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Overall description
RAN2 would like to thank SA2 for their reply-LS on signalling feasibility of dataset and parameter sharing, contents of which are noted. In the reply-LS, SA2 asked RAN2 about the difference between Option 3 and the other two options, and in particular, how Option 3 (gNB -> OAM/CN -> UE-side training entity) and Option 2 (CN -> UE-side training entity) are different from the CN entity perspective.
RAN2 made the assumption in Rel-19 that the NW-side dataset/model parameter collection entity may reside in the OAM, a CN function, or the gNB – these three options correspond to Options 1/2/3 to which the SA2 LS refers to and which were provided in Table 1 of LS in R2-2503169. For the two-sided model, a sharing of dataset and model parameters between the NW-side dataset/model parameter collection entity and the UE-side training entity is envisaged. RAN2 did not analyse details of data transfer path involved in each of these options. RAN2 believes this is within SA2 remit. 	Comment by Ericsson: As it is stated here, and in the TR38.843 we agreed that the NW-side dataset/model parameter collection entity may be CN/OAM/gNB, but we never agreed during the SI that the CN can generate the dataset/model parameters as it is assumed in the following paragraph in this LS.
If now companies want to propose a solution where the CN generates the dataset/model parameters, that should be discussed online and at least the following issues should be addressed:
 In the Rel.19 WI, we just agreed to have either a gNB or OAM centric NW side data collection. We never agreed to have a CN centric data collection. We cannot introduce a new framework for data collection just for the case of two sided models
 If the CN generates the dataset/model parameters, then it is not clear what type of information the CN needs from the gNB. This was never discussed in RAN1/RAN2. Since as mentioned in the bullet 1, we do not have CN centric NW side data collection, then it is not clear how this can be achieved.	Comment by Ericsson: Please add “or SA5”, because for option 3 at least, the impact is in SA5 mainly.
One resulting difference between Option 2 and Option 3 pertains to where the dataset/model parameter are generated: in Option 2 dataset/model parameter generation occurs in CN, whereas in Option 3, the dataset model parameters generation occurs in the gNB. RAN2 has not discuss the content of the dataset/model parameters. Moreover, RAN2 has not discussed if the difference between the options has any standardization impact, which RAN2 assumes is in the scope of SA2. For the data content of dataset/model parameter, the previous RAN1 LS R1-2410922 can be referred to.	Comment by YuanY Zhang (张园园): Thank you for your patience in explaining the details. However, we don’t believe that the difference identified between option 2 and option 3 is entirely factual or neutral. If you still have the patience, allow me to elaborate further ☺️:

The sharing of the dataset/model parameters occurs after the model training for the network-part of the two-sided model is completed. This training entity is typically some form of network-side server, responsible for managing offline training collaboration between the network-part and UE-part of the two-sided model. Logically, the gNB is not the appropriate entity to generate or act as the source of these dataset/model parameters. Furthermore, this particular role of the gNB has not been explicitly discussed or agreed upon in RAN2. I also believe it falls outside RAN2's scope to determine whether the gNB can perform this function.

To maintain a constructive and neutral approach, we suggest considering wording along the lines of:

"One potential difference, as imagined from RAN2’s perspective, between option 2 and option 3 is…"	Comment by Ericsson: In option 2, it is not clear what information the CN needs to generate the dataset/model parameters. This was never discussed in RAN1/RAN2.
So we suggest adding the following:

“RAN2 has not discussed the content of the dataset/model parameters and for the case of option 2 what information the CN needs from the gNB for the dataset/model parameter generation”	Comment by Ericsson: Same comment as above:
Please add “or SA5”
Regarding the request from SA2 for any further information from RAN2/ RAN1/RAN plenary on the requirements, RAN2 wishes to inform SA2 that at this point RAN2 has no new or additional requirements identified.
Action
RAN2 respectfully requests SA2 to take the above reply into account in future discussion.
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