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1. Introduction
In last RAN3#119 meeting, there were two remaining common issues for all three use cases – even though they have been discussed as part of the Stage 3 aspects for the Load Balancing use case and, for the confidence of the prediction/inference, also for the Mobility Enhancement use case – as follows [1][2][3]:
	[bookmark: _Hlk130823265]Validity time? Introduce the Requested Timing Informaiton IE in the request message?
Prediction information along with the accuracy?


2) Introduce Expected RRC state in the predicted UE trajectory information? Predicted beam index? Confidence?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In this paper, we discuss the FFS above and put forward our proposals.
3. Discussion
3.1		Prediction accuracy/confidence
In last RAN3#119 meeting, there were left issues concerning the prediction accuracy/confidence, captured in [1] as follows:
	Prediction information along with the accuracy?


2) Introduce Expected RRC state in the predicted UE trajectory information? Predicted beam index? Confidence?
First, we need to make clear whether the purpose of transmitting prediction accuracy is to measure the performance of the AI/ML model or the accuracy probability of prediction information.
If the purpose is to measure the performance of the AI/ML model, it doesn't seem necessary. Because as long as the AI/ML model is not modified, the performance of the AI/ML model that inferences the prediction information should be constant. Moreover, there is no unified standard for measuring the performance of the AI/ML model when different nodes have different AI/ML models or the same AI/ML model is (re-)trained based on different data sets.
If the purpose is to measure the accuracy probability of the prediction information, also in this case we think this is not needed – see our paper in [4] concerning the accuracy/confidence of the UE trajectory prediction for the ME use case. In general, we believe that it is not useful to provide the prediction’s accuracy/confidence (along with the prediction) over Xn since accuracy is not a deterministic information by default but a prediction itself. Moreover, it is not clear to us which could be the behavior of the receiving NG-RAN is provided with such kind of information, will it trust the prediction or not? Eventually, the prediction accuracy can only be calculated with obtaining the ground truth in the prediction time. However, the prediction information needs to be transferred over Xn interface before the requested node obtains the ground truth. But there could also be other means to evaluate an AI/ML prediction’s accuracy, e.g. via the UE performance feedback or via other use case specific means.
Therefore, based on the above, we propose the following:
Proposal 1: Accuracy/confidence of an AI/ML prediction is not sent over Xn along with the prediction itself.
3.2	Validity time
In the RAN3#117-bis-e meeting, the following agreement was captured [5]:
	How to indicate validity time (e.g., implicitly with a new prediction when the previous prediction becomes invalid, explicitly with every prediction in the AI/ML output or by the request to the prediction) shall be discussed on a case by case basis.


In last RAN3#119 meeting, there is a left issue as follows:
	Validity time? Introduce the Requested Timing Informaiton IE in the request message?


To make issues above clearly, we should clarify the possible timing information in the agreed new procedure 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, hence the AI/ML prediction can be used by the requesting NG-RAN node.
Requested time: time duration of the requesting prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name), e.g. start time plus end time.
Reporting periodicity: reporting interval of the requesting prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name).
Intuitively, the requesting node expects the requested node to provide valid prediction information in the requested time, and possible reporting options that still need to be discussed are one-time and periodic reporting. Therefore, we would like to discuss the possible timing information above from the perspective of the reporting mode.
In the case of one-time reporting, we need to discuss the requested time and the validity time. Because the requested node reports only once, the requesting node needs to explicitly indicate the requested time of the valid prediction information, that is, it may be considered that the requested time has the same meaning with the validity time. Therefore, we think the requested/validity time should be configured in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name) in the case of one-time reporting.
Proposal 2: The requested time and validity time should be configured in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name) in the case of one-time reporting.
In the case of periodic reporting, we need to discuss all possible timing information above.
For requested time, there are two possibilities. One is to configure it in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name), so that the requested node would stop transmission after transferring the prediction information that meets the requested time. The other is an implicit indication manner: the start time of the prediction information can be considered as a moment at which the requesting node sends the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST message (Registration Request IE is set to “start”), and the end time of the prediction information can be based on implementation of the requesting node, i.e. the requesting node sends the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST message again (Registration Request IE is set to “stop”) to stop the transmission after receiving prediction information of sufficient duration (as indicated in the requested time). Therefore, we think RAN3 needs to discuss how to indicate the requested time in the case of periodic reporting.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to discuss how to indicate the requested time in the case of periodic reporting.
For reporting periodicity and validity time, they can be discussed in the following two cases:
Case 1: The reporting periodicity (e.g. 60s) is shorter than the validity time (e.g. 120s) of the prediction information. In this case, the prediction information in the reporting periodicity can be considered as valid by default, i.e. the validity time does not need to be indicated.
Case 2: The reporting periodicity (e.g. 60s) is greater than the validity time (e.g. 30s) of the prediction information. The following possible solutions can be considered: 
(1) Introduce the validity time (e.g. 30s) of prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION UPDATE. 
(2) Indicate initiation failure of the agreed new class 1 procedure with the AI/ML INFORMATION FAILURE, meaning that the requesting node decides to reject the prediction information.
(3) Introduce a time list of prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION UPDATE (e.g. two groups of 30s prediction information).
(4) Transfer the processed prediction information in the AI/ML INFORMATION UPDATE (e.g. average the two groups of 30s data as 60s valid prediction information.).
Therefore, we think it is necessary to discuss whether to indicate the validity time in the prediction information after discussing how to solve the above problems.
Proposal 4: RAN3 to discuss how to solve the problem that the reporting periodicity is different from the validity time of the prediction information.
[bookmark: _Toc423019950][bookmark: _Toc423020279][bookmark: _Toc423020296]4. Conclusion
Based on the discussion in this paper, we reach the following observations and proposals.
Proposal 1: Accuracy/confidence of an AI/ML prediction is not sent over Xn along with the prediction itself.
Proposal 2: The requested time and validity time should be configured in the AI/ML INFORMATION REQUEST (FFS on the name) in the case of one-time reporting.
Proposal 3: RAN3 to discuss how to indicate the requested time in the case of periodic reporting.
Proposal 4: RAN3 to discuss how to solve the problem that the reporting periodicity is different from the validity time of the prediction information.
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