now under discussion in different agendas. Those use cases may not need to have dedicated efforts from other WGs. Those use cases can be treated business as usual when inter-WG coordination is needed.

Thus on impact to RAN2/RAN4, we suggest the following simple updates for paragraph #4/5:
	From RAN 1 perspective, other use cases would be further studied in RAN1 and may potentially need coordination with RAN2/RAN4 when necessary. These efforts can be treated business as usual and does not need specific arrangement at this stage.






