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Opened: 21 October 2021, 13.00 UTC

~ 150 people attended the conference call

Attendees: The following companies were recorded as present (list not exhaustive or verified)
Alibaba
Amdocs
Apple
AT&T
CATT
Charter
China Telecom
CMCC
Comcast
Convida Wireless
Deutsche Telekom
DISH
Ericsson
ETRI
FirstNet
Futurewei
Google
Huawei
IDCC
Intel
Interdigital
Lenovo
LG Uplus
LGE
Microsoft
Mobile USA
NEC
Noble
Nokia
NTT DOCOMO
OPPO
Orange
OTD
Peraton Labs
Qualcomm
Samsung
Siemens
Sony
Spirent Communications
Spreadtrum
Telefonica
Telstra
Tencent
TI
TMUS
Verizon
vivo
Vodafone
Volkswagen AG
Xiaomi
ZTE

Puneet Jain (SA WG2 Chair) chaired the conference call. Notes were taken by Maurice Pope (MCC).
NOTE:	Meeting notes are not exhaustive and may not contain all the comments made during the conference call.
0	Opening of the Conference Call
The SA WG2 Chair opened the CC and indicated that this CC will handle only the MNO DNS issue. If time permits, some issues may be handled under AOB.

1	Lenovo-Proposed Way forward for MNO DNS issue.pptx
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_147E_Electronic_2021-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%231b_2021-10-21_1300UTC/Lenovo-Proposed%20Way%20forward%20for%20MNO%20DNS%20issue.pptx
Approaches for Resolving the Issue
Approach 1: Introduce a new DNS resolver in the UE (called EDC)
-	Introduce a new DNS resolver (EDC) in the UE which uses the MNO indicated EASDF/DNS Resolver/DNS Server
-	EDC may reside in OS or in lower layers
-	An app can interact with EDC but this requires changes to the app and changes in the OS
-	A "selection logic" is needed in OS to decide when EDC should be used to resolve an FQDN
-	The "selection logic" can be configured to send DNS queries to EDC, e.g.,
-	By static configuration in the UE;
-	By sending policy to UE;
-	By providing an indication to UE when a PDU Session is activated;
-	etc.

Approach 2: Configure the existing DNS resolver in the UE
-	Configure the existing DNS resolver in the UE so that it uses the EASDF/ DNS Resolver/DNS Server provided by MNO
-	The existing DNS resolver is highly configurable, e.g., can be configured to apply a prioritized-list of DNS servers (including user-defined DNS servers)
-	The DNS resolver can be configured to send DNS queries to DNS server provided by the MNO, e.g.,
-	By static configuration in the UE;
-	By sending policy to UE;
-	By providing an indication to UE when a PDU Session is activated;
-	etc.

Compromised Approach
Approach 3: Specify that the UE supports an "EDC functionality"
-	The EDC functionality in the UE shall be able to:
-	Resolve FQDN resolution requests (e.g., from apps) by using the MNO indicated EASDF/DNS Resolver/DNS Server.
-	How the UE supports the EDC functionality is not specified (it's up to the UE implementation).
-	This gives freedom to UE vendors to support the EDC functionality as they want. See example UE implementations.
-	There is no need to define internal UE APIs or services. What is important is to define the UE behaviour, not how the UE is implemented to support this behaviour.
-	When the UE receives a FQDN resolution request from an app, the UE shall use the EDC functionality to resolve this request when one of the following criteria is met:
-	<EN: These criteria can be specified in the next SA2 meeting. Examples are shown below. The user preferences should be taken into account.>
-	The UE uses the EDC functionality when an app explicitly requests that (e.g., app requests resolution using the DNS server of a specific network interface).
-	The UE uses the EDC functionality when it receives an indication during PDU Session establishment. This indication tells to UE to use the EDC functionality for all apps whose traffic is routed via this PDU session.
-	The UE uses the EDC functionality when it receives (or is configured with) policy that tells to UE when the EDC functionality should be used.
-	The UE uses the EDC functionality always, if this is permitted by the user.
-	It is easy to create test cases to verify whether the UE applies the EDC functionality whenever a specified criterion is met.

Discussion and conclusion:
Qualcomm asked what the status now was of 7692, which have a number of revisions which have removed the API definition proposal and suggested looking at those proposals to determine whether there is an acceptable one. The SA WG2 Chair asked if those revisions are aligned with this proposal 3. Qualcomm replied that they were aligned as they do not add definition of an API.
Huawei commented that the first and second bullets were aligned with the latest proposals but the third bullet required some further discussion, e.g. for User Preference.
The  SA WG2 Chair commented that the high level approach needs to be agreed and the details can be discussed further off-line (e.g. UE support as EDC functionality, define triggers etc.).
Intel commented that if the way forward proposals only apply to scenario 1, what is the way forward for scenario 2. Lenovo confirmed that they are mainly applicable to scenario 1, but scenario 2 should be solved with existing functionality. 
Vivo commented that there is a CR which is aligned with this approach 3. Ericsson commented that approach 3 was acceptable but more fine-tuning will be needed for the detailed CRs. 
There were no concerns raised over approach 3.
The following principles were agreed for consideration in the CRs:
-	The EDC functionality in the UE shall be able to:
-	Resolve FQDN resolution requests (e.g., from apps) by using the MNO indicated EASDF/DNS Resolver/DNS Server.
-	How the UE supports the EDC functionality is not specified (it's up to the UE implementation).
-	This gives freedom to UE vendors to support the EDC functionality as they want. See example UE implementations.
-	There is no need to define internal UE APIs or services. What is important is to define the UE behaviour, not how the UE is implemented to support this behaviour.

Qualcomm asked how these principles will be translated into the CRs.
Vivo commented that currently they have not confirmed whether the EDC can be deployed in the modem or OS and have some concerns with this as they have not found any method for modem deployment of EDC.
MediaTek commented that SA WG2 cannot assume that RAN WG5 will be able to define test cases and they should be consulted on this.
Lenovo asked whether the EDC architecture is still needed. This can be discussed further.
The following way forward was endorsed:
Way Forward: 
Specify EDC as UE "functionality". How the UE supports EDC functionality is left to the UE Implementation. The SA WG2 CRs should reflect this
EDC APIs will not be specified by 3GPP.
Test cases (in RAN WGs) should be defined to test the UE behaviour. An LS should be sent to RAN WG5 asking them to define test cases (to be sent from SA2#148-e meeting).

Qualcomm asked to review S2-2107692r05. 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_147E_Electronic_2021-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%231b_2021-10-21_1300UTC/S2-2107692r05.zip
Discussion and conclusion:
Lenovo asked whether the 5GC supported(re-)discovery is not expected for existing UEs. Qualcomm clarified that there is no guarantee that the UE will use this. Qualcomm clarified that note 2 intends to indicate that a UE without EDC is not prevented from using the EDC discovery if it can do so, if the necessary EASDF is available. 
Huawei provided an update in 
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_147E_Electronic_2021-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%231b_2021-10-21_1300UTC/draft%20S2-2107692r07v02.doc
Xiaomi commented that it cannot be assumed the application has knowledge of EDC functionality as it is an OS decision on the mechanism to use. Huawei clarified that this is to leave flexibility to the OS to expose the same API or a different API for EDC if it chooses to. Samsung commented that figure 5.X-1 does not indicate an API and asked whether it had any real value and suggested clarifying the bullets below it. 
Some further issues were raised and Qualcomm will update the proposal as necessary.
S2-2107692r07 should be used as a basis for further discussions for review of acceptable revisions at CC#2. Qualcomm were asked to create a cleaned up version and place it in the CC#2 folder.
Any further revisions can be placed in the CC#2 folder.

Status of other CRs on this topic:
S2-2107693r03:	This will be handled in the normal way if no objections by the deadline.
S2-2107694r05:	This will be handled in the normal way if no objections by the deadline.
S2-2107374: 	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107377: 	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107380:	(LS OUT) This was noted.
S2-2107670:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107671:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107672:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107673:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107316:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107317:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107318:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107680:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107731:	(CR) This was merged into S2-2107692.
S2-2107537:	(CR) This was postponed to meeting SA2#148-e.
S2-2107283:	(CR) This was noted.

2	AoB
TD numbers for WI Status Reports and revisions of already allocated WI Status Reports should be requested from the SA WG2 Secretary.
Nokia asked whether new SID proposals require an objection to avoid automatically approving them. The SA WG2 Chair replied that revisions have been proposed in the Chair notes which will be reviewed at the deadline in the normal way, to see if there are any objections to approval of any revisions. Ericsson suggested also having statuses such as postponed or endorsed for a basis for further discussion in order to try to approve at the next meeting. AT&T commented that there are some SID proposals with more than the limit of 16 TUs which they suggested endorsing rather than agreeing them so that further potential down-scoping can be handled in SA WG2 before TSG SA.
The SA WG2 Chair commented that one method provided to SA WG2 was to technically endorse any proposals which do not meet the necessary criteria and then TSG SA can decide what to do with such items.

NRF profile documentation
https://www.3gpp.org/ftp/tsg_sa/WG2_Arch/TSGS2_147E_Electronic_2021-10/INBOX/CCs/CC%231b_2021-10-21_1300UTC/NRF%20profile%20documentation.pptx
TS 23.501 documentation of NF profiles in NRF
-	TS 23.501 contains documentation of parameters/NF profiles stored in NRF in Clause 6.2.6.2
-	As part of the supposedly high-level NF descriptions in Clause 6
-	Comparable information for parameters in UDM and UDR databases is part of the service description in TS 23.502
-	The NRF service description in TS 23.502 also lists those parameters as input or output of Service operations
-	Desire to keep TS 23.501 simple and document new features (e.g. 5MBS) in separate specifications.
-	Already agreed to document new NFs and services for 5MBS in TS 23.247 and add related references in TS 23.501.
-	Already agreed to update existing services with parameters for new features in TS 23.502 for 5MBS
-	What to do with parameter/NF profile documentation in TS 23.501?
1)	Add parameters for new features directly there?
2)	Specify new parameters in separate specifications and add references into Clause 6.2.6.2 of TS 23.501? TS 23.247 already documents new parameters to be stored in the NRF for 5MBS in a dedicated Clause that could be referenced
3)	Do nothing and accept that documentation in TS 23.501 becomes incomplete? 
4)	Shift NF parameter documentation to TS 23.502 NRF service description?
5)	Shift NF parameter documentation to Clause 7 (NRF service description) in TS 23.501?
6)	Remove NF parameter documentation in TS 23.501?

Discussion and conclusion:
Nokia did not want to agree to the 'do nothing' approach.
Ericsson asked why NRF needs to be treated in a special way and suggested to document the two NRF servers independent of the NF description and suggested taking this issue separately.
Nokia replied that the previous methods used to  describe other Features should not be repeated for the NRF description.
Ericsson agreed that the NF profile description needs to be reviewed and further discussed off-line. Ericsson commented that it is important to have a common principle for covering the impacts of new Features and would like to simplify wherever possible by adding new Features to one specification and reference it from the others, in order to avoid the need for duplicate CRs in different TSs to make a single correction to the Feature.
This should be further discussed off-line and can be raised at SA2#148-e.

Comments deadline: 16:00 UTC:
The SA WG2 Chair asked delegates to be explicit in their comments so that the Convenors can easily determine the status of relevant revisions.

Closed: 21 October 2021, 15.00 UTC

