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Abst ract

Thi s docunment fixes use of the 'retransm ssion-all owed’ el enent of
PIDF-LO in six published RFCs. All text and exanples should show
"true’ or 'false’ to match the XML schema definitions, but sonme RFCs
incorrectly use 'yes’ or 'no’. This docunent updates RFC4119,
RFC5606, RFC5774, RFC6442, RFC7378, RFCB262.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute

wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”
This Internet-Draft will expire on 20 April 2026.

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Legal
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded without warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. I nt roduction

[ RFC4119] defines the <retransm ssion-all owed> el ement as part of
PIDF-LO.  Section 2.2.5 "Schema Definitions" defines this elenent as
a bool ean data type as described in VBC' s "XM. Schema Part 2:

Dat at ypes (Second Edition)". As a bool ean data type,

<retransm ssi on-al | owed> can have the follow ng values: ’'true’,
"false’', "0, or "1'.

Unfortunately the exanples in the text of RFC 4119 used val ues ’'yes’
and 'no’, which are not allowed per section 2.2.5 "Schema
Definitions". This problemwas reported in errata id 1535
(https://www. rfc-editor.org/erratal/ei dl1535) in 2008, and verified in
2010.

Rosen & Martin Expires 20 April 2026 [ Page 2]



Internet-Draft retransm ssion-all owed errata Cct ober 2025

1.

1.

2

2

1.

2

1.

Since RFC 4119, there are another 13 RFCs with <retransm ssion-

al | oned> exanple text. Despite the RFC 4119 errata, 5 of these RFCs
incorrectly repeated the m staken use of "yes’ and 'no’ in their
exanpl es of <retransm ssion-allowed>: [RFC5606], [RFC5774],

[ RFC6442], [RFC7378], and [ RFC8262]. The other 8 RFCs correctly use
"true’ and 'false’ in their exanples: [RFC5580], [RFC5985],

[ RFC6397], [RFC6753], [RFC6772], [RFC7199], [RFC7852], and [ RFC8876].

Rat her than submitting individual errata against the incorrect
exanples in those 5 RFCs, this docunent updates themall to replace
all use of 'yes’ with "true’, and all use of 'no’ with 'false'. The
original RFC 4119 is also included here for conpleteness, to further
reinforce the existing errata id 1535 for RFC 4119

Requi rements Not ati on

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT*, "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMVENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunment are to be interpreted as described in
BCP 14 [ RFC2119] [RFCB174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capital s, as shown here

Addi tional Copyright Notice

Thi s docunent nmay contain material from | ETF Docunments or |ETF
Contri butions published or made publicly avail abl e before Novenber
10, 2008. The person(s) controlling the copyright in some of this
mat eri al may not have granted the I ETF Trust the right to allow

nodi fications of such naterial outside the | ETF Standards Process.
Wt hout obtaining an adequate |icense fromthe person(s) controlling
the copyright in such materials, this document may not be nodified
outside the I ETF Standards Process, and derivative works of it may
not be created outside the | ETF Standards Process, except to format
it for publication as an RFC or to translate it into | anguages ot her
than Engli sh.

Changes to Docunents

RFC 4119 - A Presence-based GEOPRIV Location hject Format (Pl DF-
LO

[ RFC4119] section 2.2.2 page 8 says:

"retransm ssion-allowed : Wen the value of this elenment is 'no',
the Recipient of this Location Cbject is not pernmitted to share
the encl osed Location Information, or the object as a whole, with
other parties. When the value of this elenent is 'yes’,
distributing this Location is permtted (barring an existing out-
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of - band agreenment or obligation to the contrary). By default, the
val ue MJST be assunmed to be 'no’. Inplenentations MJST include
this field, with a value of "no’, if the Rule Maker specifies no
pr ef erence.

shoul d say:

"retransm ssion-all owed : Wen the value of this element is
*"false’*, the Recipient of this Location Object is not permtted
to share the enclosed Location Information, or the object as a
whol e, with other parties. Wen the value of this elenent is
*'true'*, distributing this Location is pernitted (barring an

exi sting out-of-band agreenent or obligation to the contrary). By
default, the value MJUST be assumed to be *’'fal se’*.

I mpl enentati ons MUST include this field, with a val ue of

**false’*, if the Rule Maker specifies no preference.

Section 2.3 "Exanple Location Objects" shows the following in two
pl aces:

<gp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>no</gp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>

Bot h pl aces shoul d show

2.2.

<gp:retransm ssi on-al | owed>f al se</ gp: retransni ssi on-al | owed>

RFC 5606 - Inplications of 'retransm ssion-allowed for SIP
Locati on Conveyance

[ RFC5606] Section 2 says:

These questions and concerns are particularly problematic when
<retransm ssion-allowed> is set to "no" (the default case). This
core concern mght be put as "to whom does <retransni ssion-

al | oned> apply in location-based routing?" Mrre specifically:

Is any entity that reads LI bound by <retransm ssion-allowed>? |If
so, does that nean a proxy that perforns | ocation-based routing is
unable to forward a request and conmplete a SIP call if

\retransm ssion-allowed> is "no"? Alternatively, nust they strip
the | ocation body fromthe message in order to conplete the call?

If the proxy does not understand RFC 4119, it may forward a SIP
message containing a policy statenent <retransm ssion-all owed> set
to "no". Is any proxy that does understand RFC 4119 required to
parse the LI for this statenment, even if it would not do so in
order to route the nessage?
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It should say:

These questions and concerns are particularly problematic when
<retransm ssion-allowed> is set to *"false"* (the default case)
This core concern might be put as "to whom does <retransni ssion-
al | oned> apply in location-based routing?" More specifically:

Is any entity that reads LI bound by <retransm ssion-allowed>? |If
so, does that nean a proxy that perforns | ocation-based routing is
unable to forward a request and conplete a SIP call if

\retransm ssion-allowed> is *"false"*? Alternatively, nust they
strip the location body fromthe nmessage in order to conplete the
call?

If the proxy does not understand RFC 4119, it may forward a SIP
message containing a policy statenent <retransm ssion-all owed> set
to *"false"*. |s any proxy that does understand RFC 4119 required
to parse the LI for this statement, even if it would not do so in
order to route the nessage?

Section 3.1 says:

After extensive discussion in both GEOPRIV and SIP contexts, there
seens to be consensus that a solution for this problemmnust enable
| ocati on-based routing to work even when the <retransm ssion-

all owed> flag is set to "no". A solution should also give the
Rul e Maker the ability to allow or forbid the use of LI for

| ocati on-based routing and the ability to allow or forbid the use
of LI for the consunption of the endpoint.

It should say:

After extensive discussion in both GEOPRIV and SIP contexts, there
seens to be consensus that a solution for this problem nust enable
| ocati on-based routing to work even when the <retransm ssion-
allowed> flag is set to *"false"*. A solution should also give
the Rule Maker the ability to allow or forbid the use of LI for

| ocati on-based routing and the ability to allow or forbid the use
of LI for the consunption of the endpoint.

Section 3.2 says:

Consensus has energed that any SIP entity that receives a SIP
message containing LI through the operation of SIP s nornal
routing procedures or as a result of |ocation-based routing should
be considered an authorized recipient of that LI. Because of this
presunpti on, one SIP el enent nmay pass the LI to another even if
the LOit contains has <retransnission-allowed> set to "no"; this
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sees the passing of the SIP nessage as part of the delivery to
aut hori zed recipients, rather than as retransm ssion. SIP
entities are still enjoined from passing these nessages outside
the normal routing to external entities if <retransm ssion-

all owed> is set to "no", as it is the passing to third parties
that <retransm ssion-allowed> is neant to control

It should say:

Consensus has energed that any SIP entity that receives a SIP
message containing LI through the operation of SIP s nornal
routing procedures or as a result of |ocation-based routing should
be considered an authorized recipient of that LI. Because of this
presunpti on, one SIP elenment may pass the LI to another even if
the LOit contains has <retransm ssion-allowed> set to *"fal se"*,;
this sees the passing of the SIP nessage as part of the delivery
to authorized recipients, rather than as retransnission. SIP
entities are still enjoined from passing these nessages outside
the normal routing to external entities if <retransm ssion-

all owed> is set to *"false"*, as it is the passing to third
parties that <retransm ssion-allowed> is neant to control

Section 3.5 says:

like the PIDF-LO <retransm ssion-all owed> being set to "no",
it isa...
It should say:
like the PIDF-LO <retransm ssion-all owed> being set to
*"false"*, it is a ...
Section 3.6 says:
it must not copy location if <retransmi ssion-allowed> is "no"

It should say:

it must not copy location if <retransm ssion-allowed> is
*"fal se"*.

2.3. RFC 5774 - Considerations for Civic Addresses in PIDF-LO
Gui delines and | ANA Registry Definition

[ RFC5774] Section A 5 "Exanple" shows:

<gp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>yes</ gp: retransni ssi on-al | owed>
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I't should show
<gp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>t rue</ gp: retransm ssi on-al | oned>
2.4. RFC 6442 - Location Conveyance for SIP
[ RFC6442] section 4.4 page 18 says:
This location error is specific to having the PIDFLO [ RFC4119]
<retransm ssi on-al | oned> el ement set to "no". This |ocation error

is stating it requires permssion (i.e., PIDF-LO <retransni ssion-
al | oned> el enent set to "yes") to process this SIP request

further. |If the LS sending the |ocation information does not want
to give this permssion, it will not change this permission in a
new request. |If the LS wants this nessage processed with the
<retransm ssion-al |l owed> el enent set to "yes", it MJST choose

anot her logical path (if one exists) for this SIP request.
It should say:

This location error is specific to having the PIDFLO [ RFC4119]
<retransm ssion-al | oned> el ement set to *"false"*. This |location
error is stating it requires permssion (i.e., PIDFLO

<retransm ssion-all owed> el ement set to *"true"*) to process this

SIP request further. |[If the LS sending the location information
does not want to give this pernmission, it will not change this
perm ssion in a new request. If the LS wants this nessage

processed with the <retransm ssion-all owed> el ement set to
*"false"*, it MJST choose another |ogical path (if one exists) for
this SIP request.

Errata id 4236 (https://ww. rfc-editor.org/erratal/ei d4236)
incorrectly includes the follow ng text

Section 5.1, 5.2 says:

<gbp: retransm ssi on-al | oned>f al se
</ gbp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>

It should say:

<gbp: retransm ssi on-al | oned>no
</ gbp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>

Sections 5.1 and 5.2 of RFC6442 are correct wi thout any need for this
errata id 4236. This errata should be ignored.
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2.5.

RFC 7378 - Trustworthy Location

[ RFC7378] section 6 page 25 says:

as noted in RFC5606, Section 3.2:

. Because of this presunption, one SIP el ement may pass the
LI to another even if the LOit contains has <retransm ssi on-
al | oned> set to "no"; this sees the passing of the SIP nessage
as part of the delivery to authorized recipients, rather than
as retransnmission. SIP entities are still enjoined from
passi ng these nessages outside the normal routing to externa
entities if <retransm ssion-allowed> is set to "no", as it is
the passing to third parties that <retransm ssion-allowed> is
meant to control

It should say:

2. 6.

as noted in RFC5606, Section 3.2:

. Because of this presunption, one SIP el ement may pass the
LI to another even if the LOit contains has <retransm ssion-

al | oned> set to *"false"*; this sees the passing of the SIP
message as part of the delivery to authorized recipients,
rather than as retransmission. SIP entities are still enjoined
from passi ng these nessages outside the normal routing to
external entities if <retransm ssion-allowed> is set to
*"false"*, as it is the passing to third parties that

<retransm ssion-allowed> is neant to control

RFC 8262 - Content-ID Header Field in SIP

[ RFC8262] section 1.4.1 "Exanple 1" shows:

<gbp: retransm ssi on-al | oned>no
</ gbp: retransmni ssi on-al | owed>

shoul d show:

<gbp: retransm ssi on-al | oned>f al se
</ gbp: retransm ssi on-al | owed>

3. Security Considerations

The changes in this docunent does not require additional security
consi derati ons beyond those already noted in the individual RFCs
af fected by this RFC
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4. | ANA Consi derati ons
None

5. References

5.1. Normative References

[ RFC4119] Peterson, J., "A Presence-based GEOPRIV Location Object
Format", RFC 4119, DO 10.17487/ RFC4119, Decenber 2005,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc4l19>.

[ RFC5606] Peterson, J., Hardie, T., and J. Mrris, "lnplications of
"retransm ssion-allowed for SIP Location Conveyance",
RFC 5606, DO 10.17487/ RFC5606, August 2009,
<https://ww. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc5606>.

[ RFC5774] Wl f, K and A Mayrhofer, "Considerations for Cvic
Addresses in the Presence Information Data Format Location
oj ect (PIDF-LO: Guidelines and | ANA Registry
Definition", BCP 154, RFC 5774, DO 10.17487/ RFC5774,
March 2010, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc5774>.

[ RFC6442] Polk, J., Rosen, B., and J. Peterson, "Location Conveyance
for the Session Initiation Protocol", RFC 6442,
DO 10.17487/ RFC6442, Decenber 2011,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc6442>.

[ RFC7378] Tschofenig, H., Schul zrinne, H, and B. Aboba, Ed.,
"Trustworthy Location", RFC 7378, DO 10.17487/ RFC7378,
Decenber 2014, <https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc7378>.

[ RFC8262] Hol mberg, C. and I. Sedl acek, "Content-1D Header Field in
the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP)", RFC 8262,
DO 10.17487/ RFC8262, Cctober 2017,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc8262>.

[ RFC2119] Bradner, S., "Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate
Requi rement Level s", BCP 14, RFC 2119,
DO 10.17487/ RFC2119, March 1997,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc2119>.

[ RFC8174] Leiba, B., "Anmbiguity of Uppercase vs Lowercase in RFC
2119 Key Words", BCP 14, RFC 8174, DO 10.17487/ RFC8174,
May 2017, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc8174>.

5.2. Informative References

Rosen & Martin Expires 20 April 2026 [ Page 9]



Internet-Draft retransm ssion-all owed errata Cct ober 2025

[ RFC5580] Tschofenig, H., Ed., Adrangi, F., Jones, M, Lior, A, and
B. Aboba, "Carrying Location Objects in RAD US and
D aneter", RFC 5580, DO 10.17487/ RFC5580, August 2009,
<https://ww. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc5580>.

[ RFC5985] Barnes, M, Ed., "HTTP-Enabl ed Location Delivery (HELD)",
RFC 5985, DO 10. 17487/ RFC5985, Septemnber 2010,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc5985>.

[ RFC6397] Manderson, T., "Milti-Threaded Routing Tool kit (MRT)
Border Gateway Protocol (BGP) Routing Information Export
Format with Geo-Location Extensions", RFC 6397,
DO 10.17487/ RFC6397, Cctober 2011,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc6397>.

[ RFC6753] Wnterbottom J., Tschofenig, H, Schul zrinne, H, and M
Thonmson, "A Location Dereference Protocol Using HTTP-
Enabl ed Location Delivery (HELD)", RFC 6753,
DO 10.17487/ RFC6753, Cctober 2012,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc6753>.

[ RFC6772] Schul zrinne, H, Ed., Tschofenig, H, Ed., Cuellar, J.,
Pol k, J., Mrris, J., and M Thonson, "Geol ocation Policy:
A Docunent Format for Expressing Privacy Preferences for
Location Information", RFC 6772, DO 10.17487/ RFC6772,
January 2013, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc6772>.

[ RFC7199] Barnes, R, Thonson, M, Wnterbottom J., and H
Tschofeni g, "Location Configuration Extensions for Policy
Managenent", RFC 7199, DO 10.17487/ RFC7199, April 2014,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc7199>.

[ RFC7852] CGellens, R, Rosen, B., Tschofenig, H, Mrshall, R, and
J. Wnterbottom "Additional Data Rel ated to an Enmergency
Call", RFC 7852, DO 10.17487/ RFC7852, July 2016,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc7852>.

[ RFC8876] Rosen, B., Schul zrinne, H., Tschofenig, H, and R
Gell ens, "Non-interactive Emergency Calls", RFC 8876,
DO 10. 17487/ RFC8876, Septenber 2020,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc8876>.

Contributors

Rosen & Martin Expires 20 April 2026 [ Page 10]



Internet-Draft retransm ssion-all owed errata Cct ober 2025

Gordon Hi nes

Cont ech TCS

2401 Elliott Avenue

Seattle, WA 98121

United States of Anerica

Emai | : ski p. hi nes@ont ech. com

Roger Marshal |

Cont ech TCS

2401 Elliott Avenue

Seattle, WA 98121

United States of Anerica

Emai | : roger. marshal | @ont ech. com

Victor Burton

Contech TCS

2401 Elliott Avenue

Seattle, WA 98121

United States of Anerica

Email : victor. burton@ont ech. com

Aut hors’ Addr esses

Bri an Rosen
Unaffiliated

Mars, PA

United States of Anerica
Emai | : br @ri anrosen. net
Jeff Martin

Contech TCS

2401 Elliott Avenue

Seattle, WA 98121

United States of Anerica
Email: jeff.marti n@ontech. com

Rosen & Martin Expires 20 April 2026 [ Page 11]



