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Background
Link budget template for study of the baseline coverage is agreed in the post meeting e-mail discussion [102-e-Post-NR-CovEnh-02]. We provide analysis of link budget with MCL/MIL/MPL for each scenario.
Link budget analysis
The evaluation assumptions are in the excel file (updatedResults.xlsx) attached in the Tdoc. Table 1 and 2 shows analysis on MCL/MIL/MPL for each deployment scenarios.
Table 1: MCL/MIL/MPL for Urban scenario (4 GHz, TDD, DDSUU)
	
	PBCH
	broadcast PDCCH
	UE-specific PDCCH
	msg2 PDSCH
	msg4 PDSCH
	PDSCH for eMBB
	PRACH
	msg3 PUSCH
	Cell-specific PUCCH
	PUCCH (22 bits)
	PUSCH for eMBB

	MCL [dB]
	155.52 
	152.52 
	158.54 
	156.52 
	152.02 
	157.54 
	144.72 
	141.50 
	150.44 
	142.51 
	129.24 

	MIL [dB]
	164.29 
	161.29 
	167.31 
	165.29 
	160.79 
	166.31 
	153.49 
	150.27 
	159.21 
	151.28 
	138.01 

	MPL [dB]
	130.48 
	127.48 
	133.50 
	134.56 
	130.06 
	135.58 
	119.68 
	119.54 
	125.40 
	117.47 
	107.28 



Table 2: MCL/MIL/MPL for Rural scenario (4 GHz, TDD, DDDSU)
	
	PBCH
	broadcast PDCCH
	UE-specific PDCCH
	msg2 PDSCH
	msg4 PDSCH
	PDSCH for eMBB
	PRACH
	msg3 PUSCH
	Cell-specific PUCCH
	PUCCH (22 bits)
	PUSCH for eMBB

	MCL [dB]
	154.02 
	152.02 
	158.04 
	156.52 
	152.02 
	157.54 
	148.72 
	142.00 
	149.94 
	142.51 
	137.99 

	MIL [dB]
	158.02 
	156.02 
	162.04 
	160.52 
	156.02 
	161.54 
	152.72 
	146.00 
	153.94 
	146.51 
	141.99 

	MPL [dB]
	137.07 
	135.07 
	141.09 
	142.89 
	138.39 
	143.91 
	131.77 
	128.37 
	132.99 
	125.56 
	124.36 



We found that PUSCH for eMBB is the worst, and the Cell-specific PUCCH and PUCCH (22 bits) are also worse than other channels. Therefore, we propose,
Proposal 1: Coverage for UL channels at least including PUSCH for eMBB, msg3 PUSCH, PUCCH with 22 bits and Cell-specific PUCCH should be enhanced in Rel-17.
Conclusion
In this contribution, we have the following proposals:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal 1: Coverage for UL channels at least including PUSCH for eMBB, msg3 PUSCH, PUCCH with 22 bits and Cell-specific PUCCH should be enhanced in Rel-17.
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