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1. Discussion

According to [1], E-UTRA should (be able to) operate in spectrum allocations of different size. More exactly, the current assumption is that E-UTRA should be able to operate in spectrum allocations of size 1.25 MHz, 2.5 MHz, 5 MHz, 10 MHz, 15 MHz, and 20 MHz.

The following should be noted:

· Strictly speaking one could argue that, with a single relatively narrow transmission bandwidth, one could operate E-UTRA also in large spectrum allocations. However everyone seems to understand it so that the above requirement implies that E-UTRA should support multiple transmission bandwidths that are matched to the above listed spectrum-allocation sizes.
· What are given above are the different spectrum-allocation sizes in which E-UTRA should be able to operate and not the different E-UTRA transmission bandwidths
. In order to allow for sufficient guard bands, the actual E-UTRA transmission bandwidths, measured e.g. at the -3 dB points, will obviously be smaller than the corresponding spectrum-allocation sizes. For example, a 1.25 MHz spectrum allocation probably corresponds to a transmission bandwidth closer to 1 MHz
. It should also be understood that a transmission bandwidth matched to e.g. a spectrum-allocation size of 20 MHz is not necessarily exactly 16 times larger than a transmission bandwidth matched to a spectrum-allocation size of 1.25 MHz.

The reason why it is important for E-UTRA to support different transmission bandwidths is that it is anticipated that operators may want to deploy E-UTRA in a wide range of different spectrum allocations, including spectrum allocations smaller than 5 MHz. At the same time, E-UTRA should be able to provide very high data rates when sufficient spectrum is available. However, it is then obviously important that the transmission bandwidths that are, in the end, selected for E-UTRA are well matched to expected sizes of expected relevant spectrum allocations. 

Targeting spectrum allocations of size N(5 MHz is clearly relevant as many (but not all) current 3G spectrum allocations are of size N(5 MHz. However, we believe there are somewhat larger question marks regarding the currently assumed spectrum-allocation sizes smaller than 5 MHz, i.e. 1.25 MHz and 2.5 MHz. Although we fully recognize the clear benefit of, or even need for, E-UTRA to support deployment in spectrum allocations smaller than 5 MHz, it is not clear that 1.25 MHz and/or 2.5 MHz are the best choices. 

The following should be noted:

· There are no real technical (implementation) arguments for targeting spectrum allocations that are exactly factors of two relative to each other. Also note that, as also indicated above, such a factor of two in terms of spectrum-allocation size may lead to a situation where the actual transmission bandwidths, e.g. expressed in number of sub-carriers, are not factors of two relative to each other. 

· Migration of spectrum currently used for GSM has been expressed as one possible early “application” of E-UTRA. Taking this into account, it could make sense to target spectrum allocations of size N(200 MHz, where N is a suitable value.

· In [2] it is proposed that E-UTRA should support an additional transmission bandwidth corresponding to spectrum allocations of size 1.6 MHz, at least for TDD. It is our view that one should as much as possible avoid a deviation between FDD and TDD. Thus, if E-UTRA should support a transmission bandwidth matched to a 1.6 MHz spectrum allocation that should be supported for both FDD and TDD. Furthermore, in order to not impose increased requirements on the mobile terminal, it is then preferred that such a bandwidth would replace, rather than complement, the currently assumed 1.25 MHz and 2.5 MHz.

2. Summary

Although we believe that, for the evaluation phase, 3GPP should assume the currently documented spectrum-allocation sizes and corresponding transmission bandwidths, it is important that, before any final selection of E-UTRA transmission bandwidths are made, careful discussions are carried out with regards to what are the relevant sizes of spectrum allocations and what this implies in terms of supported E-UTRA transmission bandwidths. Obviously, such discussions require substantial inputs from different operators in, spectrum-wise, different situations.

We believe that the proposal for 1.6 MHz
 one possibility. If that is the case, the corresponding transmission bandwidths should be supported for both FDD and TDD. Furthermore, 1.6 MHz should then replace, rather than complement, the currently assumed 1.25 MHz and 2.5 MHz. 
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� 	It should be noted that, in contrast to Section 8.2, Section 5 of [1] actually talks about “ bandwidths”. However, comparing with current UTRA radio-interfaces, clearly 5 MHz corresponds to “size of spectrum allocation”, rather than exact “transmission bandwidth”.


� 	Compare the WCDMA 3-dB bandwidth (3.84 MHz) with an assumed 5 MHz spectrum allocation


� Technically this would correspond to a transmission bandwidth that is 1/3 that of 5 MHz. 





