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1.	Overall Description:
SA2 would like to thank RAN3 for their LS on clarifications on eNPN features (R3-212867) and would like to provide the following answers to RAN3 questions:
1. RAN3 would like to ask SA2 the following question regarding SNPN connectivity for UEs with credentials owned by Credentials Holder:
· Q1/ RAN3 assumes that any AMF supporting an S-NPN can access all Credential Holders of that S-NPN and therefore that an AMF does not need to indicate a list of supported GINs to NG-RAN nodes. Can SA2 confirm this assumption?
SA2 answer to Q1: SA2 can confirm this assumption. UE access using credentials assigned by a Credentials Holder separate from the SNPN is assumed to be supported homogeneously within the whole SNPN. Thus, AMF does not need to send a list of supported GIN to NG-RAN nodes. 

2. RAN3 would like to ask SA2 the following questions regarding Onboarding of UEs for SNPNs:
· Q2/ RAN3 assumes that any AMF supporting onboarding can access all DCS and therefore an AMF does not need to indicate a list of supported GINs to NG-RAN nodes for onboarding. Can SA2 confirm this assumption?
SA2 answer to Q2: SA2 can confirm this assumption. Onboarding SNPN is selecting DCS based on Onboarding SUCI/SUPI, not based on GIN. Thus, AMF does not need to send a list of supported GIN to NG-RAN nodes.
· Q3/ RAN3 assumes that an NG-RAN node does not need to be informed of the restrict PDU Session type for onboarding at PDU Session Setup Request. Can SA2 confirm this assumption?
SA2 answer to Q3: SA2 can confirm this assumption. The PDU Session is used to restrict traffic in the UPF to certain destinations, e.g. to the allowed Provisioning Server addresses.
· Q4/ RAN3 took a working assumption that the NG-RAN node forwards the Onboarding Indicator received over RRC towards the AMF for verification. Can SA2 confirm this is acceptable?
SA2 answer to Q4: The onboarding indicator in RRC was introduced to allow the NG-RAN selecting a suitable AMF, while the onboarding indicator in NAS serves the purpose to execute onboarding specific functionality in AMF. If the UE is setting only one of these indicators but not the other (i.e., onboarding indicator over RRC or NAS) this is a failure case which is usually not handled by protocol enhancements. Thus, from SA2 point of view it is not needed to send the onboarding indicator received in RRC from NG-RAN node to AMF.

2.	Actions:
To RAN3:
ACTION: 	
SA WG2 kindly requests RAN3 to take the above SA2 answers into account.
3.	Date of Next TSG SA WG2 Meetings:
3GPPSA2#147-e	18-22 October 2021	Electronic Meeting
3GPPSA2#148-e	15-19 November 2021	Electronic Meeting

