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Introduction
At the RAN3#104 meeting, the issue of DSCP-based N:1 bearer mapping was revisited. 
[bookmark: _Hlk8881724]CB: # 53_Nto1_Mapping
-  N:1 mapping solution: use DSCP?
- other solutions?
- clarify usage
- attempt WF (if possible)
Discussion
At the RAN3#104 meeting it was agreed to adopt IPv6 flow labels for 1:1 mapping. However, several companies pointed out that the N:1 mapping, which is the mainstream IAB bearer mapping case, can be based on DSCP.
The opponents of using the DSCP for N:1 mapping have the following potential concerns:
· The opponents claim that the use of DSCP for N:1 mapping and the use of flow labels for 1:1 mapping requires a somewhat higher configuration effort, in order for the IAB-donor-DU to infer whether a DL packet is to be mapped 1:1 or N:1. 
The proponents of the use of DSCP for N:1 bearer mapping think that at least the following aspects should be considered in favor of the use of DSCP for N:1 mapping:
· DSCP-based mapping is used for providing QoS mapping in conventional CU-DU split architecture and it would be more straightforward from the operational perspective to use it for N:1 mapping.
· N:1 mapping should be supported without any explicit signaling and the need to modify the existing BH bearers. The exclusive use of flow labels implies that existing BH bearers need to be modified to configure the flow label to BH bearer mapping for each new UE bearer. 
· It should be possible to also support IPv4 for F1 transport for which only DSCP is available.
· Mapping UE-bearer to an adequate BH-bearer is related to QoS, which is the intended purpose of DSCP.
· Precluding the use of DSCP would force an operator to use the IPv6 flow labels even for N:1 mapping, which requires additional signaling and configuration efforts.
· DSCP is fully supported by commercially available SEGs already today.
The concern about IAB-donor-DU inferring which type of mapping is used for a particular UE DRB does not hold because the IAB-donor-DU can be configured to map packets appropriately, e.g. packets with a certain range of DSCP values are mapped 1:1, and with another range of DSCP values are mapped N:1. Even if this method is not used, it should be possible for the DU to first look at the flow label to see if it has any configured flow label (for 1:1 mapping) and, if not, the mapping can be based on DSCP. This is a consequence of supporting 1:1 mapping and flow label and should not impact DSCP mapping. It is anyhow foreseen that N:1-mapped packets will constitute the majority of the traffic.
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Considering the list of pros and cons, and based on the fact that the majority of companies (including all the involved operators and the rapporteur) are in favor of using DSCP for N:1 bearer mapping, the following is proposed:
[bookmark: _GoBack]Proposal: RAN3 to agree that DSCP-based bearer mapping is used for IAB N:1 bearer mapping. 
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