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1
Introduction
In the last RAN2#77 meeting there was an agreement to introduce new additional set of FGIs in Rel-9. The agreed CR in the plenary was RP-120355 [7]. But it seems that the procedural description may not be clear how the NW should understand the added FGIs (featureGroupIndRel9Add) in different situations.
2
Discussion
The legacy FGI (featureGroupIndicators) are handled by the NW in such a way that if UE omits including those then NW may assume that UE is tested and implemented (word support used from now on to keep clarity) for all the features part of the featureGroupIndicators. Similar handling was copy-pasted for featureGroupIndiRel9Add.

But when we now consider legacy UE that is not aware of the [7] would not include featureGroupIndRel9Add even if does not support any of the additional FGIs. And due to above mentioned NW behaviour description there will be false assumption by the NW that UE would support all the FGIs from featureGroupIndRel9Add.

Proposal 1: Discuss if there is a problem of current NW behaviour description for featureGroupIndRel9Add
If there is an agreement that something is incorrectly captured for featureGroupIndRel9Add, it would be good to discuss how to solve this. 
As explained for featureGroupIndicators there is a rule that NW may assume that UE supports all the FGIs if the IE is omitted by the UE. Is there need to have similar handling for featureGroupIndRel9Add?
Question 1: Should the UE be able to omit featureGroupIndRel9Add similarly to featureGroupIndicators in case UE supports all the FGIs?

If not then what would be the desired UE and NW behaviour? Would it be OK to have a rule that NW shall assume that UE has not tested and implemented any of the FGIs in the featureGroupIndRel9Add if UE omits featureGroupIndRel9Add. 

Quastion 2: Would it be OK to say that NW shall assume that if UE omits featureGroupIndRel9Add  then UE does not support any of the FGIs in featureGroupIndRel9Add .
Probably RP-120355 itself will not be a problem because new features in featureGroupIndRel9Add are linked to the existing feature in featureGroupIndicators, i.e, FGI19. Thus if FGI19 is set to false, network will consider inter-RAT ANR measurements are not supported regardless the existence of featureGroupIndRel9Add. In some degree, this is contradicting with the existing text. However, considering that some new features, which do not link to the existing features in featureGroupIndicators, may be added in featureGroupIndRel9Add, above sentence may more confusing to network. And network may need to consider feature by feature to interpret whether UE supports the features in featureGroupIndRel9Add in different way in case featureGroupIndRel9Add is absent. And this is not desirable to the network. 
3
Conclusion
In this paper we discussed the CR agreed for adding additional FGIs and possible problem it could cause for UEs not supporting the CR. We would hope RAN2 to discuss following proposal and questions:
Proposal 1: Discuss if there is a problem of current NW behaviour description for featureGroupIndRel9Add
Question 1: Should the UE be able to omit featureGroupIndRel9Add similarly to featureGroupIndicators in case UE supports all the FGIs?

Quastion 2: Would it be OK to say that NW shall assume that if UE omits featureGroupIndRel9Add  then UE does not support any of the FGIs in featureGroupIndRel9Add .
