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Discussion
In the conclusions of the work of CEPT PT1 on Mandate 5 for the 2500-2690MHz band, a statement was made about any necessary guard bands between the FDD and TDD blocks which stated: 
“CEPT envisages that the specifications that will be developed for the 2.6GHz band, together with mitigation techniques that are feasible to implement, will allow the deployment of TDD between the uplink and downlink bands with guardbands of a reasonable size.”

Although 3GPP does not define size of guardband, the essence of this statement is that 3GPP should do ‘their best’ to minimise guard bands in defining specifications for TDD and FDD.  Certainly, CEPT will expect that the result of this activity will not yield a better performance when it is repeated for other regions with more awkward constraints such as the US.
The task of drafting specifications for this band, which are based on implicit guard band assumptions, was complicated by the fact that the guard bands were to be taken from the TDD spectrum. This presents the usual trade-off for TDD, more usable TDD spectrum and more expensive TDD equipment vs. less usable TDD spectrum and less expensive TDD equipment. However, the coupled trade-off for FDD is simply more expensive FDD equipment and more TDD spectrum vs. less expensive FDD equipment and less usable TDD spectrum.  Since there is no real cost on FDD usable spectrum, there is a tendency to propose specifications that reduce the cost of FDD equipment in 3GPP, which may lead to a conclusion of a large guardband of 20-25 MHz in total.
However, there is a wider context to this discussion.  There is a move to de-regulate this spectrum in CEPT PT1 and allow any technology in the band not just those in the IMT2000 family. There are already regulators (e.g. UK) who have stated their interests to do this in CEPT.  If in this debate, it can be shown that limiting the use of the band to the IMT2000 family, which in Europe is essentially UMTS, causes lower utilisation of the spectrum, this strengthens the argument for de-regulation.

Moreover, in the investigation of these specifications it was clear that tighter filtering was technically and economically feasible to improve on these specifications. This being the case it is easily possible for a competing technology to show that it could do a ‘better job’ than 3GPP in terms of spectral utilisation and this would seriously weaken the case for exclusive use of the spectrum by IMT2000.

Technology neutrality and more competition can be a good thing, especially for the operators and are welcomed. In anticipation of this, the specifications should be designed assuming maximal utilisation of the spectrum. This is because regardless of assumed implicit guard bands in blocking specifications, for example, a regulator may license that spectrum in those guard bands so that these blocking specs may not ensure protection. This may yield such specs redundant and they may have to be redrafted.

In conclusion, a more holistic approach is advised in the definition of these specifications in 3GPP in order to protect the future of all variants in the UMTS family.

