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1 Introduction 
In R3-120720 [1] provides some arguments that a solution using access control/membership verification should be performed in the HNB-GW. 

We look at the reasoning behind this and the conclusions.
2 Discussion

The paper[1] proposes selection of solution 2a or 2b in the TP for macro-femto enhanced mobility [2]. These solutions are based on all AC/MV being in the HNB-GW.
From [1] it is stated:

“We also think it might be very beneficial to keep as much as possible the inter-CSG/inter-HNB mobility transparent to the Core Network, even if this would imply changing the principle of keeping the MV information within the CN. We think that only in this way inter-CSG mobility would be comparable in terms of performance to the current intra-CSG mobility.”
In this argument the issue appears to be not about macro-femto mobility, but concerning HNB-HNB inter-CSG mobility, an aspect of the SI that is not to be evaluated, as indicated in the RAN3 Chairman’s report[3] p16.
For consideration of macro-femto mobility, CN is already involved as part of the enhanced SRNS relocation procedure used. For both solution 2a and 2b, there is an exchange of 9 messages with the CN (both domains). For every handover this would involve 2 more messages, the same as solutions 1a, 1b, however these messages will contain more information (the UE whitelist) than the simple AC/MV check needed for 1a, 1b solution. 

For consideration of future use of HNB-HNB inter-GSG mobility, then although such a solution as 2a, 2b  will reduce the CN signalling for HNB-HNB mobility it present some significant issues in that the CN is not aware of CSG change. These issues are identified but not resolved in [1]:
1) Hiding inter-HNB mobility from the CN even if CSG boundaries are crossed (e.g., at inter-HNB/inter-CSG mobility and at inbound mobility).

2) Verifying membership at the HNB-GW in case of inter-HNB/inter-CSG mobility.

3) Informing the CN about CSG changes, even if the CN does not need to be contacted for membership verification. 

4) Allowing the CN to update the membership information for active mode UEs within the HNB-GW if necessary.
These issues do not need to be addressed on any scheme where AC/MV with the CN occurs at each inter-CSG mobility, which is consistent with solutions 1a and 1b.
3 Conclusion
The recommendation to select solutions 2a and 2b based on improved HNB-HNB inter-CSG performance is not balanced by the disadvantages of larger message sizes for macro-femto handover and issues of CN being unaware of Inter-CSG mobility.
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