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1. Introduction
This contribution provides the informational summary on the email discussion: “[Rel16_UE_capabilities] Exchange of views”, according to discussion on proposals in contributions [RP-200226, RP-200243, RP-200290].

2. Conclusion
Based on the discussion, the following informational summary was made.

1. Terminology definitions based on Rel-15 (TR38.822)
0. “Feature(s)”: It is a highest level grouping. In Rel-16, it is per-WI grouping.
0. “Feature group(s)”: It is a kind of “subfeature(s)” within a “feature”, and is defined by each row in the UE features list. 
0. “Component(s)”: One feature group contains one or multiple components. When UE reports support of the feature group, basically it is applied to all components in the feature group.
1. In case that a set of feature groups/components is necessary to be supported by UE (and NW) for a certain purpose, 
1. There are at least two possible approaches below to define the set of feature groups for a purpose.
0. Approach 1: A basic feature group(s), which is a set of components that are viewed necessary to provide a minimum level of support for the feature. Defining a basic feature group(s) is not always possible or necessary for a given feature. 
0. Approach 2: A set(s) of feature groups necessary to be supported for the purpose is defined somewhere in specification(s).
1. Each WG is responsible on whether/how to define the basic feature group(s) or the set(s) of feature groups, and it is possible to take different decision on approaches (including possibility to not define any basic feature group or set) for different purposes/features. It is preferable to take common approach across WGs for same feature/purpose.
1. The Plenary guidance may be requested, if needed after WG discussions, on whether defining a set of feature groups based on Approach 2 for some feature, either in addition or instead of approach 1. There has been no conclusion in previous discussions, including RAN 87e, that it would be necessary.
1. Irrespective of defining a set of feature groups for a purpose, capability bit(s) should be defined for each of feature groups independently.
1. For each feature group (capability bit(s)) defined as “mandatory with capability signaling”, each WG should take either one of following approaches.
2. Approach 1: default value should be defined in each WG for the case where UE does not report or the case before UE reports. 
2. Approach 2: the capability signaling is mandatory present so that UE must report.
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