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1. Introduction

In RAN WG1#22 meeting in Jeju, Ericsson and QUALCOMM proposed that the WG1 would recommend to either omit SSDT from Rel’99 and Rel’4 specifications or to make it optional in the UE [1]. In this contribution, we explain that the problems raised in [1] are not valid. 

2. Problems raised in the contribution from Ericsson and QUALCOMM

2.1 Operation of SSDT with closed loop transmit diversity
As UE behaviour in calculating feedback command when in Tx diversity in SHO regardless that  SSDT is active or not is not clearly defined, so the uncertainty that [1] points out is not considered to be a SSDT specific problem. Therefore, omitting SSDT or making SSDT optional is a misleading solution of this problem.  

With regards to the test requirement, it is not practical to test all the combinations and all  conditions in conformance test.  Therefore, only essential features and conditions shall be tested to reduce total test period. In any case, it is noted that this aspect is under RAN4 responsibility. In conclusion this is NOT a SSDT problem, but rather verification of UE performance behavior whilst in SHO for CL Tx Diversity (modes 1 and 2).
2.2 Combining of TPC commands received on the DL

  With regard to this issue, WG1 has already reached to the conclusion to make a CR[2] to clarify that the UE shall follow normal SHO uplink TPC procedure even when SSDT is active. Since this is a change for clarification and there are not any impacts on the implementation, this is not a problem any more.

2.3 Overall system benefits of SSDT

  In discussion of ESSDT, we showed that even in the current SSDT scheme there is significant benefit in the case of high bit rate transmission [3]. As SSDT gain is sensitive to the power offset value between DPCCH and DPDCH, it is shown that SSDT retains acceptable gain by reviewing this power offset value[4].  Therefore, this reason is not valid to omit SSDT or make it optional in UE.
3. Impacts of Ericsson and QUALCOMM proposal

If RAN1 decides to make SSDT optional for the UE, signalling would be required for UE capability so that network can distinguish UEs which has the formerly mandatory features and others which does not have it. The change implied by such a decision would not be acceptable.

The removal of SSDT feature will also affect other layer 1 procedures: for example, FBI format, slot formats, PDSCH power control procedure. Therefore before any decision is made, all impacts of the removal proposed in [1]needs to be clearly identified and carefully assessed. 

4. Conclusion
  Since the problems raised in [1] are not valid, there is no reason to either omit SSDT from Rel’99 and Rel’4 specifications or to make it optional in the UE at this late stage. Moreover, the change which may be implied on layer 1 procedures if SSDT is removed would not be acceptable. Omitting such a beneficial feature would only serve to sacrifice capacity benefit without a clear justification. Therefore, we recommend to maintain the SSDT functionality in R99 and Rel4 as already specified.
Reference

[1] R1-01-1256, “SSDT”, Ericsson, QUALCOMM

[2] R1-01-1250, “Uplink TPC Command Processing in SHO with SSDT”, Nokia
[3] R1-01-0275, “Enhancement of SSDT for Rel’5”, NEC

[4] R1-01-1303, “SSDT and downlink DPCCH Power Offset”, Fujitsu

