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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1. In accordance with the procedure set out by Innovation, Science, and Economic 

Development Canada (ISED or the Department) in Notice No. SLPB-005-18, Addendum to the 

Consultation on Releasing Millimetre Wave Spectrum to Support 5G (the Consultation), we are 

pleased to provide our Reply Comments on the proposed release of millimeter wave (mmWave) 

spectrum in the 26.5-27.5 GHz frequency band (26 GHz band). 

 

2. Following our review of the comments filed in this proceeding, we offer the following 

recommendations to the Department: 

 

− Proceed as quickly as possible to make the 26 GHz band available and align 

Canada's use of the band with international jurisdictions; 

− Set the channel bandwidth to 200 MHz; 

− Do not impose any limits on aggregate emissions of the terrestrial services or 

require site-by-site coordination; and 

− License the 26 GHz mmWave spectrum on an exclusive basis using a 

competitive licensing process and do not allow any shared licensing mechanisms 

such as dynamic spectrum access techniques in the 26-28 and 37.6–40 GHz 

frequency ranges. 

 

3. The remainder of our Reply Comments will be structured according to the questions 

asked in the Consultation. 

 

2.0 QUESTIONS 1 AND 2 
 
Q1. ISED is seeking comments on the development of a flexible use licensing model 

for fixed and mobile services in the 26 GHz band (in addition to the bands 
currently under consultation through the mmWave Consultation), taking into 
account the timing of WRC-19, 5G technology standards development, 
international ecosystems and harmonization of spectrum use with other 
countries. 

 
Q2. ISED is seeking comments on the changes proposed above to introduce flexible 

use licensing in the 26 GHz band, including the ensuing changes to the CTFA 
Canadian footnotes and the policy on this band contained in SP 3-30 GHz, 
Revisions to Spectrum Utilization Policies in the 3- 30 GHz Frequency Range and 
Further Consultation. 
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4. There was widespread support1 for the Department's proposals to develop a flexible use 

licensing model for fixed and mobile services in the 26 GHz band as this is viewed as critical to 

ensuring that 5G services would be made available to Canadians in a timely manner.  

Interveners2 were also fully supportive of ISED's proposal to modify footnote C47A to allow for 

the introduction of flexible use licensing in the 26 GHz band and to modify the Department's 

policy document related to this spectrum as contained in SP 3-30 GHz. 

 

5. In consideration of this support, the Department should proceed as quickly as possible to 

allow flexible use licensing for fixed and mobile services in the 26 GHz band as well as take the 

necessary steps to modify footnote C47A to allow for the introduction of flexible use licensing in 

the band. 

 

3.0 QUESTION 3 
 
Q3. ISED is seeking comments on the importance of harmonizing the Canadian band 

plan with the United States in the 26 GHz and 28 GHz bands, recognizing that the 
26 GHz band is not available for 5G services in the United States at this time. 

 

6. Two slightly differing views were expressed by interveners on the question of 

harmonizing the band plan with the U.S..  On the one hand, we, Cogeco, Ericsson, Huawei, 

Quebecor, SaskTel, Shaw and Telus recognized the benefit of harmonizing with the U.S. but 

also noted that with the widespread international interest in the 26 and 28 GHz bands that they, 

and particularly the 26 GHz band, are likely to become 5G global roaming bands.  This suggests 

that the ecosystem for this band will be driven by international markets rather than the U.S. 

market. 

 

7. Nokia and Rogers supported harmonization with the U.S. band plan but noted that the 

band had not yet been made available for flexible 5G use in the U.S.  However, they also noted 

that the U.S. is likely to make this change in the near future.  Nokia stated: 

 

                                                           
1  Northstar Comments, page 2; Ciel Comments, paragraph 4; Cogeco Comments, paragraph 9; Ericsson 

Comments, page 6; Huawei Comments, page 2; Nokia Comments, page 2; Quebecor Comments, paragraph 6; 
Rogers Comments, paragraph 7; SaskTel Comments, paragraph 18; Shaw Comments, paragraph 10; Telesat 
Comments, paragraph 9 and Telus Comments, paragraph 15. 

2  Northstar Comments, page 2; Cogeco Comments, paragraph 11; Ericsson Comments, page 8; Huawei 
Comments, page 2, Nokia Comments, page 2; Quebecor Comments, paragraph 7; Rogers Comments, 
paragraph 12; SaskTel Comments, paragraph 24; Shaw Comments, paragraph 14; Telesat Comments, 
paragraph 10; and Telus Comments, paragraph 22. 
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While the 28 GHz band is already available in U.S., the 26 GHz is currently not 
available. However, on June 8, 2018, the U.S. Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) released a Third Report and Order (Third R&O), 
Memorandum Opinion and Order (MOO), and Third Further Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (Third FNPRM) on expanding flexible use in millimeter wave (mmW) 
spectrum, in which it proposes to make available 25.25-27.5GHz band (26 GHz 
band) for flexible 5G wireless use.3 

 

8. Similarly, Rogers noted: 

 
While it is true that the 26 GHz band is not available for 5G services at this time 
in the U.S., as we state above in our response to A1, the FCC is well along in 
rulemaking for this band.4 

 

9. It is important to ensure that the 26 GHz band is made available as quickly as possible 

and, for this reason, Canada should align the use of the band with international markets.  The 

FCC is actively pursuing flexible use for this band so we expect the U.S. to bring its plans into 

alignment with other countries in the near future. 

 

4.0 QUESTION 4 
 

Q4. ISED is seeking comments on the minimum block size that should be made 
available for the 26.5–28.35 GHz band. Is it necessary that the frequency blocks be 
multiples of the 3GPP channel bandwidths (50 MHz, 100 MHz, 200 MHz and 400 
MHz)? 

 

10. A number of interveners5 supported alignment with the 3GPP band plans employing 

channel bandwidths of 50 – 100 – 200 and 400 MHz. Nokia, SaskTel and Telus suggested that 

while block sizes must be selected as multiples of 3GPP channel bandwidths they expressed a 

preference for larger contiguous allocations.  Ericsson6 suggested that minimum bandwidths 

should be 100 MHz but that wider channels up to 400 MHz should be allowed.  We, along with 

other interveners7 preferred minimum bandwidths of 200 MHz, with some suggesting a 

maximum bandwidth of up to 400 MHz. 

 

                                                           
3  Nokia Comments, paragraph 1. 
4  Rogers Comments, paragraph 15. 
5  Nokia Comments, page 4; SaskTel Comments, paragraph 30; and Telus Comments, paragraph 33. 
6  Ericsson Comments, paragraph 2. 
7  Cogeco Comments, paragraph 17; Rogers Comments, paragraph 23; and Huawei Comments, page 3. 
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11. Most interveners recognized the inherent benefits of wider bandwidth channels.  While it 

is recognized that 50 and 100 MHz are supported bandwidths within the 3GPP standard, these 

are not necessarily preferred channel definitions.  As we mentioned in our comments8, 

maximum channel efficiency occurs at the maximum bandwidth that the radio technology can 

support.  Current technology can accommodate 200 MHz channels and the use of larger 

bandwidths will be supported through carrier aggregation.  It is also expected that channel 

capability will grow to 400 MHz in the future.  As such, we recommend that the Department set 

the channel bandwidth to multiples of 200 MHz.  Fragmentation of the bands into small 

bandwidths will reduce the technical benefits of 5G, and negatively impact the economics of 

deployment. 

 

5.0 QUESTION 5 
 
Q5. a)  ISED is seeking comments on whether it should impose any limits on the 

aggregate emissions of the terrestrial services in the 26.5–27.5 GHz band to 
ensure coexistence with ISS. 

 
Q5. b) If limits are proposed, ISED is inviting detailed proposals on what the limits 

should be, and why they should be implemented. 
 

12. The majority of interveners9 indicated that the imposition of any limits on aggregate 

power levels was not necessary.  Commenters noted that international studies and 

assessments conducted by the International Telecommunications Union on this matter indicate 

that interference from terrestrial systems is not likely.  Northstar was the only company that did 

not align with the majority position and suggested waiting for additional clarity around radio 

standards specifications before reaching any conclusions: 

 
Until the RSS for terminal devices are finalized for 26 GHz, it is difficult (and 
hence, premature) to determine the specific impact on inter-satellite links. This 
item should be re-visited once the 5G specifications are approved.10 

 

13. We do not share Northstar's concerns on this issue.  In view of the results of the 

international studies which have shown that there is a very low likelihood of interference to 

satellite systems operating the 26 GHz band, we do not recommend any aggregation emission 

limits on terrestrial services operating in the band. 

                                                           
8  Bell Mobility Comments, paragraph 11. 
9  For example:  Cogeco, Ericsson, Huawei, Nokia, Rogers, SaskTel, Shaw and Telus. 
10  Northstar Comments, page 3. 
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6.0 QUESTION 6 
 
Q6. a) ISED is seeking comments on the proposal to require site-by-site 

coordination between proposed flexible use terrestrial stations and 
EESS/SRS earth stations in the 26.5–27.0 GHz band when a pre-determined 
trigger threshold is exceeded. 

 
Q6. b) If the proposed site-by-site coordination is supported, what coordination 

trigger and value would be the most appropriate (e.g. power flux density or 
distance threshold)? 

 
Q6. c) ISED is also inviting proposals for specific additional technical rules for 

flexible use terrestrial stations and EESS/SRS earth stations (e.g. site 
shielding) that could facilitate more efficient sharing between terrestrial 
and earth stations. 

 

14. Several parties11 argued that site-by-site coordination between terrestrial stations and 

EESS/SRS earth stations could be effective.  Among those who supported such coordination, 

there was no consensus on the appropriate method for doing so.  Some interveners (e.g., 

Cogeco, Rogers, SaskTel and Telesat) suggested a power flux density (PFD) trigger value, 

while others (e.g., Huawei12) supported a distance threshold, and still others (e.g., Northstar13) 

felt that both a distance threshold and a PFD limit would be required. 

 

15. We, along with Nokia and Telus, do not see a need for site-by-site coordination.  Both 

Nokia14 and Telus15 indicated that since there have been no EESS or SRS earth stations 

licensed or deployed in Canada the use of a PFD threshold is not required.  As Nokia16 and 

Telesat17 noted, in the event of any future deployment of EESS or SRS earth stations, other 

practical solutions, such as site shielding around EESS and SRS earth stations, could be used 

to facilitate sharing with the terrestrial service.  If the Department concludes that site-by-site 

coordination is required, we recommend the use of a distance threshold rather than a PFD 

trigger for this purpose. 

 

                                                           
11  Ericsson Comments, page 12; Northstar Comments, page 4; Rogers Comments, paragraph 26; and SaskTel 

Comments, paragraph 37. 
12  Huawei Comments, page 4. 
13  Northstar Comments, page 4. 
14  Nokia Comments, page 5. 
15  Telus comments, paragraph 38. 
16  Nokia Comments, page 5. 
17  Telesat Comments, paragraph 13. 



Bell Mobility Inc.  
ISED SLPB-005-18 – Reply Comments Page 8 of 14 
 
16. Several parties (e.g., Rogers, Ericsson and ourselves) concluded that the judicious 

selection of earth station sites along with the use of shielding away from urban/sub-urban areas 

where 5G deployments will most likely develop initially, would reduce need for any coordination.   

 
Rogers supports the proposal to introduce certain specific technical rules like site 
shielding of EESS/SRS earth stations, especially for those earth stations that 
may be deployed near urban areas, where dense deployments of flexible use 
services are expected.18 

 
Ericsson proposes that, as long as the conditions of footnote C47A are adhered 
to, service providers not be mandated by any specific rules or methods and 
instead have the flexibility to work out arrangements that facilitate sharing, which 
may include site shielding. Experienced system designers and operators will 
adjust where required, without the need for prescriptive regulations.19 

 

17. In summary, through the use of judicious site selection and good engineering practices, 

no additional technical rules are required to facilitate sharing between terrestrial and earth 

stations. 

 

7.0 QUESTION 7 
 

Q7. a) ISED is seeking comments on whether there should be restrictions on the 
geographic areas in which new EESS and SRS earth stations can be 
deployed in the 26.5–27.0 GHz band. 

 

18. The majority of interveners expressed the view that restrictions should be placed on the 

geographic areas in which new EESS and SRS earth stations can be deployed.  These 

commenters generally indicated that new earth stations should only be established in areas 

located outside of major population centres so as to not constrain the deployment of 5G 

networks.  While Telesat20 indicated that they generally agreed to restrict the geographic areas 

in which new earth stations could be deployed, they also indicated that a technical study was 

required before any specific parameters could be applied.  We believe that the Radio Advisory 

Board of Canada (RABC) would be in the best positon to carry out a study to establish such 

parameters. 

 

                                                           
18  Rogers Comments, paragraph 29. 
19  Ericsson Comments, page 12. 
20  Telesat Comments, paragraph 14. 
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19. Only Northstar21 indicated that they did not support the use of restrictions for deployment 

of EESS/SRS earth station.  We do not agree with this view as placement of EESS/SRS earth 

stations in and around high population urban areas may constrain the deployment of terrestrial 

services, including 5G networks. 

 

Q7. b) If geographic restrictions on EESS and SRS earth stations are proposed, 
ISED is inviting detailed proposals on how they could be implemented, and 
what areas should be targeted. 

 

20. Telus22 proposed guidelines for the definition of protection zones in the 26 GHz band.  

We generally agree with Telus' proposed guidelines as their use could be helpful in defining a 

coordination "trigger distance" which may be variable, i.e., the protection zone + X meters 

(assuming that the protection boundary would be based on the specific earth station design).  

Adoption of the guidelines would provide satellite operators with the flexibility to design and 

deploy an earth station anywhere in Canada and set their own protection boundary while 

affording protection to the terrestrial service.  This recognizes that an earth station site may be 

permissible in an urban location if it operates on a "no-interference/non-protection" basis.  The 

decision as to whether these stations are ultimately licensed by the Department would be based 

on whether the installation would constrain terrestrial services. 

 

8.0 QUESTION 8 
 
Q8. a) ISED is seeking comments on the proposal to require site-by-site 

coordination between proposed flexible use terrestrial stations and FSS 
earth stations in the 27.0–28.35 GHz band when a pre-determined trigger 
threshold is exceeded. 

 
Q8. b) If the proposed site-by-site coordination is supported, what coordination 

trigger and value would be the most appropriate (e.g. power flux density or 
distance threshold)? 

 
Q8. c) ISED is also inviting proposals for specific technical rules for proposed 

flexible use terrestrial stations and FSS earth stations (e.g. site shielding) 
that could facilitate more efficient sharing between terrestrial and earth 
stations. 

 

                                                           
21  Northstar Comments, page 4. 
22  Telus Comments, paragraph 47. 



Bell Mobility Inc.  
ISED SLPB-005-18 – Reply Comments Page 10 of 14 
 
21. Some interveners23 supported the requirement for site-by-site coordination between 

proposed flexible use terrestrial stations and FSS earth stations when a pre-determined trigger 

threshold is exceeded.  However, this support was not unconditional.  For example, Cogeco24 

warned that FSS earth stations should not be permitted to restrict the deployment of terrestrial 

networks and should deploy shielding to minimize any potential interference with terrestrial 

stations.  Shaw25 cautioned that any site-by-site coordination requirement must be properly 

crafted to avoid any negative impacts on investment.  Ciel26 recommended that, regardless of 

the coordination requirement, the Department should retain the authority to approve applications 

for FSS earth stations in the 27.0-28.35 GHz range. 

 

22. We believe that site-by-site coordination in the 27.0-28.35 GHz band is overly 

prescriptive under the circumstances.  Given the short range propagation characteristics and 

the near line of sight requirements of the band, the requirement for coordination between 

terrestrial and FSS earth stations should be very rare.  Judicious site selection along with 

appropriate design of FSS earth stations should eliminate the need for coordination. 

 

9.0 QUESTION 9 
 
Q9. a) ISED is seeking comments on whether there should be restrictions on the 

geographic areas in which new FSS earth stations can be deployed in the 
27.0–28.35 GHz band. 

 
Q9. b) If geographic restrictions on FSS earth stations are proposed, ISED is 

inviting detailed proposals on how they could be implemented, and what 
areas should be targeted. 

 

23. The majority of interveners, including us, recommended restrictions on the geographic 

areas in which new FSS earth stations can be deployed.27  Specifically, interveners felt that, to 

minimize interference issues, earth station sites should be adequately isolated from terrestrial 

systems.  Our comments noted that the use of judicious placement and design (e.g., away from 

major population centres, shielded by a berm consisting of an artificial or natural ridge of land 

and/or trees surrounding the earth station location) can be quite effective in this regard. 

 

                                                           
23  Rogers Comments, paragraph 37; SaskTel Comments, paragraph 43; and Shaw Comments, paragraph 24. 
24  Cogeco Comments, paragraph 30. 
25  Shaw Comments, page 8. 
26  Ciel Comments, paragraph 6. 
27  Only SpaceX (at Page 2 of their cover letter) indicated that they did not see a need for such restrictions. 
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24. Rogers28 proposed specific geographic restrictions for the placement of new FSS earth 

stations.  We believe that such restrictions could be useful to the industry.  To the extent 

possible, it is important that any new FSS earth station are not deployed in areas close to high 

population urban centres and are required to implement site shielding or other mitigation 

measures to minimize any interference issues.  As mentioned in our comments in Q.7 b) above, 

it may be possible to deploy FSS earth stations in a high population urban centre through the 

use of proper engineering design and implementation of other mitigation techniques.  However, 

should satellite operators choose to operate in these areas, they must operate on a non-

protection basis and in no way constrain mobile terrestrial services deployment. 

 

25. With respect to how geographic restrictions could be implemented and what areas 

should be targeted, we and others29 support the RABC taking a lead role in the development of 

coexistence and coordination guidelines. 

 

10.0 QUESTION 10 
 
Q10. a) ISED is seeking comments on whether it should impose any limits on the 

aggregate emissions of the terrestrial services in the 27.0–28.35 GHz band 
to ensure coexistence with FSS space stations. 

 
Q10. b) If limits are proposed, ISED is inviting detailed proposals on why they 

should be implemented, and what the limits should be. 
 

26. The majority of interveners30 did not support the imposition of aggregate terrestrial 

service emission limits to ensure coexistence with FSS space stations.  As noted in the excerpts 

below, imposing such aggregate limits is seen by many interveners as unnecessary because 

interference to space stations is unlikely: 

 
Huawei 
Typically the terrestrial usage will be focused among stations on the 
ground using beam directivity with limited radiation vertically, thus 
minimizing interference to the FSS space stations.31 

 
Nokia 
As Nokia noted in its response to ISED's consultation SLPB-004-17, the 
FCC concluded that that harmful aggregate interference is unlikely to 

                                                           
28  Rogers Comments, paragraph 46. 
29  SaskTel Comments, paragraph 47. 
30  For example, Nokia, Rogers, Sasktel and Telus. 
31  Huawei Comments, page 5. 
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occur from the mobile operations to satellite operations and therefore, 
there is no need to impose any limits on the aggregate emissions of the 
terrestrial services in the 27.0–28.35 GHz band to ensure coexistence 
with FSS space stations.32 

 
Rogers 
5G systems will employ dynamic beamforming, downward tilting 
antennas, and other measures to ensure that radio energy is directed 
towards base stations and user equipment, and not skyward towards 
satellite receivers. As noted above, and in our Consultation comments, 
the Department itself recognizes, "The FCC decided not to establish any 
regulatory limits on the aggregate power levels produced by UMFUS 
operations", as the FCC does not believe that there will likely be 
coexistence issues between UMFUS systems and FSS systems.33 

 
Telus 
TELUS agrees with the statement made by the Department at Paragraph 
37 of the mmWave Consultation to the effect that it is expected that 5G 
technologies contemplated for the 28 GHz band (and by extension to the 
26 GHz band or mmWave frequencies in general) will tend to limit 
transmissions towards the space stations, and that 5G base stations and 
user terminals will likely employ dynamic beam forming with very narrow 
beam widths, which would reduce the chance of pointing directly toward 
satellite receivers.34 

 

11.0 QUESTION 11 
 
Q11. a) Further to section 9 of the mmWave Consultation, are there any new 

considerations or suggested approaches regarding the licensing of flexible 
use mmWave spectrum, given the addition of the 26 GHz band? 

 
Q11. b) ISED is also seeking comments on licensing considerations in the 26 GHz 

and 28 GHz bands that would encourage innovative use cases while also 
supporting competition for existing mobile network services. 

 
27. The primary additional consideration raised by interveners regarding the licensing of 

flexible use mmWave spectrum given the addition of the 26 GHz band was the need for an 

exclusive use licensing approach by the Department.  For example: 

 
Rogers 
As pioneer bands for 5G connectivity, ISED should provide exclusive-licences for 
the 26 GHz band, in addition to the 28 GHz and 37-40 GHz bands, in order to 

                                                           
32  Nokia Comments, page 9. 
33  Rogers Comments, paragraph 47. 
34  Telus Comments, paragraph 53. 
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minimize the potential for interference to the next generation of communications 
infrastructure that Canadian consumers and businesses will rely on.35 

 
Telus 
In TELUS' view, because flexible use deployments require a high degree of 
coordination between fixed and mobile services, they are only feasible with an 
exclusive licence under one licensee per block.36 

 
Ericsson 
Ericsson believes that exclusive licensed spectrum offers the best incentive for 
the significant investments required to offer the expected level of speed, quality 
of service and security for a wide range of 5G applications. Shared licensed 
spectrum, along with its complexity and implementation costs, should be 
considered only if exclusive licensing is not feasible.37 

 

28. Many interveners specifically cautioned the Department not to licence spectrum in the 26 

and 28 GHz bands on a shared basis: 

 

Ericsson 
Ericsson believes that exclusive licensed spectrum offers the best incentive for 
the significant investments required to offer the expected level of speed, quality 
of service and security for a wide range of 5G applications. Shared licensed 
spectrum, along with its complexity and implementation costs, should be 
considered only if exclusive licensing is not feasible.38 
 
Nokia 
Nokia recommends exclusive licensing over a shared use approach as a way to 
provide certainty for investment. The commercial mobile market has blossomed 
under a framework of access to exclusively licensed spectrum. This paradigm 
has driven the deployment of robust 4G broadband networks, and will best 
facilitate widespread deployment in 5G as well. Continuing to identify additional 
spectrum for exclusive licensing, including in the mmW bands, must remain the 
top objective for government spectrum decision-makers.39 
 
Sasktel 
SaskTel recommends that the 26 GHz, 28 GHz, and 37-40 GHz bands be 
licensed on an exclusive basis. In response to the suggestion by the Department 
that some of the 26 GHz and 28 GHz bands could be licensed using a shared 
use model, SaskTel notes that there is a large amount of contiguous licence 
exempt spectrum (14 GHz) available or shortly available in the 57-71 GHz range, 
which is more than enough spectrum for operators wishing to deploy mmWave 
systems, presumably at a lower cost, using shared spectrum.40 

                                                           
35  Rogers Comments, paragraph 48. 
36  Telus Comments, paragraph 62. 
37  Ericsson Comments, page 15. 
38  Ericsson Comments, page 15. 
39  Nokia Comments, page 10. 
40  SaskTel Comments, paragraph 62. 
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Quebecor 
accès dynamique ne devrait pas être mis en œuvre dans l'ensemble des bandes 
de fréquences de 26 GHz, de 28 GHz et de 37 à 40 GHz.41 
 
Rogers 
The Department should not pursue any dynamic access (nor opportunistic 
access) database system in the 26 GHz band, nor in the 28 GHz and 37-40 GHz 
bands. The main purpose of a dynamic access database is to protect incumbents 
that have variable usage conditions (location, time etc.). With no such 
incumbents in the 26 GHz band, the additional costs and complexity associated 
with dynamic access using database (devices, database etc.) do not appear to 
be justified.42 
 
Shaw 
With respect to ISED's proposal to reserve a small portion of this spectrum for 
shared use, such as on an all-come, all-served basis, Shaw submits that the 
Department's first priority should be the promotion of competition in the 5G 
market. The Department must therefore ensure the availability of sufficient 
licensed spectrum to support competitive offerings.43 
 
Telus 
TELUS also opposes any dynamic access using databases in the 26 GHz, 28 
GHz or the 37.6-40 GHz frequency ranges. Creating a unique Canadian licence-
exempt dynamic access solution in any of these bands would introduce 
unnecessary costs and fracture the ecosystems, significantly delaying investment 
in 5G.44 

 

29. Licensing spectrum on a shared basis using untested techniques such as dynamic 

spectrum access would introduce delays, complexity and costs to the deployment of mmWave 

spectrum.  This could have a significant negative impact on the roll-out of 5G in Canada and the 

benefits to Canadians that this roll-out will deliver.  As a result, we strongly encourage the 

Department to license mmWave spectrum on an exclusive basis using a competitive licensing 

process and not allow shared licensing mechanisms such as dynamic spectrum access 

techniques in the 26-28 and 37.6 – 40 GHz frequency ranges. 

 

*** End of Document *** 

                                                           
41  Quebecor Comments, paragraph 14. 
42  Rogers Comments, page 15. 
43  Shaw Comments, paragraph 29. 
44  Telus Comments, paragraph 64. 
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