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1 Introduction
This contribution includes comments for Rel-17 UE features for supporting NR from 52.6 GHz to 71 GHz [1].
2 Comments to FG 24-1b and 24-4b 
One remaining issue left for FG 24-1b (i.e., wideband PRACH for 120 kHz in FR2-2) is whether to mandate this FG when FG 24-2 is supported (i.e., 120 kHz SSB for initial access in FR2-2). It is true that supporting wideband PRACH can be beneficial in increasing the coverage of PRACH transmission, however, this feature may not be considered as mandatorily required for implementing initial access to the system, since FR2-1 only has PRACH with short sequence length as 139 and no significant coverage issue was found. Hence, we don’t support mandating this FG when FG 24-2 is supported. 

Another remaining issue left for FG 24-1b and 24-b (i.e., wideband PRACH for 120 kHz and 480 kHz in FR2-2, respectively) is whether to restrict these FGs for bands with shared spectrum operation only. This discussion originates from an unclear description of the working scope from the WID, and technically the benefit of wideband PRACH is from the PSD limitation on shared spectrum operation. It’s better to ask guidance from RAN plenary on the intention and working scope related to this issue, such that no time will be wasted in RAN1 discussion.  

Proposal 1: For FG 24-1b and 24-4b:
· Remove the note “A UE that supports FG 24-2 must indicate this FG is supported” for FG 24-1b.
· Ask guidance from RAN plenary on whether FG 24-1b and 24-4b are applicable other than shared spectrum operation.
3 Comments to FG 24-1c
The remaining issue left for FG 24-1c (i.e., Multi-RB support PUCCH format 0/1/4 for 120 kHz in FR2-2) is whether to mandate this FG when FG 24-1a/24-2/FR2-2 is supported. Similar to the comments for FG 24-1b, the intention of supporting this feature is mainly due to the PSD limitation with shared spectrum operation, which can be considered as an optimization of transmission power, but not essentially required to implement the system. In this sense, a UE should not be mandated to support multi-RB PUCCH formats in FR2-2. 

Proposal 2: FG 24-1c, remove the note “A UE that supports [24-1a/24-2/FR2-2] must indicate this FG is supported”.
4 Comments to FG 24-1d and 24-1e
Multiple PUSCH/PDSCHs scheduled by single DCI is supported mainly to resolve the issue of limited processing time for 480 and 960 kHz in FR2-2, and it’s generalized to 120 kHz in FR2-2 as well since the specification impact is minor. However, it doesn’t imply this feature can be easily generalized to other frequency ranges or other subcarrier spacings, since the device supporting FR2-2 may not be the same as the one supporting other frequency ranges or other subcarrier spacings, and such generalization should be avoided without proper justification. 

Proposal 3: FG 24-1d and 24-1e, remove the note “FFS: to extend this FG to other frequency ranges”.
5 Comments to FG 24-8 and 24-9
It was agreed to support 32 DL and UL HARQ processes, using same solution as in NTN, but for UE features, the FGs of supporting 32 DL and UL HARQ processes should be separate from the corresponding FGs for NTN, since the type of UE to support those FGs can be different. Also, the supporting of FG 24-8 and 24-9 should be per FSPC, such that UE has a better control when implementation this feature. 

Proposal 4: For FG 24-8 and FG 24-9:
· Keep the FGs separately from supporting 32 HARQ processes in NTN;
· “Type” of the FGs are per FSPC.
6 Comments to FG 24-10
For FG 24-10, one remaining issue left is how to understand the UE behavior when this FG is not reported. We want to note that this FG is the additional beam switching time delay for 480 kHz SCS, which is intended to relax the UE’s beam switching time delay. In this sense, a UE should always try to report a value in order to benefit its implementation, and hence, there should be no issue to mandate the UE to report a value from the candidate value set.

Another remaining issue is the type of this FG, and we believe it should be “per band” to be consistent with other FGs for FR2-2. 

Proposal 5: For FG 24-10:
· A UE is mandated to report a value from the candidate value set;
· “Type” of the FG is per band.
7 Conclusion
The proposals made in this contribution are summarized below:
Proposal 1: For FG 24-1b and 24-4b:
· Remove the note “A UE that supports FG 24-2 must indicate this FG is supported” for FG 24-1b.
· Ask guidance from RAN plenary on whether FG 24-1b and 24-4b are applicable other than shared spectrum operation.

Proposal 2: FG 24-1c, remove the note “A UE that supports [24-1a/24-2/FR2-2] must indicate this FG is supported”.

Proposal 3: FG 24-1d and 24-1e, remove the note “FFS: to extend this FG to other frequency ranges”.

Proposal 4: For FG 24-8 and FG 24-9:
· Keep the FGs separately from supporting 32 HARQ processes in NTN;
· “Type” of the FGs are per FSPC.

Proposal 5: For FG 24-10:
· A UE is mandated to report a value from the candidate value set;
· “Type” of the FG is per band.
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