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1
Introduction
At the past meetings, enhancements to the resource reporting were proposed and discussed:
1) Partial stop of ongoing measurement reporting (i.e. removing selected cells from the ongoing session);

2) Modification of ongoing session (addition or removal of cells, change of the reported measurement);

3) Enabling measurement stop request from the reporting side;

In this contribution we consider possible compromise way forward.
2
Discussion

Proposal 1 is included in proposal 2, but proposal 3 is not. Moreover, proposals 1 and 2 are more of enhancements than new features (they optimize reporting management, but do not offer any new functionality), while proposal 3 enables feature that is not possible now. Finally, proposals 1 and 3 address only cell lists, while proposal 2 enables also change of the reported measurement.
The solution that was discussed offline and that merges the desired functionality is a combination of proposals 2 and 3 (as discussed above, proposal 1 is included as part of proposal 2):

· The requesting eNB may request modification of an ongoing session by sending RESOURCE STATUS REQUEST message with a new registration “modify” and with already known measurement IDs.

· The reporting eNB may request stopping reporting by including a flag in the RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message.

Below, we discuss further details of this idea.

Response to the stop request in the RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message
The flag indicates that the reporting eNB either is not able to continue providing the resource updates (e.g. due to resource shortage), or updates for some cells are irrelevant (e.g. the cells is off). Either way, continuing providing updates wastes resources. Therefore, the requesting eNB should not neglect the information and remove the cell. On the other hand, the reporting eNB cannot surely determine which reports are particularly important for the requesting eNB. Therefore, the way the flag is handled should underline the importance of the request, but also leave some freedom for the requesting eNB.
Proposal 1: The reaction to the flag indicating request to stop updates is described as “should”. Also, its criticality is set to “notify”, so that reporting eNB is aware if the requesting eNB is not able to understand its request.

Request in the RESOURCE STATUS UPDATE message per cell or general?

The way resources are used in the reporting eNB remains up to its implementation. They may be shared among all the reporting cells, or be dedicated to cells. Then, the other reason to use the flag, i.e. switching off the cell, is definitely per-cell event. It seems therefore more robust to enable the flag per cell. In this case, the reporting eNB may indicate which cells it would like to have removed, but also it can indicate general overload – by adding to flag to all reported cells. In the latter case, the requesting eNB has the freedom to select which cells are to be removed.
Proposal 2: The flag indicating the need to remove some cells from the measurement reporting is implemented per cell.

Modification of the cell list or also other reporting characteristics (measurement type and periodicity)?

Modification of the cell list is rather straightforward: a new code point is added to the registration list. Then, the list of cells is processed (it may be either treated as a new list that overrides the old one, or as a “delta” to the old one, where known cells are to be removed and new ones added). However, if the measurement type is to be modified independently, it complicates the signaling: the cell list must then be ignored. If also the periodicity is added, the new feature practically doubles the existing reporting mechanism useless – all can be changed without allocating new measurement IDs. This creates dangerous situation: resource reporting is likely to use measurement IDs at least for differentiating periodicity. That parameter is closely dependent on the reported measurement type. If then there is a parallel solution to achieve the same, the vendors would effectively need to re-implement the feature. Finally, change of the cells list is due to the introduction of dynamic deployment, but there is no new feature to justify on-the-fly change of other characteristics. Therefore, it seems logical to leave out the measurement type and periodicity from the proposed enhancement and to focus on the change of the cell list.
Proposal 3: Only the cell list can be modified.
In addition, the response to the modification request can be considered. The classic acceptance and rejection messages apply, including partial response. However, if the reporting eNB rejects modification, it is not clear why this happened and therefore the requesting eNB may try to modify the measurement again and again. In order to avoid it a flag in the positive response may be added to indicate that in future accepted measurement cannot be modified.
Proposal 4: A flag is added to indicate that the accepted measurement session cannot be modified.

3
Conclusion
In this paper we have analyzed the compromise solution discussed at the last WG meeting. Furthermore, we’ve looked into details of the solution that were not discussed yet. Based on our analysis, we make 4 proposals:
1. The reaction to the flag indicating request to stop updates is described as “should”. Also, its criticality is set to “notify”, so that reporting eNB is aware if the requesting eNB is not able to understand its request.

2. The flag indicating the need to remove some cells from the measurement reporting is implemented per cell.

3. Only the cell list can be modified.

4. A flag is added to indicate that the accepted measurement session cannot be modified.
The solution is implemented according to the above proposals in the attached CR [1].
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