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Discussion 
1 Introduction/Discussion
For mobility related FGI bits, one FGI bit often has multiple implications. For example if dual mode UE sets FGI 27 (EUTRA RRC_CONNECTED to UTRA CELL_DCH CS handover) to ‘1’, it means UE has tested all of following inter-RAT handovers;

· FDD E-UTRA to FDD UTRA

· FDD E-UTRA to TDD UTRA

· TDD E-UTRA to FDD UTRA

· TDD E-UTRA to TDD UTRA

However it is not likely that all of combinations are really need to be testes. Part of supported bands is only for roaming usage, which does not require IOT test at all. Even not all home PLMN bands would be IOT tested because it requires too much cost especially when multiple network vendors provide the system. Following is an example.
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Among 30 cases, at least 6 cases have no use scenarios (handover between roaming networks). It is also questionable whether inter-RAT handover for roaming is always required. At least it has not been strongly required so far. Moreover in multiple vendors provide systems, the number of required IOT cases increases linearly. Roughly speaking, the number of IOT test cases for inter-frequency handover and inter-RAT handover is the factor of number of frequencies and the number of system vendors (E.g. 6 frequency bands and 3 network vendors are involved then, number of IOT tests = 6 * 5 * 3 =90).  
Observation: Current FGI definition for mobility features requires more than necessary IOT tests.    

IOT test is in general the process between the UE vendor, the network vendors and the operator. It suggests possibility of negotiation between them to exclude unnecessary IOT cases. We believe it is possible and even desirable to leave some room that concerned parties can play with. 

Proposal: FGI definition of mobility related features could be customized such that the concerned parties refine the definition according to the actual need of the operator.
2 Conclusion
In our view, IOT test scope cannot be fixed in the standard because of deployment situation specific factors. It is proposed to explicitly clarify that FGI definition of mobility related feature can be negotiated between UE vendor, network vendor and operator. It should be noted that the default meaning without negotiation could be used as well.
Draft CRs are in [1] and [2].
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