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1 Introduction
In R3-131485, a thorough analysis of the use of HLR definition has been carried out in stage 2 and stage 3.
While we welcome such work and agree with the issues reported in this document, we see that the proposed solution at the end modifies the definition of the Handover Restriction List IE which has been stable for long. We can see a possible different outcome from this document and in this paper draw a variant solution.
2 Description 

The section 2.1 of R3-131485 carries out a stage 2 review where it appears that a misalignment exists between the SA2 stage 2 TS23.401 where the term “mobility restrictions” seems the most appropriate to refer to the overall restrictions brought by the HRL (Handover Restriction List) IE while in TS36.300/36.401 the term “area restriction” has been used for the same concept.
Therefore R3-131485 proposes for stage 2 to align TS36.300 with TS23.401 and replace the term “ area restriction” by the term “mobility restrictions” in TS36.300/TS36.401.

We agree with this first outcome and see benefits in having common stage 2 alignment between SA2 and RAN3.
Proposal 1: agree to align TS36.300/36.401 with TS23.401 and use the term “mobility restriction” and therefore agree the tdocs R3-1486/87.

The next section 2.2 of R3-131485 then carries out a stage 3 review where various terminologies are being used throughout TS36.413 and TS36.423. 
It appears that the fix of TS36.413/423 can be done independently of the stage 2 fix and becomes a separate question.
The proposal in R3-131485 for stage 3 is to modify the heart of the mobility restriction i.e. the definition and concept of the HRL IE (Information Element) itself in TS36.413 section 9.2.1.22. While this IE has been stable for quite some time, R3-131485 wants to introduce a new concept in the HRL IE in the semantics description of the Equivalent PLMNs subIE and to newly re-define this subIE as the “area restriction”.
We think this is not a good idea for two reasons:

· It is not because some procedural sections of TS36.413 are inconsistent that we should touch the definition of the HRL IE which is stable. We should instead fix the procedural parts which have been found inconsistent, and in particular in a way that fits the stable definition of the HRL IE,

· Using the term “area restriction” in the semantic description of the “equivalent PLMNs” subIE is in particular not a good idea since that term has been used so far in a different context in TS36.300 by RAN3 (see above) which can bring confusion.

We therefore propose to fix the stage 3 part in a different manner: keep the HRL IE untouched which currently defines two types of restrictions (a first type related to roaming areas which are in restriction, and a second type related to access restrictions which refer to forbidden RATs), and fix the procedural parts of TS36.413/423 accordingly wherever needed. 

We think this respects the spirit of the HRL IE as it was introduced in the specification.
Proposal 2: align the procedural parts of TS36.413/423 with the HRL IE definition instead of modifying the HRL IE definition as proposed in R3-131485, and therefore agree the tdocs R3-131408/09 implementing the necessary fixes to TS36.413/423 and NOT the tdocs R3-131488/89.
3 Conclusion and Proposal 

This paper has shown why R3-131485 has done a good analysis for the stage 2 but we think the stage 3 should lead to a different conclusion.

We therefore propose to agree the CRs in R3-131486/87 for the stage 2 and the CRs in R3-131408/09 for the stage 3.


















