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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.	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi1: This seems not needed, as we just repeat SA2 question?	Comment by Samsung (MT): It is not uncommon to repeat the question, and SA2 LS also repeated our previous question, and it does help readability. But I have no strong view, let’s see what others think as well.
RAN2 made the assumption in Rel-19 that the NW-side 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. For the two-sided model, a sharing of dataset and model parameters between the NW-side 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 Xiaomi-Ziyi1: This information has been already provided in RAN2 previous LS, we prefer not to repeat the information, which may cause more confusion in RAN2.	Comment by Samsung (MT): I don’t agree all the information was provided previously, and I don’t think information provided previously was clear enough (as evidenced by the LS from SA2, which shows confusion on their end). The final sentence of this paragraph in particular will I feel help SA2 understand that it is now down to them to decide which option if any to pursue. In our original LS, I fear we strayed into SA2 remit too much, and I am very keen on ending the LSs going back and forth and clarifying the situation once and for all. Unless you feel some info in this paragraph is incorrect, then I prefer to keep it.	Comment by QC - Rajeev Kumar: I believe it’s okay to repeat the information. We can additionally refer to our previous LS if needed, and mentioned as indicated in Table 1 of LS R2-2503169.	Comment by Nokia (Sakira): We are ok to repeat information which doesn’t cause any confusion. However, we have wording suggestions. It might be clearer if we use same wording as in the LS R2-2503169. Please see below the changes highlighted:

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. For the two-sided model, the 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. 
One major difference between Option 2 on one hand, and Option 3 on the other hand, is that in Options 2 the raw CSI data is transmitted from gNB to the CN where NW-side collection entity resides and where the dataset/model parameter based on this raw CSI data will be generated, whereas in Option 3 the dataset/model parameter is generated at the NW-side collection entity residing in the gNB, meaning that – for the case of Option 3 – dataset/model parameter is transmitted to OAM or CN. RAN2 has not discussed whether this fact has any impact on any standardisation work that may be required by SA2. Again, RAN2 believes that SA2 is better placed to make such a call.	Comment by Jiangsheng Fan-OPPO: It seems there is no need to mention the parameter details, i.e. raw CSI, in RAN2 reply LS. Because the data content also includes target CSI which is not just ‘raw CSI’ as pointed out in R1-2410922, if RAN2 really wants to let SA2 know the parameter details, we can just refer to R1-2410922 in this rely LS. As for the wording to describe the difference between Option 2 and Option 3, we can just say Option 2 means the dataset/model parameter transfer are stored at CN, while for Option 3, dataset/model parameter transfer are stored at gNB, regarding how CN gets dataset/model parameter for Option 2, CN may generate itself or acquired from gNB, RAN2 will further discuss the Options in R20.
	Comment by Xiaomi-Ziyi1: We prefer to simply this part as:

One major difference between Option 2 and Option 3 is on the entity generating dataset/model parameter: In option 2, dataset/model parameter generation entity resides in CN, whereas in Option 4, the dataset model parameters generation entity resides in the gNB. 
RAN2 has not discuss the content of the dataset/model parameters.	Comment by Samsung (MT): I think this proposed revision/simplification of the selected text is ok.	Comment by vivo(Boubacar): Agree to simplify the text. Talking with raw data in detail may be confusion	Comment by QC - Rajeev Kumar: We are okay with proposed revision except the last part. 

One major difference between Option 2 and Option 3 is on the entity generating dataset/model parameter: In option 2, dataset/model parameter generation entity resides in CN, whereas in Option 3, the dataset model parameters generation entity resides in the gNB. 

RAN2 agreed not to mention anything about the content.	Comment by Nokia (Sakira): We share the same view as OPPO. To us the definition of raw data isn’t clear as according to RAN1 LS R1-2410922, the contents are target CSI, CSI feedback, encoder parameters and these content can be transmitted with different combinations. Moreover, what NW side collection entity can generate is still to be discussed in RAN2 at a later stage. Therefore we should emphasize on the difference only. 
  	Comment by Nokia (Sakira): We are ok with Xiaomi’s proposal and QC’s modification with an addition for completeness of this LS objective.

One major difference between Option 2 and Option 3 is on the entity generating dataset/model parameter: In option 2, dataset/model parameter generation entity resides in CN, whereas in Option 3, the dataset model parameters generation entity resides in the gNB. 
RAN2 has not discuss the content of the dataset/model parameters and  RAN2 has not discussed if the difference between the options has any standardized impact. RAN2 assumes this is in SA2 scope to decide whether there is any standardization impact for different options.
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.	Comment by LGE, MinJi Choi: We prefer to delete this sentence. This sentence doesn't seem to create any room for SA2 to do anything anymore. Let's leave it up to SA2 to decide whether to consider it a new/additional requirement. 
Action
RAN2 respectfully requests SA2 to take the above reply into account in future discussion.
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