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1	Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]The RAN1-led Study Item (SI) on “AI/ML for NR Air Interface” was approved in RAN#94-e in December 2021 (see the approved SID in RP-213599 and the revised version in RP-221348).
According to the time budget presented in the Table below (see RP-232659 for further details), this is the last meeting in RAN2 for this Study Item.
Therefore, the Rapporteur believes that this document should serve to identify the areas and topics that need special attention to finalize the study in RAN2#124. 
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2	Discussion 
2.1	Open issues
For the main topics and their corresponding sub-topics listed below, RAN2 needs to address and answer the following.
· Organizational
· TR
· Contributions/Tdocs should aim to focus on TPs. When/if needed, consider recommendations and (down)selection of solutions/alternatives.
· Focus on outcome of [POST123bis][017][AI/ML] TP update (Ericsson) and any other critical aspect that could arise from this discussion.

· Architecture general
· Functional framework
· Is there anything else to consider at this point?
· Mapping of functions-to-entities
· A set of Tables for each of the SI’s use cases was agreed during RAN2#123
· Related topics (e.g., model transfer and data collection) have already taken the agreed information as input to progress discussion.
· Companies supporting the scenarios marked as FFS should provide motivations to do so. 
· Applicability-related reporting
· Whether to signal applicability-related information from NW to UE
· Data collection
· Address data collection for UE-side models (prioritizing training purposes).
· We could continue discussing the MDT, L3, and LPP impacts for NW-side model training.
· Reach a conclusion considering RAN1’s Reply LSs (in R2-2309435 and R2-2311720).
· Model transfer
· Take on outcome of [POST123bis][016][AI/ML] Model transfer (Intel)
· Note: the outcome of this discussion should allow to easily identify potential RAN2 specification impact.
· Do we need to further divide Solution 4a for non-transparent scenarios?

Some further analysis and Rapporteur suggestions are given below. 
2.2	Organizational: TR
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Organizational
· TR
· Contributions/Tdocs should aim to focus on TPs. When/if needed, consider recommendations and (down)selection of solutions/alternatives.
· Focus on outcome of [POST123bis][017][AI/ML] TP update (Ericsson) and any other critical aspect that could arise from this discussion.
The version RAN2’s input to the TR presented to RAN2#123bis has been agreed to be considered as baseline, while a long email discussion has been organized to further agree on TR details and any other critical aspects that need to be addressed by RAN2 to finalize the SI.  
Whenever needed and if possible, a special focus on recommendations is advised having in mind a potential normative phase (or even eventually a Phase 2 of the Study). 
[bookmark: _Toc149897353]The outcome of “[POST123bis][017][AI/ML] TP update (Ericsson)” should allow for a stable/agreeable version of RAN2’s input to the TR. This discussion can also be used to identify other critical aspects that need to be addressed by RAN2 to finalize the SI.
2.3	Architecture general
2.3.1	Functional framework
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Functional framework
· Is there anything else to consider?
On this the Rapporteur’s suggestion would be to agree that there is no need to consider separate figures for model-ID- and functionality-based LCM. And in case of real need, RAN2 can address these aspects in the TR / text description (the outcome of [POST123bis][017][AI/ML] TP should be taken into consideration for this matter). 
[bookmark: _Toc149897354]The functional framework should be considered stable. Specific additional aspects (e.g., considerations for model-ID- or functionality-based LCM) can eventually be addressed in the TR. 
2.3.2	Mapping of functions-to-entities
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Mapping of functions-to-entities
· A set of Tables for each of the SI’s use cases was agreed during RAN2#123
· Related topics (e.g., model transfer and data collection) have already taken the agreed information as input to progress discussion.
· Companies supporting the scenarios marked as FFS should provide motivations to do so. 
The Tables mapping functions-to-entities for the different use cases (see agreed Tables in R2-2308286) prove to be impacting the data collection and the model transfer discussions. However, certain FFSs remain in these tables. Companies are then invited to share their motivations to consider or not these FFSs. On this matter, and given the time constraints, unless tangible motivations/concerns are received, the Rapporteur’s suggestion would be for RAN2 to focus on the already agreed entities in the Tables and continue with the other “AIML methods” analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc149897355]For the functions-to-entities Tables, companies are invited to bring forward motivations/concerns regarding the FFSs. Since the data collection and model transfer discussions might impact the Tables, when/if needed, companies should include detailed proposals in the concerning sub–Agenda Items (e.g., 7.16.2.2 Data Collection, 7.16.2.3 Control and LCM other).
2.3.3	Applicability-related reporting
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Applicability-related reporting
· Whether to signal applicability-related information from NW to UE 
Good progress was made for the UE capability reporting and applicability-related reporting discussions during RAN2#123bis. For the first topic, there seem to be no need for further discussion. While for the latter, given the time constraints and RAN2#123bis discussion, the Rapporteur suggests focusing on motivations to consider applicability-related signalling from NW-to-UE.

Note that when referring to “applicability-related signalling”, the Rapporteur is pointing towards a model’s/functionality’s applicability, applicable conditions, or any sort of related information (e.g., the so called “additional conditions” which can for example be linked to dependency on locality, configuration, etc…).
[bookmark: _Toc149897356]For (model/functionality) applicability discussions, the Rapporteur suggests focusing on the motivations of enabling signaling from NW-to-UE. 
2.4	Data collection
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Data collection
· Address data collection for UE-side models (prioritizing training purposes)
· [bookmark: _Hlk149305150]We could continue discussing the MDT, L3 and LPP impacts for NW-side model training.
· Reach a conclusion considering RAN1’s Reply LSs (in R2-2309435 and R2-2311720).
Given RAN2#123bis discussion, where the focus was on NW-side data collection, for RAN2#124 there appears to be a need to start by addressing (requirements for) UE-side data collection, having a special emphasize on training purposes. From this we could then continue discussing the MDT, L3 and LPP impact for NW-side model training.
Additionally, we now also possess RAN1’s full Reply LS. Where, Part A and Part B are available in R2-2309435 and R2-2311720, respectively. This should guide RAN2’s discussions and allow to further polish the TR.   
[bookmark: _Toc149897357][bookmark: _Hlk149305028]For data collection:
- Start by addressing the “requirements” for UE-side model training.
- We could continue discussing MDT, L3, and LPP impacts for NW-side model training.
RAN1’s Reply LS (Part A in R2-2309435 and Part B in R2-2311720) should be taken into account.
2.5	Model transfer
For this topic, the identified list includes the following: 
· Model transfer
· Take on outcome of [POST123bis][016][AI/ML] Model transfer (Intel)
· Note: the outcome of this discussion should allow to easily identify potential RAN2 specification impact.
· Do we need to further divide Solution 4a for non-transparent scenarios?

During RAN2#121, RAN2 identified a set of solutions to achieve model transfer. From this, RAN2 agreed that the table in R2-2302268 could serve as a starting point for continued discussion. [POST123bis][016][AI/ML] should allow us to converge on details/views for each of the fields in the table. Moreover, the discussion should allow RAN2 to understand whether the table can be captured in the TR. For this discussion, the Rapporteur emphasizes the need to focus on potential RAN2 specification impact for the different solutions.
Note that during RAN2#123bis, we agreed to further split the original Solution 4 into 2 cases, i.e.:
· Solution 4a: model transfer from OTT server, and
· Solution 4b: model transfer from OAM to UE.
However, it was also brought up during this discussion on the need to further split Solution 4a into: (fully) transparent model transfer, and model transfer with NW-awareness. The Rapporteur suggests addressing this point during RAN2#124.  

Note that in case the outcome of [POST123bis][016][AI/ML] proves to be unclear, RAN2 can alternatively, and already now, rely on the identified/agreed entities involved in model transfer for each of the use cases (to do so focus on the model transfer “rows” for the function-to-entity mapping exercise/tables in R2-2308286).
From this, RAN2 can assess for each use cases which of the identified solutions apply and whether there is RAN2 specification impact, allowing to eventually provide guidance/recommendations in the TR.
[bookmark: _Toc149897358]For model transfer discussion:
- Address the outcome of “[POST123bis][016][AI/ML] Model transfer (Intel)” and see how this relates/impacts the function-to-entity mapping discussion.
- Discuss whether to further split Solution 4a (OTT server to UE) into fully transparent and non-transparent options.
Overall, the Rapporteur suggests focusing on analyzing whether any of the identified model transfer solutions is suitable (or viable), while assessing impact to specification. 

Finally, the below is proposed.
[bookmark: _Toc149897398]The above Observations can be considered to organize RAN2#124’s discussion.

[bookmark: _Toc109400796][bookmark: _Toc109400797][bookmark: _Toc109400798][bookmark: _Toc109400799][bookmark: _Toc109400800][bookmark: _Toc109400801][bookmark: _Toc109400802][bookmark: _Toc109400803][bookmark: _Toc109400804][bookmark: _Toc109400805][bookmark: _Toc109400806][bookmark: _Toc109400807][bookmark: _Toc109400808][bookmark: _Toc109400809][bookmark: _Toc109400810][bookmark: _Toc109400811][bookmark: _Toc109400812][bookmark: _Toc109400813][bookmark: _Toc109400814][bookmark: _Toc109400815][bookmark: _Toc109400816][bookmark: _Toc109400817][bookmark: _Toc109400818][bookmark: _Ref189046994]3	Conclusion
In the previous sections we made the following observations: 
Observation 1	The outcome of “[POST123bis][017][AI/ML] TP update (Ericsson)” should allow for a stable/agreeable version of RAN2’s input to the TR. This discussion can also be used to identify other critical aspects that need to be addressed by RAN2 to finalize the SI.
Observation 2	The functional framework should be considered stable. Specific additional aspects (e.g., considerations for model-ID- or functionality-based LCM) can eventually be addressed in the TR.
Observation 3	For the functions-to-entities Tables, companies are invited to bring forward motivations/concerns regarding the FFSs. Since the data collection and model transfer discussions might impact the Tables, when/if needed, companies should include detailed proposals in the concerning sub–Agenda Items (e.g., 7.16.2.2 Data Collection, 7.16.2.3 Control and LCM other).
Observation 4	For (model/functionality) applicability discussions, the Rapporteur suggests focusing on the motivations of enabling signaling from NW-to-UE.
Observation 5	For data collection:
- Start by addressing the “requirements” for UE-side model training.
- We could continue discussing MDT, L3, and LPP impacts for NW-side model training.
RAN1’s Reply LS (Part A in R2-2309435 and Part B in R2-2311720) should be taken into account.
Observation 6	For model transfer discussion:
- Address the outcome of “[POST123bis][016][AI/ML] Model transfer (Intel)” and see how this relates/impacts the function-to-entity mapping discussion.
- Discuss whether to further split Solution 4a (OTT server to UE) into fully transparent and non-transparent options.
Overall, the Rapporteur suggests focusing on analyzing whether any of the identified model transfer solutions is suitable (or viable), while assessing impact to specification.

Based on the discussion in the previous sections we propose the following:
Proposal 1	The above Observations can be considered to organize RAN2#124’s discussion.
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