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Introduction
C1-124850: Removing the g.3gpp.loopback in TRF, as provided to the meeting in CP-120812, claims in the cover sheet:

"If the g.3gpp.loopback feature capability indicator is not removed the exit IBCF in the visited network will apply a local policy as if the visited network is the home network leading to serious missoperations."
This is only true if the indicator is used for making decisions about RAVEL functionality that have not been endorsed by CT1 as part of the procedures. It is noted that a CR exists to 3GPP 29.079 (CP-120840) that proposes to document in an informative annex the use of this indicator to make decisions about OMR. CT1 did not agree that as a solution when it was discussed and a study item proposal exists in this meeting to look at issues of identifying functionality at the NNI to see if enhancements are needed in this area. In the interim, solutions exist such as specific addresses and other configuration mechanisms for solving these issues and they should not be documented in release 11. It should be stressed that there is no documented normative behaviour that uses this indicator at either an exit IBCF or an entry IBCF.
Study of the semantics of the definition of this indicator provide no indication that it is appropriate for such usage.

It should be identified that the routeing procedures from the S-CSCF (and BGCF) already clearly indicate when loopback is to be performed:

[extract from 24.229]
i) remove all entries in the Route header field;

ii) if a "+g.3gpp.trf" header field parameter with a parameter value containing a valid URI, is included in the Feature-Caps header field of the request, insert the URI in a Route header field; 

iii) if a "+g.3gpp.trf" header field parameter, with a parameter value containing a valid URI is not included in the Feature-Caps header field of the request, insert a locally configured TRF address, associated with the visited network for this call, in the Route header field;

So clearly the visited network must have had a TRF address in the Route header field before providing TRF functionality, and any other network should not provide functionality associated with loopback, at any entity in that network, unless it is routeing to a TRF. The Route header field has to be the prime indicator of the TRF usage.
For a related routeing example, if one is providing an I-CSCF / S-CSCF, one has to decide whether one is the home network before suddenly going off and starting the procedures of accessing the HSS. One then has to decide whether one is the originating or terminating home network before providing the appropriate type of S-CSCF procedures. A network operator has to decide whether the functionality is appropriate to the call as it is presented before providing any functional entity.

Protocol conformance
The feature capability indicator is defined in RFC 6809.

The intent of these procedures is that feature capability indicators are inserted by any entity along the transaction path that supports a particular functionality, and all the indicators are delivered to subsequent entities in the path, and to the end UA where the transaction terminates. RFC 6809 provides no procedures for the removal of the indicator under any circumstances.

Further what is proposed here as a "solution" constitutes a further protocol violation of the feature capability indicator. The semantics associated with it are that the originating home network supports the loopback capability on this call, and is routeing it as a loopback call. It is not an instruction to provide the TRF functionality on this call if you see the indicator, because a feature capability indicator is not allowed to carry those semantics. Stating that the indicator is removed indicates it is no longer an indication of support in the home network, but a command to the visited network to provide the functionality, such that other networks seeing it later in the call path will also see it as an instruction. If 3GPP really need to do this function in this manner, then 3GPP have to choose a different protocol mechanism to the feature capability indicator in the first place.
It should be noted that there is a justification for removing or changing the indicators at a third party call controller such as the SCC AS. Here the SIP transaction is fully terminated, and the third party call controller starts new SIP transactions to the other legs that may be involved in the overall application.
Protocol solutions

If there really is a problem that 3GPP need to solve with the forwarding of the indicator, then the appropriate protocol solution (using this type of indicator) would be to add a further feature capability indicator that indicates that the originating visited network has supported the TRF capability. Therefore the presence of the two indicators together indicates that the capability has already been provided, and cannot be provided twice.

It is noted that there are no identified privacy issues with the destination UE seeing such an indicator, and generally any usage of feature capability indicators has to assume that the destination UE (or originating UE in the reverse direction) may see any of these indicators. Indeed in the case of this indicator, the end user would be able to work out by other means, such as the billing records, that loopback must have occurred.
Alcatel-Lucent however consider that the simpler solution to the problem is to add text to in I.4.1, such that 3GPP TS 24.229 clearly indicates that the TRF functionality is only performed when the network understands that it is the originating visited network. How it does this is up to the network operator at the moment (although the proposed TR in the WID "Indication of NNI Routeing scenarios in SIP requests" may shed some more light on documentation requirements for this).

Conclusion

In conclusion, Alcatel-Lucent believe the CR in C1-124850 should be returned by plenary to CT1 for further study of the issue. To us, it is obvious that more technical discussion is needed.
Given that the entire text is inappropriate, there is no merit in the CR being agreed and the text amended later. Discussions are better starting from the existing 24.229 text, which in our view is sufficient.
