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2.6GHz Response to Ofcom from Nokia' and Nokia Siemens Networks?

We are pleased to have the further opportunity to comment on the revised proposals to auction the
2.6GHz band in the UK. In our answers below paragraph numbers refer to the main discussion document.

Overview of issuesrelated to 2.6GHz band

In general our views remain as expressed in the previous consultation. However the new work in CEPT
SEA42 should inform the decisions on the masks.

Global harmonization of spectrum for mobile and wireless communications should be supported.
Common frequencies for mobile and wireless networks facilitate the availability of equipment, roaming,
spectrum efficiency and reduce cost, complexity of equipment and network deployment and cross border
interference. All parties will benefit from economies of scale and awider choice of devices and service
providers. The use of internationally coordinated bandsis crucia to the benefit of the end-users and to the
success of industry. Country specific bands results in lower equipment volumes, |ess choice and higher
prices and hence would make operators using such spectrum inherently less competitive.

Question 1: Do stakeholders agree with Ofcom’s assessment of the blocking effect and of its implications
for spectrum packaging?

We remain of the view that there is a serious risk that the approach may result in aband plan that is
unique to the UK, even if other countries adopt a similar flexible approach. Thiswill increase the price of
equipment and services and lead to an inefficient outcome.

! About Nokia

Nokia is a world leader in mobile communications, driving the growth and sustainability of the broader
mobility industry. Nokia connects people to each other and the information that matters to them with
easy-to-use and innovative products like mobile phones, devices and solutions for imaging, games,
media and businesses. Nokia provides equipment, solutions and services for network operators and
corporations.

About Nokia Siemens Networks

Nokia Siemens Networks is a leading global enabler of communications services. The company provides
a complete, well-balanced product portfolio of mobile and fixed network infrastructure solutions and
addresses the growing demand for services with 20,000 service professionals worldwide. The combined
pro-forma revenues of €17.1 billion Euro in fiscal year 2006 make Nokia Siemens Networks one of the
largest telecommunications infrastructure companies. Nokia Siemens Networks has operations in some
150 countries and is headquartered in Espoo, Finland. It combines Nokia's Networks Business Group
and the carrier related businesses of Siemens Communications. www.nokiasiemensnetworks.com
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In view of the new results presented by Ofcom the value of the services will be reduced by the
interference, especialy at locations providing the greatest value. Thiswill be as aresult of reduced

quality of service offered to end users, and reduced traffic. At some hotspots the risk of interference might
even deter operators from providing services at the same location as other providers, thereby harming
competition.

‘Bursty’ interference has a disproportionate impact on live TV streaming, and video/VOIP calls. Thiswill
reduce the service value but an aternative scenario is that the service will not be offered, further reducing
the economic value of the spectrum.

In high density deployments (flats and office blocks) mixing TDD and FDD systems will result in high
mean rejection rates and a poor quality of service for end users (notwithstanding building wall losses.)

In 3.41 and A6.3 Ofcom appear to suggest CEPT plan would itself allow interference from TDD, but it is
our understanding that the CEPT plan indicated that guard bands may be needed.

Question 2: Do stakeholders agree with Ofcom’s analysis of interference conditions that are relevant to the
use of generic lots?

No. The study on adjacent channel interference (Annex 7) has omitted the most serious scenario of
interference atogether — namely mobile to mobile (where the distances can clearly be shortest.) Reference
is made that thisis covered in the blocking study (Annex 6) but the latter only covers 15SMHz separation
(in order to specifically exclude ACI.) These results (showing a high probability of interference at short
range) indicate that at 10MHz or 5SMHz separation the interference will be even worse. Although
negotiation with neighborsis possible, as has been suggested, this does not mitigate the fact that the total
economic value of this part of the band has been reduced because of the TDD/FDD adjacency. Even if the
licensee profit is not harmed, the total consumer benefit is.

For the same reason (economic efficiency) we do not support the proposal (para 4.46) to relax the base
station power restrictions at the main TDD/FDD boundary on the grounds that FDD BS may also
interfere. The proposal may be fair but it is not efficient.

Question 3: Do stakeholders agree with Ofcom’s updated proposals for technical conditions or have views
on the possibility of:

- extending out-of-block masks out to an offset of +20MHz from assigned blocks;

- placing additional restrictions on the use of restricted blocks between the FDD uplink and TDD; or

- areduction in mobile station in-band power to 18dBm/MHz EIRP?

We support the extension of the mask to cater for wider band systems. Not to do so would restrict
technologies. However for the detail we urge Ofcom to follow the proposals presented by industry
(Motorola/NSN) to CEPT-SE42 where work is nearing completion.

We support the proposal to restrict the BS power of the restricted block to 18dBm/MHz.
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We a so support the proposed limits on mobile power (consistent with 3GPP standards) although as
discussed above we do not believe thisis sufficient mitigation when TDD and FDD arein close
proximity. It will however reduce the risk of interference to Bluetooth and Wifi, both of which aso
contribute to the economic value of the spectrum.

Our view remains that the UK should adopt the band plans agreed in CEPT/ECC. While we support the
idea of increased flexibility within IMT-2000 family, too much fragmentation will endanger the benefits
of interoperability, in particular the competition in equipment and services, which thrives on the ability of
consumers to switch devices and service providers.

Question 4: Do stakeholders agree with the proposed changes to the auction design set out in the
December 2006 consultation?

Y es. However in the present financial climate we still believe that payments should be staged, so as not to
disadvantage bidders requiring loans. Several other member states have adopted such an approach.

We agree that the issue of spectrum remaining unused after being licensed is areal risk and requires
consideration.

We support a 90MHz cap. Furthermore this should inform considerations by the OFT and Ofcom when
considering company mergers post auction. Circumvention (para 6.36) is therefore not inevitable.

We are concerned that the new requirement for mobile terminals to be licensed could lead to
fragmentation of the terminal market and we are unclear of the legal significance of the change. (para
6.72 and 9.11) The existing licence-exempt model has led to wide deployment and free circulation of
goods. We appreciate that licencing may be necessary should operators wish to negotiate on power limits
and masks, but thisitself will lead to increased equipment costs. Furthermore, for networks for public use
it is questionable whether operators would aways have the control of the terminal necessary to be
deemed the terminal’ s licencee. Therefore terminals for such networks should in our view be licence-
exempt (and, it follows, not subject to negotiated technical restrictions.)

ENDS



