Page 4
Draft prETS 300 ???: Month YYYY
[bookmark: _GoBack]3GPP TSG-RAN WG2 Meeting #106			     R2-1907952
Reno, NV, USA, 13th – 17th May 2019				   

Agenda Item:	11.1.3 (NR_IAB-Core)
Source: 	LG Electronics Inc.
Title:         	Remaining issues for bearer mapping
Document for: 	Discussion and Decision
Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]In RAN2#105bis meeting, RAN2 made the following agreements for bearer mapping. This contribution discusses further remaining FFS/issues for bearer mapping.
	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).
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As per the agreements for bearer mapping above, UE bearers can be multiplexed into a single BH RLC-channel based on identifier, e.g., GTP TEID, even if bearers belong to different UEs. However, to make it clear behavior for bearer mapping, RAN2 also needs to confirm that all UE bearers, which are multiplexed into the same BH RLC-channel, should require same QoS level. This means that UE bearers, which require different QoS level, should not be multiplexed into the same BH RLC-channel. Considering that an RLC entity with a logical channel should be configured with one QoS, it is natural that many-to-one bearer mapping between UE DRBs and BH RLC-channel should be based on QoS. 
Proposal 1. RAN2 confirms that many-to-one bearer mapping between UE DRBs and BH RLC-channel is based on QoS, i.e., UE bearers, which are multiplexed into the same BH RLC-channel, should have same QoS requirement.

The next discussion is for DL bearer mapping at the IAB donor DU. The issue is that architecture between IAB donor-DU and donor-CU should be modified by RAN3 to use GTP TEID as in UL. On contrary, if DSCP/Flow label is used, no architecture change is needed, but, in this case, DSCP may not be good enough to support one-to-one bearer mapping. As shown in LS from RAN3 [1], RAN3 considers that IPv6 Flow Labels for 1:1 bearer mapping is working assumption and 20 bits might be sufficient for 1:1 bearer mapping.
Based on the LS from RAN3, we think that RAN2 can start with IPv6 Flow Label for DL bearer mapping as a baseline to make progress and if there is more progress at RAN3, RAN2 may update or modify the agreement for DL bearer mapping in the IAB donor DU. 
Proposal 2. The DL bearer mapping in the IAB donor DU to BH RLC channels is based on the IPv6 Flow Label as a baseline.

For UL/DL mapping in the intermediate IAB nodes to egress BH RLC channel, QoS for a UE bearer would not be changed along the path from source to destination and both ingress BH RLC channel and egress BH RLC channel should provide same QoS. Thus, UL/DL mapping to egress BH RLC channel should be based on ingress BH RLC channel and all bearer mapping configuration should be under control by the IAB donor CU. Additional information for bearer remapping in the intermediate IAB node may not be needed. 
Proposal 3. UL/DL mapping in the intermediate IAB node to the egress BH RLC channel is based on the ingress BH RLC channel and no additional information is needed.

For CP bearer mapping, it was agreed that UL mapping in the IAB access node to BH RLC channels should be based on F1-C message type, but there is still remaining FFS because some companies want to perform CP bearer mapping per UE. Given one-to-one bearer mapping, company’s concern for FFS would be easily resolved. Furthermore, the current agreement for CP bearer mapping can be achieved by many-to-one bearer mapping. Thus, if unified design for UP bearer mapping is adopted to CP bearer mapping, i.e., both one-to-one bearer mapping and many-to-one bearer mapping are available, there is no more issues for CP bearer mapping. 
Proposal 4. Both one-to-one bearer mapping and many-to-one bearer mapping as in unified design for UP bearer mapping is used for CP bearer mapping.
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In this contribution, we discussed further consideration on bearer mapping and present following proposals:
Proposal 1. RAN2 confirms that many-to-one bearer mapping between UE DRBs and BH RLC-channel is based on QoS, i.e., UE bearers, which are multiplexed into the same BH RLC-channel, should have same QoS requirement.
Proposal 2. The DL bearer mapping in the IAB donor DU to BH RLC channels is based on the IPv6 Flow Label as a baseline.
Proposal 3. UL/DL mapping in the intermediate IAB node to the egress BH RLC channel is based on the ingress BH RLC channel and no additional information is needed.
Proposal 4. Both one-to-one bearer mapping and many-to-one bearer mapping as in unified design for UP bearer mapping is used for CP bearer mapping.
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