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Executive Summary 
Deutsche Telekom, Telefónica and Vodafone commissioned WIK Consult to carry out analysis of 
the potential use of the frequency band 470-694 MHz (the UHF band). The study asserts that 
there are “significant economic benefits” from a reallocation of the 600 MHz band (617-698 MHz) 
to public mobile services and that the lower frequency band should still be available for other 
uses, such as PMSE and the German Armed Forces. The basis for these conclusions is deeply 
flawed. 

While the report includes detailed quantitative modelling for mobile networks and broadcasting, 
our review identifies systematic weaknesses in its analytical framework, particularly: 

 Over-reliance on uncertain assumptions in support of additional mobile spectrum. 

 Insufficient consideration of alternative technical and economic solutions for public mobile 
services. 

 A substantively inadequate treatment of Programme Making and Special Events (PMSE) 
users. 

 Structural bias arising from asymmetric analysis across user groups. 

 
1 WIK-Consult • Bericht Studie für die Deutsche Telekom, Telefónica Deutschland und Vodafone 
Zukünftige Nutzung des UHF-Bands 
WIK-Consult • Report study for Deutsche Telekom, Telefónica Germany, and Vodafone 
Future use of the UHF band 



 
 
 
 

The asymmetric analysis is evidenced by WIK Consult’s approach. The study applies detailed 
modelling to mobile networks (capacity, cost, site savings); high-level scenario modelling to 
broadcasting (costs, migration to IP); and minimal, qualitative treatment of PMSE. Consequently, 
the study’s conclusions are driven by the most extensively modelled use case (mobile), rather 
than a balanced comparison of all uses. 

The study’s conclusions on “efficient spectrum use” are pre-determined by design, since only 
sectors with quantified benefits are compared. PMSE is effectively excluded from the economic 
optimisation framework. Given these methodological concerns and issue of bias, the study should 
not be relied upon for spectrum policy decisions. 

1. Fundamental Weaknesses in PMSE Impact Assessment 
A fundamental weakness is that PMSE is structurally sidelined. WIK Consult acknowledges that 
PMSE is dependent on the UHF band, yet there is an absence of quantitative PMSE analysis. 
The study explicitly prioritises broadcasting, mobile, and BOS use cases, with PMSE only treated 
as a secondary, residual user. PMSE is largely excluded from: 

 scenario modelling; 

 GDP impact analysis; and 

 spectrum efficiency comparisons. 

Therefore, PMSE spectrum requirements are not quantified. There is no analysis of event density 
or scale; geographic clustering (PMSE hotspots such as media parks, theatre clusters or touring 
patterns); or peak load conditions. By contrast, other sectors (particularly mobile) receive detailed 
traffic forecasts; cell congestion modelling and costed infrastructure. This creates a 
methodological asymmetry that inherently biases conclusions in favour of mobile use. 

In addition, PMSE is not incorporated into the main spectrum allocation scenarios. There are no 
trade-off or long-term spectrum requirements (in response to the objective evidence that 
spectrum requirements for PMSE are increasing). Instead, PMSE is addressed only after the core 
conclusions are reached. This treats PMSE as a constraint to be accommodated, not a co-equal 
and incumbent use case, reinforcing bias in the methodology and approach by WIK Consult. 

2. Weak empirical basis and opaque methodology 
WIK Consult notes, on page 3 of the report, that the analysis is based on, “…evaluation of 
relevant literature, expert interviews and our own calculations”. It is reasonable to assume that 
this applies to their assessment of PMSE. However, WIK Consult provides no transparency on 
the experts consulted or details on their calculations with regard to PMSE. 



 
 
 
 

WIK Consult provides no information or description of its sampling, industry representation (e.g. 
broadcasters, touring productions, equipment vendors, equipment manufacturers etc.), or 
interview methodology. 

This lack of traceability and transparency reduces the credibility of the report and its conclusions. 
This is particularly critical given the incredibly policy-sensitive nature of ensuring PMSE’s ongoing 
access to the UHF band. 

3. No economic or societal evaluation of PMSE 
A major flaw in the report is the absence of any economic analysis of PMSE and the Creative and 
Cultural Industries (CCIs). This is surprising given that WIK Consult state that they consulted 
“relevant literature” yet fail to reference any of the (many) reports on the economic value of the 
CCIs. 

For example: 

 EY study (2021): In 2019 (pre-COVID) the CCIs represented 4.4% of EU GDP in terms of 
turnover, with annual revenues of €643bn and total added value of €253bn, employing 
more than 7.6 million people – 8.4 times more than the telecoms industry 

 Eurovision 2025, Basel: 
o 500,000 visitors generated 248m CHF in revenue in Switzerland including 110m 

CHF in the Basel region. 
o Total added value created amounts to 115m CHF, of which 53m CHF in the 

Basel region. 

 Eurostat (2025), Culture statistics – cultural enterprises, based on 2022 data: The cultural 
and creative industries (CCI) in the EU generate approximately €199 billion annually. 

These references are not hidden. They are easily available with the most cursory of effort.  

In addition, the report ignores PMSE end-users and societal value, in contradiction to its stated 
objective to examine uses from the perspective of the end-user. The report defines “end-users” 
narrowly, limiting it to TV viewers, mobile customers and BOS personnel, and explicitly excludes 
audiences at events or consumers and participants in cultural media production (e.g. film and TV 
audiences, or those participating in download content). 

There is, therefore, no assessment of the contribution to GDP from PMSE related activities or 
economic spillovers (tourism, media production etc). In addition, PMSE is not evaluated from a 
consumer welfare perspective, contradicting the study’s stated principle of end-user relevance. 
However, mobile benefits are extensively monetised – albeit the mobile network cost savings 
analysis itself is highly sensitive to the assumptions and should not be considered robust 
economic evidence. 



 
 
 
 

 

4. No cost-benefit analysis  

The analysis treats reallocation as costless, which is analytically indefensible. 

Given the critical importance of PMSE to cultural and societal well-being, alongside the 
demonstrated economic value and growth, it is a glaring weakness of the report that no cost-
benefit analysis is considered.  

The study claims to assess “efficient spectrum use” and user welfare across competing uses.  
However, for PMSE: 

 No costs are calculated. 

 No benefits are quantified. 

 No comparison is made against alternatives (e.g. the counterfactual scenarios for PMSE 
with/without access to the UHF band). 

As no assessment has been attempted, the study implicitly assigns PMSE a near-zero benefit, 
simply because it is unmeasured not because it is low. The study advocates reallocating 
spectrum (implicitly away from PMSE), but does not model equipment replacement costs, 
production redesign costs operational constraints etc.  

For a cost-benefit analysis of a reallocation of the 600 MHz band with respect to PMSE, see 
APWPT’s CBA here - https://apwpt.org/wp-content/uploads/2026/06/CBA_600MHz_APWPT.pdf. 
In summary, this analysis shows that while IMT derives incremental benefits estimated at €3–6 
billion annually, these are outweighed by losses in PMSE-dependent sectors of €4–14 billion per 
year, with a 10-year net present value ranging from −€8 billion to −€66 billion (central estimate 
−€41.5 billion). 

5. Unsupported assumptions on alternative spectrum 
WIK Consult demonstrates a complete lack of understanding of the spectrum needs of PMSE and 
the role of alternative bands. The claim of “available alternatives” is unsubstantiated and 
potentially misleading. 

The report references ECC Report 372 and suggests that PMSE has access to eight different 
frequency bands between 174 and 1805 MHz. WIK Consult then states that there is a “further 50 
MHz is currently being examined as part of the CEPT’s work towards broader European 
harmonisation”. At best, this demonstrates a lack of diligence; at worst a disingenuous attempt to 
give a misleading perspective on spectrum availability for PMSE. 



 
 
 
 

The 50 MHz referenced already exists in the tuning ranges listed in ERC Recommendation 25-10 
so is not an “further 50 MHz”. In addition, ECC Report 372 explains the limitations of the tuning 
ranges identified for PMSE outside the core spectrum resource of the UHF band. WIK Consult 
does not analyse the usability of these tuning ranges with respect to propagation differences 
(compared with UHF), equipment ecosystem maturity or availability across countries leading to 
fragmented allocations and reduced economies of scale. 

6. Contradictions in the report’s treatment of PMSE 
We have picked out four clear contradictions in WIK Consult’s report and treatment of PMSE. 

1. “UHF is indispensable for PMSE” vs “PMSE can be accommodated elsewhere”. 
 
 The report explicitly recognises that: 

o PMSE is dependent on UHF 
o there are no viable near-term substitutes 

 
 Yet it simultaneously argues that: 

o PMSE can be handled through other bands or residual spectrum 
o lower parts of the band or alternative allocations should suffice 

 
Contradiction: If UHF is operationally critical and irreplaceable, it cannot also be treated as non-
essential reallocable spectrum. 

2. “PMSE requires UHF because of technical constraints” vs “UHF should be reassigned 
for efficiency”. 
 
 The study accepts: 

o UHF propagation and reliability are key for PMSE use cases 
 

 But then: 
o prioritises reallocation to mobile on the basis of “efficient spectrum use” without 

assessing PMSE’s technical loss function 
 
Contradiction: The report acknowledges technical necessity but then applies economic 
optimisation as if PMSE were technically flexible. 



 
 
 
 

3. “Coexistence is feasible” vs “PMSE requires reliability and interference protection”. 
 
 PMSE inherently requires: 

o very high reliability 
o low interference environments (mission critical for live production) 

 
 Yet the report: 

o proposes coexistence with mobile and others without analysing interference risk, 
coordination limits, or reliability degradation 

 
Contradiction: The study assumes coexistence is benign, while PMSE’s own requirements imply 
coexistence is highly constrained. 

4. “Spectrum decisions should be based on end-user welfare” vs “PMSE end-users are 
ignored”. 
 
 The framework claims: 

o decisions should reflect end-user preferences and welfare 
 

 But in practice: 
o PMSE “end-users” (audiences, event participants, media consumers) are not 

considered 
o only direct spectrum users (operators) are analysed 

 
Contradiction: PMSE is excluded from the very welfare framework the study claims to apply, 
while still being judged within it. 

 

7. Conclusion 
The WIK Consult study does not provide a sufficiently robust or balanced analytical basis to 
support decisions on the future use of the UHF band. While it presents detailed modelling for 
public mobile networks and, to a lesser extent, broadcasting, its treatment of PMSE is 
fundamentally inadequate, leading to structurally biased outcomes. 

Most critically, the absence of a cost‑benefit analysis for PMSE fatally undermines the study’s 
central claim to assess “efficient spectrum use.” By failing to quantify the economic, cultural, and 
societal value of PMSE, and by not assessing the costs and feasibility of relocating PMSE users 
or degrading their spectrum access, the study effectively excludes PMSE from the decision-
making framework. This results in an implicit and unjustified assumption that PMSE has negligible 
value compared to other uses. 



 
 
 
 

This omission is compounded by a lack of empirical rigour, including the absence of transparent 
methodology, unsubstantiated assumptions regarding alternative spectrum availability, and failure 
to evaluate realistic counterfactual scenarios (e.g. reduced or relocated PMSE access). The 
report’s conclusions are therefore not the result of a balanced comparison of competing uses but 
rather reflect the asymmetric depth of analysis applied to each sector. 

In addition, the study contains material internal contradictions in its treatment of PMSE such as 
acknowledging its dependence on UHF spectrum while simultaneously assuming it can be 
displaced without consequence. These inconsistencies further weaken confidence in the validity 
of its findings. 

Given the substantial economic and societal contribution of PMSE and the Creative and Cultural 
Industries more broadly, any spectrum policy assessment must include a comprehensive, 
evidence-based evaluation of PMSE requirements, impacts, and alternatives. In its current form, 
the WIK Consult study fails to meet this standard. 

Accordingly, the study should not be relied upon as a basis for spectrum policy decisions. An 
independent assessment, incorporating a full and transparent cost‑benefit analysis across all user 
groups, including PMSE, is essential to ensure that future spectrum allocation decisions 
maximise overall societal welfare. 

June 24th, 2026. 

 


