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Discussion
1 Introduction 
A Routing-proxy was proposed as one of the Alternative X2-GW Architectures. This paper deals with a routing behaviour of such an X2-GW Alternative Architecture. 
Given that the main design objective of a Routing-proxy is to make the X2-GW very simple and state-less, the routing-proxy will operate in the capacity of a simple RNL-Level router. As usual, a router needs the target address for forwarding purposes. This results in the modification of every X2AP message to include at least a target address – i.e., a new IE has to be included as part of every X2AP message. This inevitably applies to both non-UE-specific and UE-specific signalling. Further a routing-proxy has to decode an entire X2AP message to get the routing information – such an attempt is costly given the amount of traffic traversed through a routing-proxy. Given X2AP message routing is still part of this WI [1], there is a need to address this routing deficiency.
Further, for HeNB pre-Registration [2], there was an argument in relation to what X2 message that needs to be used. TS 36.423 clearly indicate that the first message on X2 can be an X2 setup related message. This paper discusses these three points briefly with an intention to find suitable solutions.
2 Discussion

This section tries to see whether there exists any possibility to enable routing through a routing-proxy without modifying a well-established existing X2AP message, without having to fully decode every X2AP message and without requiring new X2 behaviour from each node in relation to pre-registration. 
2.1: Addition of A New IE:
As explained, the routing-proxy Architecture demands the addition of a new IE for enabling the forwarding by a routing-proxy. This will inevitably modifies every X2AP message that traverse through a routing-proxy. This is not desirable as it modifies a long-established existing X2AP message. Further, in the case of UE-specific signalling, it is not quite sure whether a Source ID is needed to avoid X2AP ID duplication. If it is required, it is better to see whether there exists any alternative solution that does not either require the modification of all X2AP messages and an addition of a source ID in case of UE-specific signalling
Proposal 1: In case a routing-proxy Architecture is chosen, a study has to be directed to see whether there exists any better solution that either avoids the modification of an existing X2 message and the addition of a Source ID in case of UE-Specific Signalling.
2.2: Routing Performance:

Large amount of X2 messages will traverse through any routing-proxy. Routing speed depends on how quickly a routing-proxy gets the target address or identity. In order to speed up such a process a care has to be taken not to decode the entire message. Further a routing-proxy should not be confused when it gets the same X2AP ID for a UE-specific signalling.
Proposal 2: RAN3 is requested to see whether there exists a better alternative solution for a routing-proxy to get the target identity without decoding the entire X2 message and without being confused in case it received the same X2AP ID for UE-specific signalling.
2.3: HeNB Pre-Registration:

Pre-registration is for an X2-GW to maintain a mapping table consisting of RNL ID and TNL Addresses. It has been argued as part of G1-based solutions that if new X2 message is used for X2 pre-registration it will impair the current node behaviour as X2 Setup Request, X2 Setup Response or X2 Setup failure can be the first message on any X2. It was also argued that re-using X2 setup request for X2 pre-registration will result at least in 3 issues. In order to meet these contradictory requirements, we need to see whether pre-registration can be possible at a different layer.
Proposal 3: for HeNB pre-registration, RAN3 is requested to see whether there exists any Alternative in terms of the layer used.
3 Conclusion and proposals
This paper briefly presents drawbacks associated with an existing routing-proxy routing solutions and requests RAN3 to see whether there exists any better solution to either avoid adding new IEs to long-established X2 messages and/or to improve the routing efficiency and/or to require new mechanism for pre-registration. With this, it makes the following proposals:
Proposal 1: In case a routing-proxy Architecture is chosen, a study has to be directed to see whether there exists any better solution that either avoids the modification of an existing X2 message and the addition of a Source ID in case of UE-Specific Signalling
Proposal 2: RAN3 is requested to see whether there exists a better alternative solution for a routing-proxy to get the target identity without decoding the entire X2 message and without being confused in case it received the same X2AP ID for UE-specific signalling.
Proposal 3: for HeNB pre-registration, RAN3 is requested to see whether there exists any Alternative in terms of the layer used
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