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1 Introduction

In [1], results are presented for the micro scenario that indicate that there is no impact from dynamic TDD. This is statistically the case, but in this contribution, we discuss some further considerations and observations on whether the statistical approach is fully appropriate for evaluating the micro scenario.
2 Discussion

Analysis and results indicate that if micro BS of different operators are co-located, then dynamic TDD/CLI would lead to severe interference. On the other hand, statistical simulations which randomly drop micros and impose a 10m minimum distance suggest that there is no co-existence impact from dynamic TDD.
Clearly, the impact of dynamic TDD depends on the distance between the micro basestations. The statistical simulations randomly drop basestations. It is likely that on average and over a wide proportion of a CDF, micro basestations will be positioned sufficiently far apart that they do not interfere.

In a real deployment, basestations do not continually move and re-position. If two basestations are too close to one another, then they if one operates dynamic TDD, there will be continuous interference. For the micro case, it is thus instructive to consider how far apart BS should be to avoid interference.
An approximate estimate is presented in this document, based on the micro BS considered for the co-existence study.

We assume that the BS power is 33dBm. The basestation may sometimes point a beam towards a victim micro, and at other times away. We make a simple estimate of 3dBi as an average interferer gain considering TX beam directions. At the receiver, we make a similar assumption of 3dBi average receiver direction. We assume that the sensitivity is -105dBm, and that the interference level above sensitivity is up to 20dB (which may be a too high estimate for FR2). The maximum allowable interference from the neighbor channel from a BS is assumed to be 10-20dB.
Using these figures, a very rough estimate of the minimum pathloss between BS is around 85-95dB. For LoS, this corresponds to around 10-50m.
It should be noted that the probability of a victim micro being within 10-50m of an aggressor when the micros are randomly dropped within the macro area, as in the simulations, is around 0,25% - 6%. In a statistical evaluation, such scenarios will have little impact on CDFs and averages. In the real world, however, micros are not so likely to be randomly dropped but are more likely to be positioned where traffic is expected, which implies some correlation in where different operators may place micros. 
The evaluation presented in this document is very approximate; to derive a clearer view on a minimum distance between basestations further RAN4 work would be required. We conclude from this discussion that for the micro case, the main issue is that BS should not be placed within a few 10s of metres of one another and that if operating dynamic TDD or CLI, operators would need to co-ordinate to ensure sufficient separation.
3 Conclusion

For the micro scenario, statistical simulations show no general interference impact from operating dynamic TDD. However, it will be necessary for operators to coordinate and ensure that there basestations are in the order of a few 10s of meters apart to avoid cross operator interference effects. 
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