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1 Introduction
In this contribution, we provide simulation results according to the work plan defined in [1]. The simulation assumptions are provided during email discussion [2~4]. The results include macro-to-outdoor-pico single operator co-channel deployment scenario and macro-to-macro different operator adjacent channel deployment scenario.
2 Discussion 
2.1 Macro-to-outdoor-pico co-channel deployment

Figure 1 and Figure 2 give the DL and UL geometry of macro to outdoor-pico deployment, respectively. The macro cells and the pico cells are within the same channel. The macro cells are deployed in the same DL/UL configuration while the pico cells are randomly configured as either DL or UL. . The M_DL/P_DL in the label means that all macro/pico cells are configured as downlink, M_UL/P_UL in the label of the figure means that all macro/pico cells are configured as uplink, and P_Random means pico cells are randomly configured as downlink or uplink each with 50% probability.
For DL geometry, the performance of both macro UEs and pico UEs are acceptable in all cases.  However, if compared with the adjacent channel macro-pico case, the downlink performance of pico is much worse.
For  UL geometry, the performance of macro UEs and pico UEs are acceptable only when both the macro and pico cells are configured as uplink. When macro and pico cells are configured as different transmission direction, the uplink performance will significantly degraded. 
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Figure 1. DL geometry, macro-to-outdoor-pico, co-channel for M-P and P-P
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Figure 2. UL geometry, macro-to-outdoor-pico, co-channel for M-P and P-P
2.2 Macro-to-macro different operators adjacent channel deployment

Figure 1 and Figure 2 give the DL and UL geometry of macro to macro different operators deployment, respectively. The macro cells from different operators are within adjacent channel and the macro stations of the aggressor operator are one cell radius away from those of the victim operator. For the baseline transmission, both the aggressor and the victim operator are at the same direction. For dynamic TDD, the aggressor and the victim operators are at the different directions, and all macro cells of one operator are at the same direction.

For DL geometry, the performance of baseline and the dynamic TDD case are almost identical. For UL geometry, the performance of baseline is acceptable, and deploying dynamic TDD is observed with significant challenge totally unusable.
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Figure 1. DL geometry, macro-to-macro,  different operator, adjacent channel
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Figure 2. UL geometry, macro-to-macro, different operators, adjacent channel
3 Conclusion
For both macro-to-outdoor-pico co-channel deployment and macro-to-macro different operator adjacent channel deployment, significant co-existence challenges have been observed without interference mitigation mechanisms
It is also felt that interference mitigation mechanisms should be considered to feasibly deploy both above scenarios. 
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