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1. Introduction
In RAN#101-e, simulation assumptions for the SI on NR coverage enhancement were discussed [1]. 
This tdoc evaluates via LLS the following PUSCH configurations for the FR1 eMBB Rural use case targeting 100kbps:

· With and without repeats

· With and without Frequency Hopping

· With and without HARQ

LLS evaluations were done to determine which configuration provides the best coverage. 
NOTE: Two Rx antenna ports are assumed for all LLS and no antenna array gain is assumed. Given there are no agreements yet on the performance metric nor the method of calculation, neither the path loss nor the MCL was calculated and only the SNR at 10% iBLER is given.
2. Choice of Baseline Configuration
Although several simulation parameters have been agreed last meeting, unfortunately many of the configurations are optional such as repeats, frequency hopping, and HARQ.  When we get to the point of evaluating new coverage enhancement techniques, it will be important to evaluate the benefit (i.e. the coverage improvement vs baseline) vs the cost (i.e. the added complexity).  To be able to do this analysis truthfully, the baseline configuration should be the best performing Rel 16 configuration which the current NR specification can support.

Proposal 1:   Baseline configurations should be the Rel 16 configurations which provide the best coverage performance. 

Given this objective, the remainder of this tdoc contains LLS results of several PUSCH configurations in a search to determine which configuration provides the best performance (detailed simulation assumptions are in Appendix A). 
3. Repetitions
Based on agreements from last meeting, it is up to companies whether to evaluate with repetitions or not and if so what values of repetition to use. All possible repetition values were evaluated where the TBS was chosen to ensure the data rate was kept at 100kbps. The table below shows the LLS results:
	# of repeats
	TBS
	SNR (dB)

	16
	1800
	-2.2

	8
	888
	-4.0

	4
	456
	-4.2

	2
	224
	-4.0

	1 (no repeats)
	112
	-3.8


Table 1: LLS Results for Repetition
As seen from the above table, using 4 repeats provides a 0.4 dB SNR gain vs no repeats. This gain is mainly due to gain from the LDPC decoder which performs better on larger TB sizes. The 8 and 16 repeats cases degrade because the coding rate increases to 0.19 and 0.39 respectively. 
Proposal 2:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should use an aggregation factor (i.e. repeats) = 4 
4. Frequency Hopping
To determine how much gain frequency hopping will provide, PUSCH LLS was conducted for both inter-slot and intra-slot frequency hopping when the number of repeats is 4. The following table shows the frequency diversity gains at the 10% iBLER when inter-slot and intra-slot frequency hopping is enabled:
	Scenario
	SNR (dB)

	FH Disabled 
	-4.2

	Inter-slot FH 
	-5.25

	Intra-slot FH
	-4.5


Table 2: LLS Results for Frequency Hopping with 8 repeats
As seen from the above table, both inter-slot and intra-slot provide improved performance compared to no frequency hopping. SNR gain for inter-slot and intra-slot frequency hopping is 1.05 dB and 0.3 dB respectively thus the following proposal is made: 

Proposal 3:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should use inter-slot frequency hopping.
5. HARQ
To determine how much gain HARQ will provide, PUSCH LLS were conducted with a max retransmission cycle of 4 and configured with repeats=4 and inter-slot frequency hopping enabled. Although 10% iBLER was agreed for HARQ, we also simulated at higher iBLER to see if it provides improved performance. The TBS was choosing such that the resulting data rate was 100kbps. The following table shows the TBS and SNR at 100 kbps data rate when HARQ is enabled:

	Scenario
	SNR (dB)
	rBLER

	HARQ Disabled TBS=456
	-5.25
	NA

	HARQ w/ iBLER=10% & TBS=456
	-5.3
	<1%

	HARQ w/ iBLER=33% & TBS=600
	-6.0
	<1%


Table 3: LLS Results for HARQ 
The following observations can be made from the above results:

Observation 1: HARQ with a 10% iBLER target provides little gain over non-HARQ

Observation 2: HARQ with a 33% iBLER target provides 0.75dB gain versus HARQ with a 10% target
Although 10% iBLER was agreed last meeting, we suggest the baseline configuration should be allowed to use a higher iBLER % since the baseline should have the best performance that the current standards support in order to evaluate further improvements.
Proposal 4:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should be with HARQ enabled and without restrictions on iBLER
6. Channel Estimation
There has been no agreements yet on channel estimation configuration so in this tdoc perfect channel estimation was used, but channel estimation can greatly affect the performance, especially at lower SNR where getting a good channel estimation is more challenging. There are known techniques to improve channel estimation such as frequency averaging and time averaging (also called cross SF channel estimation). If there are techniques which improve the ability for the UE to perform channel estimation, it will be difficult to evaluate that improvement if the baseline configuration does not include some form of practical channel estimation. It is therefore proposed:
Proposal 5:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should be with practical channel estimation 

· FFS: on configuration details (e.g. maximum time and frequency averaging) 

7. Conclusions
The following table is a summary of the PUSCH LLS results for the FR1 Rural Scenario:

	Case
	SNR (dB)

	No repeats, No FH, No HARQ
	-3.8

	Repeats = 4, No FH, No HARQ
	-4.2

	Repeats = 4, Inter-slot FH, No HARQ
	-5.25

	Repeats = 4, Inter-slot FH, HARQ @10% iBLER
	-5.3

	Repeats = 4, Inter-slot FH, HARQ @33% iBLER
	-6.0


Table 4: Summary of LLS Results for rural-eMBB

Based on these LLS results, the following observations and proposals are made:
Proposal 6:   Baseline configurations should be the Rel 16 configurations which provide the best coverage performance. 

Proposal 7:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should use an aggregation factor (i.e. repeats) = 4
Proposal 8:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should use inter-slot frequency hopping.
Observation 3: HARQ with a 10% iBLER target provides little gain over non-HARQ
Observation 2:
      HARQ with a 33% iBLER target provides 0.75dB gain versus HARQ with a 10% target
Proposal 4:  
The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should be with HARQ enabled and without restrictions on iBLER
Proposal 9:   The rural PUSCH baseline configuration should be with practical channel estimation 

· FFS: on configuration details (e.g. maximum time and frequency averaging) 
Observation 4: There is more than a 2.2 dB difference in coverage depending on the PUSCH configuration chosen
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Appendix A: LLS Simulation Assumptions:
	Parameter
	Value

	iBLER Target
	10%

	System bandwidth
	20 MHz

	Configuration 
	FDD

	Carrier frequency
	700MHz

	Antenna configuration
	NA

	RX Antenna ports
	2

	Channel model
	TDL-C 300ns  2Hz

	Number of PRBs
	4

	Frequency tracking error
	0Hz

	Channel estimation
	Perfect

	Frequency Hopping
	Inter-slot and Intra-slot at 10MHz

	Max. Retransmission Cycle
	4

	DMRS Configuration
	2 DMRS per slot

	Transform Pre-coding
	Yes

	SCS
	15 kHz

	Modulation
	QPSK

	TBS
	As specified

	Repeats 
	1, 2, 4, 8 and 16


