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Introduction
[bookmark: _Ref178064866]Most issues related to CP bearer mapping in [1] were discussed in the last meeting and RAN2 made some progress. However, the most controversial issue, i.e., whether SRB type should be considered for UL CP bearer mapping or not, is still ongoing and RAN2 is waiting reply LS from RAN3. This contribution describes this issue and present a proposal for a way forward.

[bookmark: _Toc462951621][bookmark: _Toc462951630][bookmark: _Toc465023135][bookmark: _Toc465023136][bookmark: _Toc465346829]Discussion
In the email discussion for Bearer mapping [1], some companies think that SRB type for CP bearer mapping is infeasible because all SRBs are transported on one SCTP stream and each SRB in one SCTP stream cannot be distinguished by the current RAN3 specification, but the other companies want to use SRB type for CP bearer mapping and they argued that the following RAN3 agreement may allow different SRB messages to be transported on different BH RLC channel by using different SCTP streams and this should be clarified by RAN3.
RAN3 agreement:
Different BH RLC channels may be used for the different SCTP streams on which F1AP is transported.

Finally, RAN2 made the following agreement after long discussion and sent LS to RAN3 to ask about feasibility of separate SCTP streams per SRB bearer type in Rel-16 [2].
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

This is the current situation of this issue. Now we need to prepare a next step for this issue after receiving reply LS from RAN3. There would be two types of answer, i.e., positive or negative. Actually if RAN3 replies positive answers for all questions in the LS [2], it is straightforward. RAN2 just keeps discussing how to support SRB type for CP bearer mapping and there is no problem. However, if RAN3 sends negative feedbacks for all questions and they do not have any ways to support per SRB type bearer mapping to BH RLC channels as agreed by RAN2 above, we think that RAN2 should stop discussing this issue and revert the previous agreement like follows: “per SRB bearer type mapping to BH RLC channel (both UL and DL) is not supported”. There could be some companies that want to retain the current RAN2 agreement and make RAN3 find a way to support RAN2 agreement again. This kind of try should be prohibited because considering that RAN3’s progress for IAB is very slow according to the Status Report RAN WG3 [3], it would be an impossible mission to RAN3 and RAN2 also have lots of leftover issues and discussion. 
Proposal. If RAN2 receives negative answers from RAN3 for questions in LS for CP bearer mapping, RAN2 stops discussing this issue and agrees with “per SRB bearer type mapping to BH RLC channel (both UL and DL) is not supported”.

[bookmark: _Toc450908196][bookmark: _In-sequence_SDU_delivery]Proposal
In this contribution, we discussed the remaining issue on CP bearer mapping and present a proposal for a way forward for this issue:
Proposal. If RAN2 receives negative answers from RAN3 for questions in LS for CP bearer mapping, RAN2 stops discussing this issue and agrees with “per SRB bearer type mapping to BH RLC channel (both UL and DL) is not supported”.
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