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Introduction
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]In the last RAN2 meetings, some consensus and FFS about IAB bearer mapping had been reached as in the below: 
Confirm that the intention is to support 1-to-1 and 1-to-N bearer mapping, for UE bearers, at least for UP. 
For user plane, The UL mapping in the IAB access node to BH RLC channels should be based on the knowledge about UE bearers (identified with GTP TEID) 
For control plane (F1-C messages) The UL mapping in the IAB access node to BH RLC channels should be based on F1-C message type. FFS if per UE.
FFS if the mapping should also consider DSCP/Flow labels (e.g. as an intermediate step).
Observation: The UL/DL mapping in intermediate IAB node(s) to egress BH RLC channel will take into account ingress BH RLC channel. 
FFS: The UL/DL mapping in intermediate IAB node(s) to egress BH RLC channel could also take into account some ID(s) (from Adaptation Layer). 
The above two Bullets are applicable for all types of traffic (e.g. UP, CP, OAM).
For the control plane, we have following three types of signaling to be transmitted through the IAB links:
1: UE’s RRC signaling;
2: IAB MT’s RRC signaling;
3: IAB DU’s F1-AP signaling, which includes:
· Non-UE associated F1 signalling, and
· UE associated F1 signalling:
In the last meeting, we only agreed UP bearer mapping which was already confirmed in the phase of SI. For control plane, only the type of F1-C is considered for bearer mapping. So 
Bearer mapping
In the phase of Rel-15 IAB SI, it was agreed that both one-to-one and many-to-one UP bearer mappings should be supported in a common design since both mapping options provide benefits in different deployment and traffic scenarios. But in the last meeting, we have not decide whether CP should support both N:1 and 1:1 bearer mapping. 
Regarding the low delay requirement of control plane signaling, if 1:1 bearer mapping is allowed, in the intermediate RLC BH, when a new SRB of UE needs to be established, Donor CU should establish the corresponding SRB in the intermediate RLC BH, which introduces longer delay. On the contrary, if N:1 CP bearer mapping is allowed, the Donor CU can establish intermediate CP bearer in advance. When a new SRB for a UE needs to be established, the new UE SRB can just be mapped to the existing corresponding CP bearer. So we propose only N:1 bearer mapping need to be considered for CP in Rel-16 IAB WI.
Proposal 1: only N:1 bearer mapping need to be considered for CP in Rel-16 IAB WI. 
Among these three types of control plane signaling, it is clear they have different priorities. So we think these control plane should be categorized by priorities.
Proposal 2: control plane signaling should be aggregated by priority.
The IAB’s MT’s RRC signaling configures the RLC BH channel, which may be the aggregations of many UE bearers. So it is crystal clear that MT’s RRC signaling should be prioritized over UE’s RRC signaling. 
Proposal 3: MT’s RRC signaling should be prioritized over UE’s RRC signaling. 
For both UE’s RRC and MT’s signaling, we have the following types of SRB:
-	SRB0 is for RRC messages using the CCCH logical channel; (priority 1)
-	SRB1 is for RRC messages (which may include a piggybacked NAS message) as well as for NAS messages prior to the establishment of SRB2, all using DCCH logical channel; (priority 1)
-	SRB2 is for NAS messages, all using DCCH logical channel. SRB2 has a lower-priority than SRB1 and may be configured by the network after security activation; (priority 3)
-	SRB3 is for specific RRC messages when UE is in EN-DC, all using DCCH logical channel. (Priority 1);
From the above tables, we can conclude that SRB0, SRB1 and SRB3 have higher priority, while SRB2 has lower priority. But we think mapping different SRB’s in one bearer doesn’t distinguish the characteristic of different SRB. So we propose to map different SRBs in separate egress bearer.
Proposal 4: it is proposed to map different SRBs in separate BH bearer. 
In the discussion in SI, we have some options regarding how to map SRB in egress BH RLC channel. Here we will have some discussion in there SRB mapping options:
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]Option 1: introduce new SRBs in RLC BH link to map UE’s SRBs. 
In this option, a few dedicated SRBs are introduced to map UE’s SRBs. For the new SRBs in BH RLC channel, the default configuration for RLC and logical channel are different compared to UE’s SRBs. Moreover, these SRBs in BH RLC channel should have dedicated configuration and QoS requirement which are different with UE SRBs. Furthermore, the Donor CU shall specially configure the SRBs over BH RLC channel, which introduce additional effort for specification and Donor CU implementation. 
Option 2: map UE’s SRBs in MT’s SRB a RLC BH link
In this option, IAB MT’s SRBs are used for the transmission of UE’s SRBs. But for UE’s SRB0, it is transmitted over CCCH logical channel, which is transmitted by RLC TM mode. UE has to use SRB0 which is an unreliable and unsecured logical channel is because before the RRC connection is established, UE doesn’t have SRB1 for signalling transmission. So in this option, UE’s SRB0 can be transmitted via SRB1 in BH RLC channel. 
Option 3: map UE’s SRBs in MT’s DRB
From the point of view of lower layer, both SRB and DRB are nothing more than radio bearers. SRBs have some special features, security and integration protection are mandatorily activated, with higher priority, etc. But these features are also applied to DRB. So we can also map all UE SRBs in IAB MT’s DRB, with proper DRB configuration. 
All these above three options can map UE SRBs in BH RLC channel. In option 1, we need more specification work, and option 2 and option 3 introduce more implementation work in Donor gNB. So RAN2 is asked to decide which option should be adopted to map UE’s SRBs in BH RLC link. 
Proposal 5: RAN2 to consider the above option to map UE SRBs in BH RLC link. 
Conclusion
According to the analysis in the above sections, we have following observations and proposals:
Observation: Delivering delay budget information will introduce big overhead and complexity compared with its benefits.

Proposal1: common architecture and configuration scheme except for different MAC configuration can be used for many-to-one and one-to-one bearer mappings.
Proposal2: The IAB donor decides and informs the bearer mapping between UE DRBs and IAB RLC-channels to all related IAB nodes.
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