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Abst ract

Thi s docunent describes the procedures for generating and handling
Iiaison statements between the | ETF and ot her Standards Devel oprent
Organi zations (SDOs), so that the I ETF can effectively collaborate
with other organizations in the international standards comunity.

About Thi's Documnent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC

Status information for this docurment may be found at
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/.

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the Internet Architecture
Board I nternet Engineering Task Force mailing |ist
(mailto:iab@ab.org), which is archived at
https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/iab/. Subscribe at
https://ww.ietf.org/mailman/listinfo/iab/.

Source for this draft and an issue tracker can be found at
https://github. comintarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis.

Status of This Meno

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

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

wor ki ng docunents 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."
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|iaison statements within the | ETF, covering both statements sent by

the | ETF as well as statement received from ot her Standards

Devel opment Organi zations (SDOCs). This process is managed by the | AB

and desi gned such that the | ETF can effectively collaborate with
other organizations in the international standards community. The
| AB al so serves as contact point for any matters regarding |liaison
managenment beyond the scope of this docunent.
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Most organi zati ons have a process to send |liaison statenents that
provides a nore formal way of comunication, beyond just sending an

informal email. However, every organization has slightly different
procedures to handle the sending and receiving of liaison statenents.
In sone cases sending formal |iaison statenents nmight be the only way

of comunicating with a certain organization

The | ETF process, described in this docunent, is intended to be as
simple as possible while still acconmmodating the process or fornmat
requirenents of various other SDOs. One key property of the |ETF

| iaison statement handling process is the requirenent to record all
sent and received liaison statements in a publicly accessible centra
| ocation, which makes it nore formal than other direct
communi cati ons. However, liaison statenments do not have any specia
standing within the | ETF process. This neans that any input provided
through a liaison statenment, even if that statenent reflects
consensus in the other organisation, does not have a different
standing in the | ETF process than other (i ndividually-provided)

i nput s.

Further, liaison statements sent by the | ETF usually do not go though
the normal | ETF consensus process (e.g. an |ETF-wide last call) and
therefore do not automatically represent | ETF consensus. Depending
on the nature of the liaison statenent, it might refer to existing

| ETF consensus as docunented in | ETF-stream RFCs or worKki ng group
chairs mght ask for working group consensus on a technical matter
not (yet) docunmented in an RFC. \Wile the existence of a fornal
|iaison statement does not automatically inply any form of consensus
within the | ETF process, liaison statenents still reflect an officia
position supported by | eadership approval and particularly underline
when the stated position is based on existing conmunity consensus.
When sending a liaison statement fromthe IETF, it is highly
reconmmended to clearly indicate any | evel of consensus or non-
consensus as part of the liaison statenent content. Further

consi deration on consensus in |IETF |iaison statenents are provided in
Section 4. 2.

The exchange of liaison statenments does not require a formal |iaison
relati onship (see [I-D.iab-rfc4052bis]). The procedures described in
this docunment enconpass all |iaisons statenents received fromor sent
to other SDGCs, whether or not a formal |iaison arrangenent is in

pl ace between the SDO and the |ETF. The I AB is generally responsible
for ensuring liaison statenents are handl ed appropriately and can
assist with any liaison matter. |If a formal liaison relationship
with an | AB-appointed |iaison manager is in place, the |iaison
manager assists the I|AB in this responsibility and is the first
contact point for liaison statenents send to or received fromthe
respective SDO, as also further explained in [I-D.iab-rfc4052bi s].
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Especially, the liaison manager shoul d be consulted before sending a
liaison statement to ensure formal requirenments or agreenents of the
liaison relation are foll owed.

Recei pt of a |iaison statenent does not automatically inpose an
obligation of sending a response by the other party. The decision to
send a response depends on the content and kind of request. A
|iaison statement, just |like any other input into the |ETF process,
is considered for its relevance, inportance, and urgency. However,

if aformal liaison relationship exists, it is the responsibility of
the liaison nmanager to ensure appropriate comunication between the
organi sations (see Section 3 of [I-D.iab-rfc4052bis]) even if no
response i s sent.

If no response to an incoming liaison statenment is provided, this
does not indicate agreenent or consensus on the topic raised to the

| ETF. | ETF positions require community rough consensus via processes
managed by the working group chairs and the Internet Engi neering
Steering Goup (IESG.

Li ai son conmuni cation is intended for coordinating information

rel evant to the standards process, auch as information about standard
track docunments or other process related information. Usually

|'iai son coordination does not cover other RFC publications such as
those by the IRTF, the Independent Stream or the RFC editoria
series. |If reference to such non-consensus docunents are needed,
their status should be clearly indicated, as further discussed in
Section 4. 3.

Sonetinmes |liaison statenents sent fromother SDOs nmay cover topics
that are relevant for research done in the IRTF. 1In this case the

I AB consults with the I RTF chair who m ght choose to forward themto
any rel evant | RTF research group(s). The IRTF chair as a nenber of
IAB can work with the I1AB, as well as specific research group chairs,
to decide whether a response to the liaison statement is needed.
Research groups do not initiate sending of |iaison statenents.

1.1. Changes conpared to RFC4053

The maj or change in this revision of the docunent is that all tooling
details have been renpbved. Particularly, sonme text in the

i ntroduction, Section 3.1.1. (Liaison Statenment Submn ssion),

Section 3.1.2. (Mechanismfor Displaying Liaison Statenments),
Section 3.2.2.4. (Cenerating Liaison Statenents) and the appendi x
have been renoved

Further, the followi ng has been updated:
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1. The abstract and introduction as been shortened, and a
clarification was added in the introducti on about obligations to
send replies.

2. The definition section (2.1) has been renpbved as "assignee" is
not used anynore, and the "addressee" is now sinply called the
receiver.

3. The section on "Content of a Liaison Statement"” has been revised
to

* be |l ess detailed about tooling, e.g. not talking about
concrete fields anynore,

* introduce a new concept to handl e contact information,
repl aci ng "Response Contact" and "Technical Contact" as well
as additional fields ("CC', "From Contact"”, "To Contact") that
exists in the tooling but are actually not specified in
[ RFC4053] and therefore often caused confusion,

* add new address information ("Send Reply To"/"Send To") that
can be used to support processes where one central address is
used to receive all liaison statements. This is also the
process preferred now by the | ETF where the central address is
either the |iaison manager or the | AB coordination contact.

4. The purpose "For Commrent" was renmpoved as either "For |nformation”
or "For Action" can be used instead; depending if a deadline is
needed or not. In the current record of statements, "For
Conment" has been rarely used indicating that this purpose is not
needed or at least its nmeaning was not clear.

5. New section was added on "Recording Liaison Statenments" that
repl aces Section 2.4. on "Lifetinme of a Liaison Statenent” to
underline how inportant the public record of a |iaison statenent
is and clarify the responsibility of the receiver to ensure that
all incomng statenments get appropriately recorded

6. Section 4 from[RFC4052] on "Approval and Transm ssion of Liaison
St at ement s" has been nmerged to this docunent

7. New text was added in the intro regardi ng consensus and |iai son
statenments having no special standing, as well as the role of the
| RTF

8. Section on "Sending Liaison Statenents fromthe | ETF" was re-

wor ked and shortened, which noew includes the subsections on
approval and consensus.
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9. Section 3 (Responsibilities when Receiving a Liaison Statenent),
Section 4 (Recording), and 6 (Responding) were merged and
shorteded in one new section

2. Content of Liaison Statenents

A Liaison Staterment is a formal letter sent by one SDO to another
These organi zati ons may be at any level (WG Area, etc.). A liaison
statenment may have any purpose, but generally the purpose is to
solicit information or request an action, |like share a docunent, or
ask for a review or a technical question.

Li ai son statenents may be very formal or informal, depending on the
rul es of the body generating them Any liaison statenment, however,
will always contain certain information to enable effective

conmmuni cation. Further, in order to be able to process and record
these statenents in the | ETF, the information should include the
fol |l owi ng:

2.1. Contact Infornmtion

The foll owi ng contact information are expected to be part of a
|iai son statenent:

From The statenment needs to indicate fromwhat body it originates;
for exanple, it may be froman |ETF Area or W5 an I TU- T Study
G oup, Wrking Party, or Question, etc. A statenment may be sent
fromnore than one group, e.g. multiple I ETF worki ng groups, but
usual ly all groups are fromthe same organi zati on

From Contact: One or nore enmil addresses belonging to the "Front
body. This includes the addresses associated with the "Front
group(s), e.g. in the | ETF these are the working group chairs,
working group mailing lists, and Area Director(s), and contacts
that are required for the managenent of the liaison, |ike the
|iaison manager (if one exists) and/or an | AB |iaison contact in
case of statements sent by the IETF or the staff person fromthe
external organisation that has sent the incomng |iaison by mail
as well as any additional technical experts who should be
i nf ormed.

From Li ai son-Contact ("Send Reply to"): An explicit "Send Reply To"
address may be provided that is used for processing the |iaison
statenment reply. This address is usually not a personal address
but rather a generic address associated with a role or process.
For liaison statenents sent by the IETF, this address shoul d be
the alias of the liaison manager, if applicable, or an address
mai nt ai ned by the I AB for |iaison nanagement such as liai son-
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2

2

coordi nation@ab.org. If a "Send Reply To" address is provided,
the expectation is that a statenment sent in reply will only be
sent to this address and will then be distributed in the receiving
organi sation, following their internal process.

To: The statenent needs to indicate to which body it is sent. A
statement may be sent to multiple bodies or groups within one
body.

To

Contact: One or nore enanil addresses fromthe receiving body to
which this statenent should be sent. Sinilar to the "From
Contact" this includes all addresses associated with the "To"

i nformation, additional contacts that are required for |iaison
managenent, as well as any additional experts.

To

Li ai son-Contact ("Send to"): |If this address is present, the
|iaison statement is only sent to this address and not to the
addresses in the "To-Contact". |If a liaison statenent is a reply,
this "Send to" address is the "Send Reply To" address provided by
the other organisation in the original statement. This supports
processes where an organi sation has a central contact address to
receive statenments and then distributes the statenent using their
own process to the appropriate groups and persons internally.

Pur pose

A liaison statenment generally has one of three purposes and shoul d
clearly state its purpose using one of the foll owi ng | abels:

For Information: The liaison statenent is to informthe receiving
body of sonething and expects no response. This includes calls
for review coments if the expected response is optional

For Action: The liaison statenent requests that the receiving body
does sonet hing on the sender’s behalf, usually within a stated
time frane. This is also used if a docunent is sent out for
comrent, and the review feedback is expected in the stated tine
frame.

In Response: The |iaison statenent includes a response to a liaison
statenent fromthe peer organization on one or nore of its
docunments and expects no further response.

Li ai son statenents that request action indicate a deadline when the
action is required. |If the receiving body cannot accomplish the
request within the stated period, a prelinary response could be sent
requesting a nore doabl e deadline or offering an alternative course
of action.
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2.3. Body, Subject, and Attachnents

Most inmportantly, the liaison statenment contains content explaining
the i ssues or questions at hand.

Usual ly, the statenent also contains a short (single |ine) subject
providing a statenent of its context and content.

Attachnments, if enclosed, may be in the form of documents sent with
the liaison statenment, or may be URLs to similar docunents, including
Internet Drafts.

| ETF participants use a wi de variety of systems, thus docunent
formats that are not universally readable are problematic. As a
result, docunents enclosed with the body or attachnments should be in
PDF, WBC HTM. (without proprietary extensions), or UTF-8 encoded
plain/text format. |If they were originally in a proprietary format,
such as Mcrosoft Wrd, the file may be sent, but should be
acconpani ed by a generally readable file.

Di fferent organi sations have different requirenments on the formt of
|iaison statements. There are no requirenents fromthe | ETF on the
format of the actual |iaison statenent; however, we require the

met adat a (address informati on and purpose) as indicated in the
previous section to be recorded explicitly. As such, when receiving
statenments from ot her organisations, these netadata shoul d be
extracted. Further, the content of the statenent nust be recorded.
This content may be recorded by archiving a received docunent inits
original format, such as PDF or word, or may be transforned into
anot her format, such as plain text or markdown, when it is reasonable
to do so.

For statenments sent fromthe IETF, it is recommended to provide the
content in plain text but also provide an attachnent follow ng the
formatting requirenments of the receiving organisation if possible.

In cases where we have a |iaison manager, it is the responsibility of
the liaison manager to check or convert the formatting requiremnents.
It is further reconmended to convert received docunments in
proprietary formats into PDF and upl oad both versions as attachments.

This ensures that our process can conply with all formatting
requi renents from ot her organisations
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3.

3.

3.

Recordi ng Liai son Statenents

For the IETF, a liaison statenment is a nessage that was sent or
received (usually in an email directly or attached as sone fornal
letter) and is recorded in the I ETF |iaison nanagenent tool. The
val ue of sending a |liaison statenent for an organi zati on conpared to
an informal ermail, is that it will officially be recorded and the
public record will attest that certain information has been
communi cat ed between the organizations.

1. Inconing Liaison Statenents from O her SDGCs

The IETF will record any received liaison statement and nake it
publicly avail abl e.

For received liaison statenents with a formal |iaison relationship,
it is the responsibility of the liaison manager to create that public
record. However, even if a formal liaison relationship exists, it is

possible that l|iaison statenents arrive w thout know edge of the
I'iaison manager. Therefore, it is generally the responsibility of
the receiver to ensure a public record is created.

Li ai son statements that are sent to the IETF without a |iaison
manager are generally handled by the 1AB. Ideally, statenents are
sent to a contact point appointed by the I AB, who records them and
further distributes themwthin the IETF to the right groups and
experts. This enables a better control to ensure that |iaison
statenents are received by the rel evant parti es.

However, it is difficult to ensure that |iaison statements will

al ways be sent to the right group or person, as statenents are
sometines sent directly to W mailing lists or individuals. For
exanpl e, an SDO mi ght send a liaison statenent to a specific |ETF
Area whose Area Director (AD) deens it better handl ed by one of the
W, or it might be sent to one WG when it should have gone to a
different, nmore relevant one. |If a liaison statement arrives that
appears msdirected, it is recoomended to manually forward it to the
right groups and informthe |iaison nmanager or the | AB so that

i nformal feedback can be provided to the sender for the future.

2. Qutgoing Liaison Statenments fromthe | ETF

| ETF participants (usually WG chairs or ADs), of course adhering to
the requirenents on approval and consensus as outlined in the next
section, can send liaison statements to other SDGOs, and all sent
|iaison statements nust be publicly recorded. Therefore, it is
recomrended to use an | ETF-provided tool to send |iaison statenents,
rather than send themdirectly by email and record them after the
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fact. This approach is possible if, e.g. a certain form of
submi ssion other than email is required by the other organization

4. Sending Liaison Statenents fromthe | ETF

There are different reasons for an | ETF group to send a |iaison
statenment to anot her organization, such as

* A working group m ght request additional information from another
organi zation, for exanple, to resolve an inpasse (i.e., don't
waste tine arguing over what the real neaning or intent of another
SDCs docunent is, just ask the other SDO and base further work on
the "official" answer).

* A working group m ght request conmments for a document under
devel opnment in the | ETF that would benefit fromthe input of
experts in another relevant SDO consortium or forum Generally,
this is done before the text is conpletely finalized so that input
fromexperts in another organization can be included in the fina
result.

* |In the case of overlapping or related work in another
organi zation, a request could be nade that the other organization
change sonething to align with the | ETF work

* A request could be made for another organization to start a new
work item (on behal f of the |IETF).

* A request could be nade for another organization to stop a work
item (presumably because it overlaps or conflicts with other work
in the | ETF).

Further, a group mght reply to an incom ng |iaison statenent, as

di scussed in nore detail in the next section; however, of course, the
same requirenents on consensus and approval as discussed in this
section nust be applied.

Li ai son Statenents can be generated at a W5 Area, or |ETF level to
anot her organi zation. The respective (co)chair(s) or Area Director
(AD) are responsible for deciding the content and judging the | eve

of consensus that is needed for sending the respective content. This
section outlines approval requirenents and gi ves gui dance about the

| evel of consensus that shoul d be sought before sending a |iaison
statenment to anot her organizati on.

Generally, it is recoomended to base liaison statenents on existing

consensus (in the formof references to RFCs or other |ETF docunents)
or focus on information sharing related to e.g. process |ike expected
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timelines, rather than ainming to comruni cate technical natters beyond
the active work of the respective group. Further, the |evel of
consensus inplied or not inplied by the |iaison statenent should be
spelled out clearly in the |liaison statenent itself, as this provides
the nost clarity and avoids potential confusion

4.1. Approva

Al'l liaison statements sent by any group in the | ETF need AD approva
to ensure that those witing such statenents, who claimto be
speaki ng on behal f of a group in the IETF, are truly representing

| ETF views. This does not include statenments sent by the | AB, which
require | AB approval. Statenents sent from an area, respectively,
need approval by at |east one of the responsible ADs. Statements
sent by the IETF or 1 ESG require | ETF Chair approval

Sonetinmes it is beneficial or required to send a statenent that
indicates the |ETF as the originator rather than a specific working
group or area. This might be the case e.g. for questions related to
the scope of work of the IETF as a whole rather than a specific
chartered group. 1In this case, approval of the IETF Chair is
required; however, it is usually expected that other matter experts,
sonetines fromthe |ESG or | AB, are involved in generating the
content of the statenent.

Statements sent by the I ESG do not have different approva

requi renents than statenments sent by the I ETF: both require | ETF
Chair approval. This is to avoid heavy processes when sendi ng
|iaison statements. However, statenents fromthe | ESG might inply
there is consensus anong the | ESG and, as recommended earlier in this
docunent, it is best to clarify in the statenment itself if that is

i nt ended or not.

In cases where prior approval was not obtained as outlined above, and
the designated authority (AD, |ETF Chair, or I1AB Chair) in fact does
not agree with the nessage, the designated authority will work with
the liaison manager or 1AB to follow up as appropriate, including
emtting a revised |liaison statenent if necessary. Cearly, thisis
a situation best avoided by assuring appropriate agreement in advance
of sending the |iaison nessage.
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4.2. Level of Consensus

A liaison statenment does not automatically inply any |evel of
consensus It is therefore the responsibility of the chairs or the
responsi bl e AD to detern ne whet her working groups consensus shoul d
be strived for before sending a |iaison statenment. This is equally
true for both, liaison statenents initiated by the IETF as well as
for liaison statements that are sent in response to a received

| iasion statement from anot her organization

Even if the responsible chairs or ADs intend to send a |iaison
statenment w thout establishing additional consensus, the originator
should informthe group it represents prior to its transnission and
not only when the the statement is already sent and recorded.

The sinplest case of sending a liaison statement fromthe IETF is
when the information being transnmtted is based on established
consensus, e.g., by referencing an | ETF docunent that has sone |eve
of agreement within the | ETF, as further discussed in the next
section, or general information about the process or working group
scope. In such cases, where the statenent is send for pure

i nformati on sharing purposes, the chairs or ADs may choose to not
seek for additional consensus.

Sinmlarly, when the | ETF is working on docunents that relate to peer
organi zations and information fromthe other organization is needed

that is not publicly available, chairs may use Liaison Statenents to
request the needed information or docunents fromthe peer

organi zati on wi thout seeking for additional group consensus.

O her requests, that might often be initiated by a specific group
di scussi on, such as soliciting comrents for a standards track WG
Internet Draft, usually benefit fromsone | evel of consensus to be
reached in the WG or another appropriate, open mailing list.

4.2.1. Handling of Incom ng Requests for Actions

If an incom ng |iaison statenent requests information that goes
beyond what is docunmented in existing | ETF docunments, such as asking
for comments on a docunment fromthe other organization or a specific
techni cal question not addressed in existing RFCs, the chairs should
seek group input. Usually, such a request is received on the mailing
list of a group, and a discussion will occur on the mailing |ist
where participants can provide their coments. Based on that |ist

di scussion there are two possible outcones: * If a clear consensus is
evident fromthe pattern of conments made to the mailing list, the
(co)chair(s) can sumuari ze the conclusions in a |iaison statenent
reply to the originating organization. * |If no clear consensus is
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evident fromthe coments on the mailing list, or if there is no
further discussion, a response is still anticipated to the
originator. The reply may summari ze the email comrents, or indicate
a lack of interest in the issue. The reply should clearly indicated
that it represents "collected conments” rather than a consensus of
the IETF group. It is possible to send this kind of reply even if
some of the comrents are contradictory.

For requests for actions received from anot her organization, for
exanple, a request for initiating or stopping a work itemthat
requires a charter change, the consensus of the receiving group
within the | ETF or even | ETF-wi de consensus is clearly necessary to

fulfill the request. However, as already indicated, a liaison
statenment has no special standing and shoul d be considered equal to
all other inputs. Still, if there is a need for this work by the

ot her organi zation the request should be considered seriously, as
further discussed in Section 5.

4.3. Transmitting (References to) Documents

Any Standards Track RFC (Draft Standard, Proposed Standard, Internet
Standard, BCP), and any WG docunent expected to be placed on the
standards track, nay be transmitted w thout concern. |Informationa
docunents may al so be exchanged readily when they represent a WG
position or consensus, such as a requirenment or architecture
docunent .

Individually submtted Internet Drafts, Experinmental or Historica
RFCs, and non-WG i nformational docunents should not be transmitted
wi t hout either devel oping further consensus within the relevant group
or without explicitly including the context related to their state
and noting that they are not docunments that represent |ETF consensus.

In all cases, the docunent status nust be appropriately noted. In
the case of a Ws Internet Draft, it nmust be clear that the existence
of the draft only indicates that the W5 has accepted the work item
and, as the standard disclai mer says, the actual content can be
treated as nothing nore than as 'Work in Progress’.

5. Receiving Incom ng Liaison Statenents

A liaison statenent calls for appropriate consideration of its
contents. Liaison Statenents are always inportant to the body that
sent them Having arrived at the appropriate body, the |iaison
statenment may be nore or less inportant to the receiver depending on
its contents and the expertise of the sender
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If the liaison statement seeks to influence the direction of a W& s
devel opment, it should receive the same consideration as any input
docunent receives. This could be the case if a |iaison statenent
provides input to a working group docunent, requests nodifications,
or new work, or comments on the scope of work. The WG chair nmay
request the sender to make their case to the |ETF W6 in the sane
manner that an author of an Internet-Draft nakes their case.

5.1. Responding to Incom ng Requests for Actions (by the Deadline)

If areply is requested (usually marked as "For Action"), the
originating organziation expects a response by the deadline. The
urgency of a liaison statement is usually reflected in its deadline.
A liaison statenment specifying a deadline gives the receiver a finite
opportunity to influence the activity of another body; if it fails to
react in atinmely fashion, it may mss the opportunity.

If the request itself cannot be fulfilled by the deadline, it is
appropriate for the chairs to still send a response (by the deadline)
and explain the process, or invite experts of the other organization
to participate directly. Potential followup |iaison statements

m ght be sent to provide a status update, e.g. when a docunent gets
adopted or is ready for publication.

Exanpl es of the kinds of actions that may be requested are:

* Access to | ETF documents or information about the |ETF process and
tinelines.

* Comments fromthe | ETF on a docunent of the other organisation
* Technical questions related to an RFC or working group docunent.

* Arequest for the IETF to align its work with that of the other
organi zation, in the case of overlapping or related work.

* A request for the | ETF to undertake a new work item
* A request for the |ETF to stop a work item (presunmably because it

overlaps or conflicts with other work in the originating
organi zati on).
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The originating organization should al ways be inforned of what, if
anything, the | ETF has decided to do in response to the request,
either by sending a formal |iaison statenent back or utilizing
informal communication, like a sinple email reply, if appropriate.

If a formal liaison relationship with a |iaison manager exists, it is
the responsibility of the liaison manager to ensure appropriate
conmuni cation. O herwi se, the | AB can be consulted and shoul d be
integrated into any additional informal comunication

There is, of course, no requirenent that the | ETF perforns the
requested action. But the request shoul d al ways be taken seriously,
and generally, a response is anticipated. The reply may be that the
i nformati on was useful or not useful, that the requested action has

been acconplished, it will be acconplished by a specified date, it
will not be done for a specific reason, an answer to a question
posed, or any other appropriate reply. |If the IETF decides not to

honor the request, or to honor it with nodifications, ideally, the
response shoul d include the reasons and, if applicable, an alternate
course of action.

It is the responsibility of the (co)chair(s) of the addressed group,
supported by the |iaison nanager if one exists, to ensure that a
response is generated by the deadline if a response is intended. In
sone cases, a liaison statement may require consideration by multiple
groups within the I ETF, in such cases, potentially nmultiple chairs
and area directors have to coordinate, but ideally one of themtakes
the |l ead and responsibility for devel oping a response.

As discussed in Section 4.2, it is the responsibility of the chairs
and ADs to decide about the necessary |evel of consensus needed for a
certain response. As further discussed in Section 4.3, if another
organi zation requests information that can be found in an | ETF
docunent, this can be transmtted by the (co)chair(s) of the
addressed group, indicating the | evel of agreement for the rel evant
docunent .

6. Security Considerations

The security of the Internet is enhanced by robust coordination
bet ween SDOCs.

7. | ANA Consi derations

Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.
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