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Discussion
1 Introduction 
At RAN3 #79bis, a comparison matrix highlighting the pros and cons of various possible Solutions which were originally identified in RAN3 #79 was presented. This paper takes this comparison matrix appearing in [1] as the baseline and build its Arguments as a way to select its preferred solution.
In [2], we indicated the importance of  looking at various presented solutions in two different angles – i.e., TNL Address discovery and X2 Setup – and analysed them from TNL Address discovery perspectives. This paper briefly analyses all solutions from X2 Setup perspectives and chooses the one that is better from both perspectives.
2 Discussion

2.1 Selection of Solution for TNL Address Discovery:
Based on the findings of [2], G1C and G1D Solutions suit better from TNL Address discovery perspectives. However, there is an ambiguity surrounding these solutions. This is because they do not sufficiently distinguish between the following two configurations:

Configuration 1: each eNB is pre-configured with the IP Addresses of its designated X2-GWs in the same way each HeNB is preconfigured with the IP Address of its designated X2-GW.

Configuration 2: each Source (H)eNB is pre-configured in terms of which X2-GW (and hence its IP Address) to employ in order to reach a given target HeNB
G1C Solution looks preferable from the TNL Address perspectives ONLY IF Solution G1C assumes Configuration 1. If, on the other hand, G1C assumes Configuration 2 or both, the preferred Solution has to be the following:
G1C-2: RNLid + registration with new message + Configuration 1 + Learning of target’s X2GW IP@ in eNB through non-legacy TNL discovery.
Proposal 1: Solution G1C should be chosen first and improved further to make it G1C-2 
2.2 Selection of Solution for X2 Setup:

After listing the pros and cons of various proxy Architectures, we argued in [3] that Routing-proxy based Solution is scalable for X2 Setup purposes. However, including TNL Addresses pertaining to a target in X2AP is not preferable due to the following:
i) It will break the long-established layer separation;
ii) The IP Address of a target is of no use if it is not globally unique

For these reasons, it is beneficial to include the RNL Id instead of a TNL Address. For the RNL-based Routing to work, the X2-GW needs to inevitably maintain a mapping table. This is possible with the G1-based Solutions. However, given that we have already chosen G1C-based Solution in Section 2.1, the preferred solution for X2 Setup can be easily built on top of G1C-based Solution.
Observation 1: G1C-based Solution can enable peer-nodes to establish end-to-end X2 while using RNL-IDs for routing purposes.
3 Conclusion and proposals
This paper tried to analyse the presented Solutions of [1] from TNL Address discovery and X2 Setup perspectives with an objective to find the right one that can suit to both. Based on the findings, it makes the following proposal and an Observation:
Proposal 1: Solution G1C should be chosen first and improved further to make it G1C-2 

Observation 1: G1C-based Solution can enable peer-nodes to establish end-to-end X2 while using RNL-IDs for routing purposes
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