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1      Introduction
In RAN1#101e, the scenarios and the simulation assumptions have been discussed and most of the settings have been agreed for evaluation. In this contribution, we provide more views on remaining issues for FR1 baseline performance evaluation. Additionally, some initial simulation results for dense urban O-2-I scenario has been provided for consideration and discussion.
2      Discussions

2.1     Principle and Metric for Performance Evaluation
To identify the coverage issues, the link budget adopted for IMT-2020 self-evaluation in 3GPP submission can be reused as the baseline for analysis with the necessary parameter changes according to the studied scenarios and configurations. Moreover, the PL derived from the PL model and the target ISDs can be used as the target performance, i.e., the target PL. The PL based on the link budget taking into account the required SINR and the used bandwidth can be used as the baseline PL. The gap between the baseline PL and target PL will be deemed as the potential coverage problems to be addressed.
Even though MPL/MIL/MCL have been proposed for evaluation, the detailed definitions and the corresponding LLS simulation assumptions are unclear. It is beneficial to clarify the definitions at first, which is useful for the evaluation and calibration of the results. 

In general, MPL can consider more parameters with the modelling more close to the practical operation. MCL may be beneficial to find the bottleneck channel of all channels but not the problematic channels in the practical operation. Meanwhile, the parameters without inclusion in in MCL may require the modelling in LLS for simulation. For example, whether the antenna array gain is modelled as the parameter in MCL or simulated in LLS. Essentially, it is not expected to have the different conclusions due to the usage of the different metric for evaluation. 
Proposal 1: The target PL is defined as the target performance based on PL model and the target ISD.

Proposal 2: The baseline PL is defined as the baseline performance considering the required SINR and the used bandwidth for satisfying the service requirements.

Proposal 3: The gap between the target PL and baseline PL identifies the potential coverage issues to be addressed by the solutions.
Proposal 4: Clarification on the definitions of MPL/MIL/MCL and the corresponding LLS assumptions (e.g., antenna array gain) are needed for decision of the proper metric for evaluation. 

2.2     Remaining simulation assumptions for FR1
In general, most parameters in link budget can follow the values used in IMT-2020 self-evaluation. Some parameters discussed above and scenarios settings should be taken into account for revision. Based on the discussion in the last meeting, there are still some remaining issues on the simulation assumption as listed below:
Table 1. Proposed Settings for the Remaining Evaluation Parameters
	Parameters
	Values

	VoIP services: 
	Packet Size: 320 bits every 20ms

PRBs for VoIP packet: 4 PRBs 

Payload size of SIP invite message: 1500 bytes 

	Delay Spread for Channels
	300ns

	DMRS for PUSCH/PDSCH
	3km/h: Type I, 2 DMRS symbol, no multiplexing with data


Considering the similar coverage problem in LTE for SIP invite message, such evaluation should be considered to ensure VoIP service quality can be secured.
Proposal 5: VoIP SIP invite message with 1500 bytes payload size should be considered for coverage evaluation.
2.3     Initial simulation results for FR1
Based on the LLS results, the coverage gap with the different assumption of the PRBs for the target ISD with 400m/500m at 4GHz using UL/DL configuration DDDSUDDSUU are presented in Table 2 for reference.
Table 2. Coverage Gap with the different PRBs for the target ISD in dense urban O-2-I scenario
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ISD=500m 12.44dB 12.21dB 12.1dB ISD=500m 6.45dB 6.22dB 6.11dB

ISD=400m 8.74dB 8.51dB 8.4dB ISD=400m 2.75dB 2.52dB 2.41dB


It can be observed that the different RB number may not change the final results quite much (less than 1dB) considering the tradeoff between the lower coding rate and the lower PSD. Additionally, it can be observed that eMBB with the target 1Mbps service data rate in the O-2-I scenario will lead to up to 12 dB coverage gap. So the enhancement on PUSCH is necessary. 

Proposal 6: Enhancement on PUSCH should be supported to address the large coverage gap in the dense urban O-2-I scenario.

3      Conclusion

In this contribution, we provide our views on scenarios for FR1 baseline performance evaluation with the following proposals for discussion and consideration.

Proposal 1: The target PL is defined as the target performance based on PL model and the target ISD.
Proposal 2: The baseline PL is defined as the baseline performance considering the required SINR and the used bandwidth for satisfying the service requirements.
Proposal 3: The gap between the target PL and baseline PL identifies the potential coverage issues to be addressed by the solutions.
Proposal 4: Clarification on the definitions of MPL/MIL/MCL and the corresponding LLS assumptions (e.g., antenna array gain) are needed for decision of the proper metric for evaluation.
Proposal 5: VoIP SIP invite message with 1500 bytes payload size should be considered for coverage evaluation.
Proposal 6: Enhancement on PUSCH should be supported to address the large coverage gap in the dense urban O-2-I scenario.
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