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1. Introduction
In last RAN3#121 meeting Rel-18 WI on RAN AI/ML was further discussed and some agreements for both Stage 2 and Stage 3 were reached [1][2][3][4][5]. In this paper, further general considerations on the remaining open issues and further Stage 2 descriptions are discussed with some suggestions being proposed.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]2. Background
In RAN3#121 meeting, as part of the Stage 2 discussions in [2], the timing information of AI/ML predictions have been discussed and the following was agreed:
The encoding of Requested Prediction time as Integer with maximum value as 60 seconds with extensible IE structure.
There is no need to transfer the prediction accuracy information over Xn in R18.
Introducing the time interval in the case of one-time reporting and periodic reporting is not pursued in R18.
The prediction in each DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message is generated at a requested prediction time by shifting by the existing reporting periodicity.
Modify the name of the agreed class1&class2 message:
    >DATA COLLECTION REPORTING INITIATION:
        >DATA COLLECTION REQUEST
        >DATA COLLECTION RESPONSE
        >DATA COLLECTION FAILURE
    >DATA COLLECTION REPORTING:
        >DATA COLLECTION UPDATE
In the rest of this paper we will analyze the remaining open point from previous RAN3 meetings, i.e., the “validity time” of the AI/ML predictions and provide corresponding proposals for its definition and usage within the new agreed class 1/2 procedures of Data Collection Reporting Initiation and Data Collection Reporting.
3. Discussion
3.1 “Validity time” of the AI/ML prediction information
Even though the “validity time” of the prediction information has not been discussed in the last meeting, and referring to the discussion in RAN3#119bis-e, there were some draft FFS regarding the “validity time” copied below from the RAN AI/ML Stage 2 SoD in [6] – see text highlighted in yellow:
To be continued:
FFS whether the Requested Prediction time consists of a time interval.
FFS whether validity time needs to be defined, e.g. as follows:
Validity time: time period within which the requested prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION UPDATE (FFS on the name) is considered valid
We think that RAN3 should discuss and agree on definition of the “validity time” of the prediction information, whose graphical representation is reported in Figure 1 as τ for the case of one-time reporting and the “requested prediction time” is configured as the time instant in the future t1.
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[bookmark: _Ref138320519][bookmark: _Ref145686363]Figure 1 - "Validity time" of the prediction information (one-time reporting case).
By referring to Figure 1, in our view the “validity time” of the prediction information is an information optionally provided along the prediction which indicates to the requesting node that it is allowed to use the prediction received at time t2 and beyond (i.e., until t2 + τ ); if the requested node does not provide the “validity time” τ of the prediction along with the prediction itself, then it means that the prediction information is only valid (and hence needs to be used) at the time the prediction is received by the requesting node (i.e., at the time instant t2). By providing the “validity time” of the prediction information the requesting node can potentially use the prediction information over a longer period of time, not only at the time instant t2 when the prediction is received. The “validity time” of the prediction is determined by the requested node (i.e., by the node that makes inferences) and hence it is specified in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message. Therefore, we propose: 
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree to the definition of “validity time” as the time period within which the requested prediction information is considered valid for being used by the requesting NG-RAN node. 
Proposal 2: In case of one-time reporting, the “validity time” of the prediction information is optionally indicated in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information.
For the periodic reporting we need to discuss the relation between “reporting periodicity” and “validity time” of the prediction information in the following two cases – refer to Figure 2 for a graphical representation of these cases, where the “requested prediction time” is configured as the time instant in the future t1:
· Case 1: The “reporting periodicity” (e.g. 60s) is shorter than the “validity time” (e.g. 120s) of the prediction information, refer to the left part of Figure 2. In this case, the prediction information can be considered as valid by default and used within the whole time period T, i.e., until the next DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message carrying a new prediction is received. Hence the “validity time” is not needed to be signalled by the requested node in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information.
· Case 2: The “reporting periodicity” (e.g. 60s) is greater than the “validity time” (e.g. 30s) of the prediction information, refer to the right part of Figure 2. To address this scenario, we think that the same behavior as in the one-time reporting applies, i.e., the “validity time” of the (n+1)th prediction information (n = 0, 1, …, N) can be optionally signalled by the requested node in the (n+1)th DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information to allow the requesting node to keep on using the prediction information also beyond the time instant (t2+nT) where it received the prediction itself.
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[bookmark: _Ref138326149]Figure 2 - Relation between "validity time" and "reporting periodicity" of the prediction information.
Based on the analysis above we propose the following:
Proposal 3: In case of periodic reporting, if the “reporting periodicity” is greater than the “validity time” of the prediction information, the same behaviour of the one-time reporting applies, i.e., the “validity time” can be optionally indicated in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information.
Proposal 3bis: In case of periodic reporting, if the “reporting periodicity” is shorter than the “validity time” of the prediction information, the “validity time” is not needed to be signalled along with the prediction information.
3.2 Further aspects of the “Requested prediction time” IE
In the last RAN3 meeting it was agreed that the possibility to configure the “requested prediction time” as a time interval in the future is not pursued in Rel-18:
Introducing the time interval in the case of one-time reporting and periodic reporting is not pursued in R18.
The encoding of Requested Prediction time as Integer with maximum value as 60 seconds with extensible IE structure.
Hence, in Rel-18, the “requested prediction time” can only be configured in the DATA COLLECTION REQUEST message as a time instant in the future (t1 in Figure 1), with a maximum value of 60s. Moreover, RAN3 eventually discussed and converged on how the “requested prediction time” relates with the “reporting periodicity” in case of periodic reporting of predictions by agreeing the following:
The prediction in each DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message is generated at a requested prediction time by shifting by the existing reporting periodicity.

Another aspect that in our view needs to be analyzed is related to the fact that currently the “requested prediction time” t1 configured in the DATA COLLECTION REQUEST message applies to all the items within the Report Characteristics IE for which the requesting node (Node 1 in Figure 1 and Figure 2) asks for predictions. And this is valid regardless of the reporting type, i.e., one-time or periodic. 
The question to be answered is: how to address the issue of requesting predictions for the items listed in the Report Characteristics IE of the DATA COLLECTION REQUEST message, where different predictions need to be generated for different “requested prediction times”? For instance, assume that if Node 1 indicates in the DATA COLLECTION REQUEST message that it asks for predictions for the following items: “Predicted Radio Resource Status” and “Predicted RRC connections” items, but such predictions need to be generated for different “requested prediction times”, say tRESSTAT for the “Predicted Radio Resource Status” and tRRC for the “Predicted RRC connections”. In our view, this scenario can be addressed by initiating multiple agreed new class1/2 procedures, each procedure with a specific “requested prediction time” for the specific item, hence without specifying multiple “requested prediction times” in the same DATA COLLECTION REQUEST message. Therefore, we propose:
Proposal 4: In case different “requested prediction times” need to be considered for different items for which a prediction is requested, multiple agreed new class1/2 procedures can be initiated, each procedure with a specific “requested prediction time” for the specific item.
3.3 On the need of more new procedures for RAN AI/ML
For the agreed new class1/2 procedures over Xn there were intensive discussions in RAN3 which led to the definition of these procedures to be both use case agnostic (agreement from RAN3#117bis-e meeting [7]) as well as data type agnostic (agreement from RAN3#119bis-e meeting [8]). There is still a remaining open issue from RAN3#117bis-e meeting [7], copied below for convenience:
-	It’s FFS on whether more new procedures needed to transfer different types of AL/ML data (e.g., feedback, measurements for training/inference). 
The main issue here is what kind of information could be included/transferred using these potential new procedures for RAN AI/ML, in addition to the already agreed new class 1/2 procedures. 
In the RAN3#119bis-e meeting, as part of the discussion on the Stage 3 aspects for enabling the inference-based Energy Saving (ES) use case [9], there was a discussion on how to signal a request for an estimation of the Energy Cost for an “Additional Load”. On top of the option of re-using the already introduced Data Collection Reporting Initiation procedure (formerly known as AI/ML Information Reporting Initiation at the time of this discussion) to signal to the requested node a description of the “Additional Load” and the Data Collection Reporting procedure (formerly known as AI/ML Information Reporting) to allow the requested node to report the estimation of the Energy Cost, it was proposed to introduce a new Class 1 procedure where the requesting node requests an estimation of the Energy Cost for an “Additional Load” and where the requested node responds with such estimation. 
Even if RAN3 eventually agreed in the last meeting that both the “Additional Load” and the inferred Energy Cost are not pursued in Rel-18 [1], we would like to take the above as an example to avoid repeating the same (time-consuming) discussions that RAN3 had in the past by stating that, for the sake of reducing the complexity and aiming at a unified 
AI/ML framework which is applicable to all the inference-enabled use cases, it would be better to consider re-using the already agreed new class 1/2 procedures as much as possible, which also provide enough flexibility in configuring the request and reporting of the inferred/actual/current metrics’ values depending on the use case to address.
Moreover, the approach of re-using the already agreed new class 1/2 procedures is in line with the agreements of having use case and data type agnostic procedures. Based on these arguments, we do not see the need to introduce additional new procedures for requesting and reporting different types of AI/ML data. Hence, we propose:

Proposal 5: The already agreed new class 1/2 procedures could be used for transferring predicted information, UE performance feedback information as well as use case specific current/actual/measured metrics. Details should be discussed on a use case basis.
[bookmark: _Toc423019950][bookmark: _Toc423020279][bookmark: _Toc423020296]4. Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, we have the following proposals:
Proposal 1: RAN3 to agree to the definition of “validity time” as the time period within which the requested prediction information is considered valid for being used by the requesting NG-RAN node. 
Proposal 2: In case of one-time reporting, the “validity time” of the prediction information is optionally indicated in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information.
Proposal 3: In case of periodic reporting, if the “reporting periodicity” is greater than the “validity time” of the prediction information, the same behaviour of the one-time reporting applies, i.e., the “validity time” can be optionally indicated in the DATA COLLECTION UPDATE message along with the prediction information.
Proposal 3bis: In case of periodic reporting, if the “reporting periodicity” is shorter than the “validity time” of the prediction information, the “validity time” is not needed to be signalled along with the prediction information.
Proposal 4: In case different “requested prediction times” need to be considered for different items for which a prediction is requested, multiple agreed new class1/2 procedures can be initiated, each procedure with a specific “requested prediction time” for the specific item.
Proposal 5: The already agreed new class 1/2 procedures could be used for transferring predicted information, UE performance feedback information as well as use case specific current/actual/measured metrics. Details should be discussed on a use case basis.
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