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1 Introduction

In RAN2#107 meeting, some agreements on CP bearer mapping are achieved as follows [1].
·  R2 assumes to support prioritization and separate BH RLC channel between non UE-associated signalling and UE-associated signalling, impact FFS.
·  We support per SRB bearer type mapping to BH RLC channel (both UL and DL), if feasible from R3 perspective, i.e. this would require separate SCTP stream per SRB bearer type.

In this contribution, we mainly discuss the remaining issues on CP bearer mapping.  

2 Discussion
2.1 Feasibility of per SRB type mapping 
Currently, in access link, SRBs are divided into SRB0, SRB1, SRB2 and SRB3, and different SRBs have different scheduling priorities. SRB0 has the highest priority, followed by SRB1 and SRB3, and SRB2 has the lowest priority. Now that the different SRB types are distinguished in the access link, then it is reasonable to distinguish them on the following BH links along the path in IAB network. Such necessity has been confirmed by RAN2’s agreements. And RAN3 should discuss whether it is feasible for or not to enable allocating separate SCTP stream per SRB type.
Since the F1-C and the SCTP association is established between the IAB node DU and IAB donor CU, and the binding relationship between F1AP message to SCTP association and SCTP stream is determined by the two endpoints. Obviously, it is feasible for the two endpoints of F1-C to bind different F1AP messages to different SCTP streams. How to do the binding between F1AP to SCTP stream can leave to network implementation. 

Observation 1: The access IAB node and the IAB donor CU are two endpoints of F1-C, they can determine the binding relationship between F1AP message and the SCTP stream. 

Then, the remained key point for supporting per SRB type mapping is whether the two endpoints of F1-C can differentiate different SRB types of RRC message contained in F1AP messages. For UL transmission, the RRC messages of served UE is encapsulated by the access IAB node into the F1AP message. The access IAB node knows the SRB type of each encapsulated RRC message. Therefore, it is definitely feasible for the access IAB node to use separate SCTP streams for F1AP messages carrying RRC message of different SRB types. Similarly, for the DL CP transmission, it is the IAB donor CU who generates DL RRC messages for UE and encapsulates the RRC container in F1AP messages. Therefore, it is feasible for the IAB donor CU to use different SCTP stream to carry different SRB types. Thus, we can deduce that in Rel-16 IAB networks, it is feasible to support separate SCTP stream per SRB type, and RAN3 should not prevent such binding operation which can be achieved by network implementation. 
Observation 2: The access IAB node can differentiate SRB type of RRC messages being encapsulated in F1AP messages for upstream transmission, while the IAB donor CU have the similar capability for downstream transmission.
Proposal 1: RAN3 confirms that using separate SCTP stream for different SRB type is feasible in Rel-16.
Proposal 2: Per SRB type mapping should be supported for control plane transmission.
2.2 Necessity of differentiation about hops for F1AP message transfer
The number of hops that an F1AP message traverses between different access IAB nodes and the IAB donor may be different. Therefore, for an intermediate IAB node, these F1AP messages with different number hops need to be distinguished in order to provide differentiated QoS treatment, e.g. an F1AP message traversing more hops may be handled with higher priority than the one traversing only one hop, in order to achieve consistent BH latency. 

Proposal 3: For an intermediate IAB node, the F1AP messages with different number hops should be mapped into different BH RLC channels. 
2.3 Necessity of differentiation between UE and MT for CP transmission

For a given IAB node, it can provide access service to normal UEs and other IAB nodes. Considering that the RRC message of an IAB node MT or the F1AP message of IAB node’s parent DU may contains configuration about how to provide forwarding service to UEs and descendant IAB nodes (e.g. BH RLC channels configuration, bearer mapping rules, routing rules, etc.), those IAB node MT related CP signaling should be prioritized when compared with normal UE related CP signaling. Thus, it is reasonable for the IAB network to provide differentiated service to different UE’s control signaling, at least, the IAB MT should be treated with higher priority.
Proposal 4: Normal UE and IAB node MT should be differentiated for control signaling transmission.
3 Conclusion
In this contribution, we mainly discuss the remaining issues on CP bearer mapping for IAB network, and have the following observation and proposals:
Observation 1: The access IAB node and the IAB donor CU are two endpoints of F1-C, they can determine the binding relationship between F1AP message and the SCTP stream. 

Observation 2: The access IAB node can differentiate SRB type of RRC messages being encapsulated in F1AP message for upstream transmission, while the IAB donor CU have the similar capability for downstream transmission.

Proposal 1: RAN3 confirms that using separate SCTP stream for different SRB type is feasible in Rel-16.
Proposal 2: Per SRB type mapping should be supported for control plane transmission.

Proposal 3: For an intermediate IAB node, the F1AP messages with different number hops should be mapped into different BH RLC channels. 
Proposal 4: Normal UE and IAB node MT should be differentiated for control signaling transmission.
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