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1   Introduction
In R3-142144 [1], some amendments of DSR use case description in [2] was proposed. This paper addresses the proposals and elaborated more on the DSR use case description. 
2   Discussion
2.1   Proposals in [1] and Discussions
Begin of proposal 1 in [1]
5.2 Use cases for Dynamic spectrum re-allocation
It should be analyzed whether the following uses cases, which produce spectrum holes, require dynamic spectrum allocation functionality. A spectrum hole exists if a portion of spectrum is exclusively assigned to a specific RAT (e.g. GSM) even though the necessity of using this RAT is not clear due to the decreasing number of corresponding single-RAT UEs (e.g., GSM-only UEs). In addition, DSR requires technology neutrality for spectrum portion in question (see Annex B). This scenario can be better understood by looking at the following statistics, if available:

expected frequency/relevance of this scenario per year per region;
End of proposal 1 in [1]
In the previous RAN3 discussion and agreements, the spectrum hole exists in different perspectives, such as long term, short term or space. In the long term and space, we can see how it works in history when deploying each new generation of RAT network, first as isolated deployment and then gradually growing to larger area before forming a continuous coverage. For the middle/short term of spectrum hole such as the big event scenario, since we cannot predict the occurrence of unexpected event, it is difficult for operators to determine how much the network redundancy should be reserved. This is actually the motivation of DSR. 
There are different predictions for the number of users in each RAT in the following years. But these predictions differ from country to country and also depending on who makes these predictions. And in additions to these country wide predictions, there will be differences between different regions. For example dense urban, sub urban and rural areas may all have different penetration development. It is reasonable to foresee the refarming of GSM spectrum to LTE gradually in cluster level in long terms (months). 
For the middle/short term spectrum hole, another example is GSM M2M traffic. It is observed that most of M2M traffic take place during the night period, and the spectrum can be reallocated to LTE in the daytime.
Begin of proposal 3 in [1]
Observation 1: Considering the overhead that is associated with spectrum sharing in this particular use case (short term holes), we do not think that the use case is attractive in the given context.

Proposal 3: We propose to add subsection 2.3.1 as subsection 5.2.2.1 to the TR.
End of proposal 3 in [1]
The legacy method is not expected to solve the spectrum hole in short term. It is not practical to reallocate the spectrum between RATs (e.g. GSM and LTE) in TTI level, which is much shorter than the reset time of the cell. Here the full dynamic solutions is expected in this use case, which means LTE works as a SCell of carrier aggregation, and the bandwidth involves GSM TCH, when GSM TCH uses some of the spectrum, LTE avoid using these PRB overlapped with the TCH. 
Since legacy method is not proposed to be used in this use case, it is not necessary to describe the potential solution in this use case description part. But it may of course be possible to add this as one potential solution in the solution part.
Begin of proposal 4 in [1]
Proposal 4: We therefore propose to add to the TR following subsection:


5.2.2.2
Analysis of short term spectrum holes
It is argued that periodic, e.g. daily, traffic fluctuations lead to inefficient usage of spectrum, as shown in above figure 5.2.2-1.

We note that in the figure, the holes are present where there is high traffic for PS data and little traffic for CS connections. It is clear that the spectrum for PS traffic must be dimensioned to accommodate the peak traffic. As it turns out, the PS peak traffic also coincides with high usage of CS traffic, and hence short term spectrum re-allocation has no merit here.
End of proposal 4 in [1]
The data in Section 5.2.2 of [2] shows an example of CS and PS traffic amount variation in real network. It is not exactly CS valley when PS reaches peak. However for the DSR we don’t require the accurate alignment of CS valley with PS peak because the QoE of PS service could be flexible even within one cell, when the cell load is low the UE QoE could be excellent while in high load situation the QoE could be only minimum guaranteed, this is common in wireless networks. So for the benefit of DSR the benefit of reallocation could also be best of effort. Although in PS peak time only part of spectrum can be reallocated from GSM and in PS middle load time most of GSM spectrum can be reallocated. The impact to LTE is just the different QoE benefit in these periods.
Begin of proposal 4 in [1]
......the usage of different RATs for a certain portion of spectrum in adjacent cells disables the usage of Inter-cell interference coordination (ICIC) which requires Physical Resource Block (PRB) specific information from neighboring cells. However, in that case carrier bandwidth is different and PRBs are not existing or not addressable……
……the frequency reuse of LTE is 1, while GSM BCCH carrier requires reuse 12. With DSR in spatial domain GSM is confronted with reuse 1 which might harm the complete GSM operation and requires a new frequency planning……
Proposal 5: we propose to append the text of Section 2.4 to subsection 5.2.3 of the TR.
End of proposal 4 in [1]
Yes when different RAT deployed nearby, some actions must be taken to handle the interference and ensure the system reliability. For the reuse 12 of GSM and reuse 1 of LTE, the coordination is also required. Otherwise the buffer zone between two RATs should be placed. More discussion can refer to [4]. So it is better to reword the text as below and add to [2].
“DSR is expected to solve the spectrum hole in space by reallocating different amount of spectrum to another RAT in different region. However the different reallocation could cause inter-RAT interference problem at the region border since different RAT exists, interference handling should be considered in this scenario.”
3   Conclusion 
In this contribution, we explained why the listed concerns in R3-142144 are not true problems limiting the necessity of DSR. RAN3 is kindly suggested to discuss these concerns and explanations, to clarify which should be discussed further and which left for implementation.
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