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1. [bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14]Introduction 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK9][bookmark: OLE_LINK10]In [1], RAN2 agreements for supporting Msg3 repetition are given, and three corresponding questions are asked for RAN1 feedback. In this contribution, we would like to provide our considerations regarding those three questions. 
2. [bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Discussion
Specifically, RAN2 asked RAN1 to answer the following questions. 
· Question 1:	Does RAN1 think it is feasible to support Msg3 repetition on both NUL and SUL? If it is feasible, whether different RSRP thresholds for requesting Msg3 repetition are needed for NUL and SUL?
In our understanding, the feature of Msg3 repetition can be applied to all supported frequency bands. In this sense, it is feasible to support Msg3 repetition on both NUL and SUL. Furthermore, considering  NUL and SUL have different carrier frequencies, the UL coverage on these two UL carriers are different. Hence, it is reasonable that the RSRP threshold for requesting Msg3 repetition should be separately configured.

· Question 2:	Does RAN1 think it is feasible to configure random access preamble Group B together with Msg3 repetition?
From RAN1 perspective, it should be noted that PHY is agnostic to the concept of Preamble Group A/B. Further, under the same transmission condition (e.g. preamble format, power control parameters, and shared ROs), the performance of preamble transmissions from Preamble Group A/B can be the same. Based on the above points, from RAN1’s perspective, configuring Preamble Group B together with Msg3 repetition is feasible. 

· Question 3:	For Msg1 transmission used to request Msg3 repetition, does RAN1 see any issue and benefit of optionally configuring a separate set of RACH parameters?
[bookmark: PP2]For triggering Msg3 repetition, RAN1 is still discussing whether separated RO is supported. If supported, configuring a separated set of PRACH parameters, such as RO resources, would be necessary.
For triggering Msg3 repetition using separated preamble in shared ROs, we do not see benefit of configuring separated parameters like preambleReceivedTargetPower, powerRampingStep, and preambleTransMax. For preambleReceivedTargetPower, it is a broadcast parameter to all UEs in the cell. NW need to consider the poor coverage UEs when providing this parameter. Hence, NW has no intention to configure a low target receive power for PRACH.  Furthermore, poor coverage UE which request Msg3 repetition may have already reached the Max Tx power if the RSRP threshold is properly configured, which makes it meaningless to configure a different preambleReceivedTargetPower. 
The difference between Rel-17 UEs which request Msg3 repetitions and those do not request Msg3 repetitions is pathloss, which have been taken into account in RAN1 power control mechanism. Furthermore, a different power ramping step also seems meaningless if UE has already reached the Max Tx power. We can not see the benefit to configure a separate power ramping step either.
Besides, a Rel-17 PRACH procedure with Msg3 repetition with same number of attempts according to preambleTransMax can provide higher accessibility compared with that in Rel-16. The benefit of configuring a different configuration for preambleTransMax is also not clear.

Proposal 1: Reply RAN2 LS with the following answers.
· It is feasible to support Msg3 repetition on both NUL and SUL, and RSRP threshold for requesting Msg3 repetition should be different on NUL and SUL.
· It is feasible to configure preamble GroupB together with Msg3 repetition.
· If Msg3 repetition is requested by separated preambles in shared RO, RAN1 do not see benefit of configuring a different preambleReceivedTargetPower, powerRampingStep, and preambleTransMax for Msg1 transmission used to request Msg3 repetition.
3. [bookmark: OLE_LINK16]Conclusion
In this contribution, we discussed the questions raised in RAN2 on Msg3 PUSCH repetitions, and we have the following proposals.
Proposal 1: Reply RAN2 LS with the following answers.
· It is feasible to support Msg3 repetition on both NUL and SUL, and RSRP threshold for requesting Msg3 repetition should be different on NUL and SUL.
· It is feasible to configure preamble GroupB together with Msg3 repetition.
· If Msg3 repetition is requested by separated preambles in shared RO, RAN1 do not see benefit of configuring a different preambleReceivedTargetPower, powerRampingStep, and preambleTransMax for Msg1 transmission used to request Msg3 repetition.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK18][bookmark: OLE_LINK19]References
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