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1. Open Issue TRF address:
For the inclusion of the TRF address, there were at the last meeting two proposals, but no consensus could be reached:
· Transport of TRF address in the Feature-Caps header field
· Transport of TRF address in the Route header field

Therefore several Editors’ notes (“How to include the TRF address in the request is FFS”) where included into the agreed changes to 3GPP TS 24.229 to express this open issue.
2. Problem analysis:

RFC3261 defines loose Routing: 
A proxy is said to be loose routing if it follows the procedures defined in this specification for processing of the Route header field. These procedures separate the destination of the request (present in the Request-URI) from the set of proxies that need to be visited along the way (present in the Route header field). A proxy compliant to these mechanisms is also known as a loose router.
Therefore the route header mandated more or less the proxies to be visited. Seen from this perspective a setting of the route header for a loop back to the visited network does not allow the home network to rewrite the route. This of course is implementation depended, but we see also problems in backward compatibility how older networks will handle this.
It is a home network decision how to route calls and not a visited network decision. The routing itself depends on a network operator policy which has several influences like bilateral agreements and service handling. A route header with an entry back to the visited network would irritate such behavior. 
3. Conclusion
Deutsche Telekom concludes that form an operator deployment perspective, the transport of the TRF address using the Feature-Caps header transfers the routing decision to the home network. Further more this solution is more backward compatible and carrier state of the art.
