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One GoToMeeting session has been held on Monday 16/12/2013. Participants from Bolloré Telecom, CATT, Chronos Technologies, CMCC, Deutsche Telekom, Ericsson, General Lighthouse Authorities for UK and Ireland (GLA), Huawei, NSN, Orange and SFR were attending the call. Among those participants, there were both usual ECC delegates, 3GPP delegates and ITU-T Q13 delegates.

The following points have been discussed

· One presentation from Chronos Technologies and GLA has presented the SENTINEL study about GPS jamming in the UK, which quantifies and gives statistics on this issue. This  addresses the action point “Feedback and statistical data on GPS jamming or outages (probability/frequency of jamming events, average duration, average radius/scale)”. By far, most jamming events do not exceed a few seconds or minutes, but rare longer jamming events cannot always be excluded. It is not straightforward to compare this “average jamming duration” with the “average time holdover of typical oscillator” as it depends on many parameters (TXCO quality, temperature, SyncE frequency synchronization, etc.). It was mentioned that worst-case TCXO may not be able to keep 500ns for more than 5 minutes, but it was also mentioned that new TCXOs have a far better quality/stability that may even allow them to replace expensive OCXOs in several situations. A contribution from ITU-T Q13 has been sent to the CG in order to give some numbers on the oscillator quality.
· In the same presentation from Chronos and GLA, the eLoran technology has been presented and detailed. This addresses the action point “Feedback would be welcome on eLoran”. It shows this technology has the potential to provide synchronization with the required accuracy in some situations where GPS is not usable (e.g. indoor), and/or to provide a backup to GPS in case of jamming. It is currently used only for navigation and military but nothing would prevent using it in the telecom industry, and volumes would significantly help to cut the cost down.
· Following the LS sent from ECC-PT1 to 3GPP in the last meeting, the reply LS from 3GPP RAN4 has been presented and discussed (N.B. RAN1 did not reply). 3GPP delegates who wrote this reply LS were attending the call. 

· Until now, 3GPP has considered 3µs is not an issue to implement. Following discussions on the difficulties in some situations, relaxing this value with proper fine-tuning will be assessed by some individual companies (though not formally endorsed by 3GPP), and a contribution will be made in next ECC-PT1 if it happens to be feasible.

· Partial frame jamming (imperfect synchronization) has not been assessed by 3GPP. Therefore section 2.3.2 in the draft ECC report will be deleted.
· The Over-the-air synchronization specification is complete and usable though for HeNB deployments only. It is not expected to be a huge change to allow it for other types of nodes. It can also be used across operators, and it already allows to broadcast stratum/clock quality informations. 3GPP is working on a new work-item that will improve the test cases and bring new features such as extending the maximum number of hops and improve the accuracy.

· China has recently issued LTE-TDD licences in 3GPP band 41 (2.5-2.69 GHz). It mandates the use of inter-operator synchronization and there is no guard band between the 3 operators. The MIIT/regulator does not define default parameters (frame length, reference clock, UL/DL ratio…) so the 3 operators will have to reach agreement on those.
· Ericsson had a contribution with several editorial improvements on the draft report. Most of them raised no objection and will be catched in the draft report.

· Nextstep: 
· Another gotomeetings session is expected on the 6th January [tentative schedule]

· The informations discussed (described above) will be catched in some new/improved text in the draft ECC report. This will be discussed in the CG until next ECC-PT1

· Feedback is still welcome on the following points
· Is it feasible to (either statically or dynamically) extend GP/TA_offset/CP in order to relax the 3µs accuracy value to a higher one?

· Feedback and order of magnitude on costs would be welcome (GPS cost, incremental cost for PTP hardware timestamping in chipsets for switchs/routers, etc.). Public data and roadmap from vendors and operators regarding their PTP portfolio and feedback from their deployments
· Unlike PTP deployments on the backbone/backhaul, it seems that LAN-based PTP deployments (e.g. GPS antenna on a roof to distribute a clock on an uncongested LAN with limited size and number of nodes) would not necessary require PTP-enabled switches/hubs, and could work on low-cost Ethernet equipments. Feedback on this would be very desirable.
· Feedback on GPS repeaters would be desirable, as well as any other technology providing phase/time signal that can be linked to GPS and that could have good indoor penetration 

· Some operators such as CMCC already define holdover requirements for eNBs. Their feedback would be nice. Feedback about practical IEEE-1588 deployments would also be nice.
· It would be nice if operators that already deploy significant networks with GPS (e.g. TDSCDMA, CDMA2000, TD-LTE…) could provide statistics on practical GPS failures on the base station (duration, frequency of failure events, etc.), either because of jamming, receiver failure, outage, or any other reason.

· Section §2.3.3 is still nearly empty (according to the current spec and signaling, is it realistic to imagine an entity that would compute a common TDD UL/DL ratio across nodes/operators, in order to have a dynamic UL/DL ratio that would fit the instant need ?). This section will be deleted if there is no feedback.
· Also, the section 3 “practical guidance for inter-operator synchronization” still has only some tentative text and should be discussed more in depth. The technical aspects (what is technically needed to ensure inter-operator synchronization) are not expected to be very controversial. The less technical aspects (e.g. how to reach agreement and should the regulators play a role in this) are very tentative text, which may be deleted if there is no agreement. 
