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Thi s docunent describes the procedure for proper handling of incom ng
Iiaison statements from ot her standards devel opment organi zati ons
(SDCs), consortia, and industry fora, and for generating |iaison
statenents to be transmitted from|ETF to other SDGs, consortia and
industry fora. This procedure allows |ETF to effectively collaborate
with other organizations in the international standards community.

The | ETF expects that |iaison statenents mght come froma variety of
organi zations, and it nmay choose to respond to many of those. The
IETF is only obligated to respond if there is an agreed |iaison

rel ati onshi p, however.
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1. Introduction

Thi s docunent describes the procedure for generating and handl i ng
I'iai son statements between the | ETF and other SDGCs, so that |ETF can
effectively coll aborate with other organizations in the internationa
standards community. These liaison statenents are primarily
exchanged between | ETF and organi zati ons with whomthe | AB has
created a liaison relationship (see [ RFC4052]), although ot her

organi zations are not precluded. The procedures described in this

docunent enconpass all liaisons statenents received from SDGCs,
whet her or not a fornmal |iaison arrangenent is in place between the
SDO and the IETF. The IETF is not obligated to respond to the
I'iaison statement where there is no formal |iaison arrangenent.

The i npl enentati on of the procedure and supporting tools is occurring
in a mninmmof three phases. The initial phase has been the

devel opment of a prototype (in the best tradition of "rough consensus
and running code"), by Sunny Lee of Foretec, in parallel with the
devel opment of this specification. The second phase is the
conversion of that prototype to an operational tool. This
operational tool |acks an automated tracking tool; rather, the
|iaison manager inplenents it in his or her own way. The third phase
will include that tracking tool

The specific supporting tools and their functionality described in
this docunment are one possible way of providing automated support for
the processes described in this document. Because specific tools and
their functionality will change over tine, the descriptions in this
docunent are to be considered exanples only and are not a nornative
part of this specification.

2. Liaison Statenents and Their Handling
Let us first define what a liaison statement is (and is not), and set
reasonabl e expectations. The expectations in this section are
normative for a liaison statement sent by any SDO to the | ETF.

2.1. Definitions

For purposes of clarity, we use the follow ng definitions:

Addr essee: The Working Goup(s) (W5 or other party(s) in the IETF to
whom a liaison statenment i s addressed.
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Assi gnee: The person responsible to act on a |iaison statenent,
initially either the person to whomit was addressed or the chair
of the group to which it was addressed. The task may be
reassi gned to another person in the sane or a different group as
appropri at e.

Li ai son nmanager: A person desighated to act as a manager of the
rel ati onship between the | ETF and a peer organization to ensure
that comunication is maintained, is productive, and is tinely, as
defined by sections 2.2 and 3 in [ RFC4052].

Li ai son statenent: A letter as described in this docunent, exchanged
bet ween organi zati ons.

2. 2. Li ai son Statenents

A Liaison Statenent is a business |letter sent by one standards
organi zation to another. These organizations may be at any |eve
(WG, Area, etc.) General ly, the sender and receiver are peer
organi zations. A liaison statement may have any purpose, but
generally the purpose is to solicit information, make a coment or
request an action.

2.2.1. Contents of a Liaison Statenent
Li ai son statenents may be very formal or informal, depending on the
rul es of the body generating them Any liaison statenent, however,
will always contain certain information, nmuch as an business letter
does. This information will include the foll ow ng:

2.2.1.1. Envel ope Information
The following fields detail properties of the |iaison statenent.

2.2.1.1.1. From
The statement will indicate fromwhat body it originates; for
exanple, it may be from an IETF W or Area, an I TU- T Study G oup,
Working Party, or Question, etc. In this document, this body is the
"sender".

2.2.1.1.2. To:

The statenent will indicate to which body it is. |In this docunent,
this body is the "addressee".
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2.2.1.1.3. Title:

The statenent will contain a short (usually single Iine) statement of
its context and content.

2.2.1.1.4. Response Contact:

The sender will indicate the electronic mail address to which any
response shoul d be sent.

2.2.1.1.5. Technical Contact:

The sender will indicate one or nore electronic mail addresses
(persons or lists) that may be contacted for clarification of the
| i ai son statenent.

2.2.1.1.6. Purpose

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

For Information: The liaison statenent is to informthe addressee of
sonet hi ng, and expects no response.

For Comment: The liaison statenment requests commentary fromthe
addressee, usually within a stated tinme frane.

For Action: The liaison statenent requests that the addressee do
sonet hing on the sender’s behalf, usually within a stated tine
frane.

I n Response: The liaison statenment includes a response to a liaison
statenment fromthe peer organization on one or nore of its
docunents and expects no further response.

2.2.1.1.7. Deadl! i ne:

Li ai son statenents that request conment or action wll indicate when
the comment or action is required. |If the addressee cannot
acconplish the request within the stated period, courtesy calls for a
response offering a nore doabl e deadline or an alternative course of
action.

2.2.1.2. Liaison Content
The following fields are the substance of the |iaison statenent.

| ETF participants use a wide variety of systens, thus docunent
formats that are not universally readable are problematic. As a
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result, docunents enclosed with the body or attachnments should be in
PDF, WBC HTM. (without proprietary extensions), or ASCI| text format.
If they were originally in a proprietary format such as M crosoft
Wrd, the file may be sent, but should be acconpani ed by a generally
readabl e file.

2.2.1.2.1. Body:

As with any business letter, the liaison statement contains
appropriate content explaining the issues or questions at hand.

2.2.1.2.2. Attachnents:

Attachnments, if enclosed, may be in the form of documents sent with
the liaison statement or may be URLs to simlar docunments including
Internet Drafts.

2.3. Addressee Responsibilities

The responsibilities of the addressee of a |liaison statenent are the
same as the responsibilities of any business letter. A liaison
statenent calls for appropriate consideration of its contents, and if
a reply is requested and an appropriate relationship exists, a
courteous authoritative reply within the expected tine frame. The
reply may be that the information was useful or not useful, that the
requested action has been acconplished, it will be accomplished by a
specified date, it will not be done for a specific reason, an answer
to a question posed, or any other appropriate reply.

A liaison statenment, |ike any other tenporary docunent, nust be
considered for its relevance, inportance, and urgency.

One hopes that a liaison statenent will be sent to the right

organi zation, but this cannot be assured. An SDO mi ght send a
|iaison statement to a specific | ETF Area whose Area Director (AD)
deens it better handled by one of the W&, or it might be sent to one
WG when it shoul d have gone to another. |If a |liaison statenent
arrives that appears msdirected, the assignee should promptly ask
the liaison manager to redirect it appropriately. |In some cases, a
|iaison statement may require consideration by nmultiple groups within
the IETF; in such cases, one assignee takes the | ead and
responsibility for devel oping a response.

Li ai son Statenents are always inportant to the body that sent them
Having arrived at the appropriate body, the |iaison statenent may be
nmore or less inportant to the addressee depending on its contents and
the expertise of the sender. |If the |iaison statenent seeks to

i nfluence the direction of a WG s devel opnent, it should receive the
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same consi deration that any tenporary document receives. The WG
chair may request the sender’s contacts to nake their case to the

| ETF W5 in the sanme manner that an author of an internet draft nakes
his or her case.

The urgency of a liaison statenent is usually reflected inits
deadline. A liaison statenent for informational purposes may have no
deadline; in such a case, a courteous "thank you" |iaison statenent
is necessary to informthe sender that the |iaison statenent was
received. The WG may then informitself of the contents and cl ose
the docunent. A liaison statenment specifying a deadline, however,
gives the addressee a finite opportunity to influence the activity of
anot her body; if it fails to react in a tinely fashion, it may mss
the opportunity.

2.4. Lifetime of a Liaison Statenment

A liaison statement is a tenporary docunent, nuch |ike an internet
draft. If it affects | ETF output, the normal expectation is that the
resulting RFC will contain relevant information that remains
pertinent. Retaining liaison statenents that have been conpletely
dealt with nostly serves to hide new ones and create the appearance
of not dealing with them

However, unlike an internet draft, liaison statenents are often the
only record the | ETF has of the comunication with the peer SDO As
such, sone l|iaison statenents are referred to for relatively |ong
peri ods of tinmne.

As a result, the IETF will archive liaison statements that have been
fully dealt with, along with any attachnments that may have been

rel evant, but do so in a manner obviously distinct from current

|'iai son statenents.

3. Tools for Handling Liaison Statenents

Sone tools have been devel oped for the I ETF. Devel oprment is expected
to continue. This section describes the basic tool and its intended
use.

3.1. Liaison Statenents from G her SDOs, Consortia, and Fora to | ETF

The process of handling a liaison statement is nore weighty than
handl i ng a business letter because it is inportant to a relationship
wi th anot her SDO established by the I AB. To nanage |i ai son
statenents, the ETF will offer three electronically accessible
facilities: a formfor subm ssion of |iaison statements, a mechani sm
organi zing their contents and naki ng them accessible, and a tracking
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system Initially, the tracking systemw |l be a manual procedure
used by the l|iaison nanager; in the future, this should be automated.

3.1.1. Liaison Statenent Submni ssion

The | ETF Secretariat will provide an electronic nethod for submni ssion
of liaison statenents.

The |iaison statenment subm ssion mechanismis a formthat requests
the information listed in Section 2.2.1 fromthe user

Subm ssion of that information results in the follow ng actions:

o creation of a display nechani smcontaining the envel ope data in
Section 2.2.1.1 and URLs pointing to the itens from
Section 2.2.1.2, an indication whether the |iaison statenent has
been replied to, and if so, on what date,

o the addition of a URL to the "outstanding |iaison statenents”
summary mechani sm

0 when an automated tracking system has been inpl enented, a tickler/
status entry in the tracking system assigned to the rel evant
chair or AD,

0o an emnil to the assignee copying
* the liaison statenent’s technical contacts

* The supervisor of the assignee (if it is to a W5 the rel evant
ADs; if to an AD, the I ETF Chair),

* The liaison manager for the sending SDO

* an alias associated with the assignee (W& BOF or other open
mailing list, Area Directorate, IESG |AB, etc.)

This email should contain the URL to the |iaison statenent
mechani sm text indicating that the |iaison statenent has arrived,
requests appropriate consideration, and if a deadline is
specified, a reply by the deadline.

The assignee has the capability of interacting with the |iaison
manager and the tracking system (once inplenented), including
replyi ng, changing dates, reassignment, closing the |iaison statenent
process, etc.
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The |iai son manager or tracking system s "tickle" function
periodically rem nds the assignee by email that the Iiaison statenent
has not yet been closed. This tickle email copies all of the above
except the associated nailing alias.

3.1.2. Mechanismfor Displaying Liaison Statenents

The | ETF site contains a section for current |iaison statenent
activity. This consists of:

0 A submni ssion nmechani sm

0 A status/managenent mechani smfor each active or recently closed
i aison statenment, and zero or nore associated fil es.

The st at us/ managenent nechani smcontains a sinple frane, show ng the
title of the liaison statement, the URL for its nechanism and the
organi zations it is fromand to.

The display for liaison statement itself contains:

o the liaison statenment envel ope information (Section 2.2.1),

o direct content (Section 2.2.1),

o0 URLs for the various associated files

0 current status of the liaison statenent: to whomit is assigned,
its due date, and its status,

o pointer to the liaison nanager and tracking systementry for the
|iaison statenent.

o reply-generation mechani sm (see Section 3.2.2.4)

3.2. Communicating | ETF Information to O her SDGs, Consortia, and Fora

This includes |iaison statenents sent in reply to liaison statenents
sent by other bodies, and liaison statenents being originated by the
| ETF.

3.2.1. Spontaneously Cenerating Liaison Statenents to Q her
Organi zati ons

Li ai son Statenents can be generated at a W5 Area, or |ETF level to

anot her organi zation. The respective (co)chair(s) are responsible
for judging the degree of consensus for sending the particular
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Iiaison statement and deciding the content. The anmount of consensus
required to send a liaison statenment varies greatly depending on its
content. This section gives some rough gui dance about how nuch
consensus shoul d be sought before sending a liaison statenent to
anot her organi zati on.

3.2.1.1. Transmitting | ETF Docunents to Ot her Organizations

The sinpl est case of approving sending of a liaison statement from
| ETF is when the information being transmtted consists of an | ETF
docunent that has sonme |evel of agreenent within the | ETF. The
process that the docunent has al ready gone through to achieve its
current status assures the necessary |evel of consensus. Any

St andards Track RFC (Draft Standard, Proposed Standard, |nternet
Standard, BCP), and any WG docunent expected to be placed on the
standards track, nay be transmitted w thout concern

I nformational docunents may al so be exchanged readily when they
represent a W5 position or consensus, such as a requirements or
architecture docunent.

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

Individually submtted Internet Drafts, Experinmental or Historica
RFCs, and non-WG i nformati onal docunents should not be transnitted
wi t hout devel oping further consensus within the rel evant group, as
these docunments cannot be truthfully represented as any kind of |ETF
posi ti on.

3.2.1.2. Requests for Information

Anot her type of liaison statenent that can be generated without the
need for extensive consensus building on the email list is a request
for information. The (co)chairs(s) can generate such a liaison
statenment when they recognize, fromthe activities of the group, that
sonme additional information is hel pful, for exanple, to resolve an

i npasse (i.e., don't waste tinme arguing over what the real neaning or
i ntent of another SDGCs docunent is, just ask the other SDO and base
further work on the "official" answer).

O her requests for information may request access to certain
docunents of other organizations that are not publicly avail able.
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3.2.1.3. Requesting Comments on Work in Progress

There may be cases when one feels that a docunent under devel opnent
in the | ETF may benefit fromthe input of experts in another rel evant
SDO, consortium or forum Generally, this is done before the text
is "fully cooked" so that input fromexperts in another organization
can be included in the final result. Comrents would generally be
solicited for a standards track Ws Internet Draft and sone | evel of
consensus shoul d be reached on the W5 or other open mailing list that
it is appropriate to ask another organization for comments on an | ETF
draft.

3.2.1.4. Requests for @her Actions (Besides Comrents on | ETF Drafts)

There are many ot her kinds of actions that mght reasonably be
request ed of another organization

o0 In the case of overlapping or related work in another
organi zation, a request could be nmade that the other organization
change sonething to align with the | ETF worKk.

0 A request could be nade for another organization to start a new
work item (on behal f of |ETF).

0 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).

These ki nds of requests are quite serious. They can certainly be
made when appropriate, but should only be nmade when there is the

cl earest possible consensus within the particular W5 Area, or within
the 1 ETF at |arge.

3.2.2. Responding to Incomng Liaison Statenents

Any incoming liaison statement that indicates that it is for
"Comment" or for "Action" requires a response by the deadline; other
|iaison statements may al so be replied to, although a reply is
generally optional. It is the responsibility of the (co)chair(s) of
the addressed organi zation to ensure that a response is generated by
t he deadl i ne.

3.2.2.1. Responding to Requests for Information
I f another organization requests information that can be found in an
| ETF docunent of the types indicated in Section 3.2.1.1, this can be

transmtted by the (co)chair(s) of the addressed group, indicating
the |l evel of agreement for the rel evant docunent.
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3.2.2.2. Responding to Requests for Comments

If an incom ng |iaison statenent requests comrents on a docunent from
anot her organi zation, a discussion will occur on the mailing |ist
where participants can provide their coments.

If a clear consensus is evident fromthe pattern of coments nmade to
the mailing list, the (co)chair(s) can sumarize the conclusions in a
reply liaison statenment back to the originating organization

If no clear consensus is evident fromthe pattern of comments on the
mailing list, or if there is no further discussion, a response is
still due to the originator. A sumuary of the enmail coments, or
lack of interest in the issue, should be created and sent to the
originator, and represented as "collected cormments” rather than a
consensus of the I ETF group to which the |iaison statenment was
addressed. It is possible to send this kind of a reply even if sone
of the coments are contradictory.

3.2.2.3. Responding to Request for Action

A request for Action is a fairly serious thing. Exanples of the
ki nds of actions that may be expected are:

o0 In the case of overlapping or related work in another
organi zati on, another organization may request that the | ETF align
its work with that of the other organization

0 A request could be nade for | ETF to undertake a new work item

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

Consensus of the receiving group within [ETF is clearly necessary to
fulfill the request. Fulfilling the request nay require a great dea
of time and nultiple steps, for example, if initiating or stopping a
work itemrequires a charter change

There is, of course, no requirenent that | ETF performthe action that
was requested. But the request should al ways be taken seriously, and
a response is required. The originating organization nust always be

informed of what, if anything, the | ETF has decided to do in response
to the request. |If the | ETF decides not to honor the request, or to

honor it with nodifications, the response should include the reasons

and, if applicable, the alternate course of action.
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For tasks that require a great deal of time, it may be necessary that
several liaison statements be sent back to the originating

organi zation to report the status of the work and the anti ci pated
conpletion time. The first of these |iaison statenents nust be
generated by the deadline indicated in the inconming |liaison

st at ement .

3.2.2.4. Cenerating Liaison Statenents

| ETF participants, usually WG chairs, ADs, or other officials, need
to be able to send liaison statements to other SDOs. The nechani sm
described in Section 3.1.2, listing appropriate contacts in other
SDCs with which the | AB has established liaison relationships,

provi des that capability.

As a conveni ence, the |liaison statenment page described in

Section 3.1.2 may be used to generate a reply. |If a person (usually
a WG chair or an AD) selects "reply", a new |liaison statenment page is
generated fromthe existing one, reversing the addressing
information. |ETF docunents should be referenced by URL, such as
http://ww. ietf.org/internet-drafts/>file< or
ftp://ftp.rfc-editor.org/in-notes/>file<.

The process of generating and approving transm ssion of |iaison
statements is a matter of | ETF process and is specified in [ RFC4052].

4. Security Considerations

One of the key considerations in developing this process has been the
possibility of a denial of service attack on the IETF and its
processes. Historically, the | ETF has not always handl ed |iai son
statenments effectively, resulting in people working in other

organi zati ons becomng frustrated with it. Various organi zations
have al so used the |liaison statement process to inpose deadlines on

| ETF activities, which has been frustrating for all concerned - the

| ETF because it does not accept such deadlines, and other

organi zati ons because they feel ignored.

For this reason the subm ssion process is automated. While the |IETF
cannot rate-limt the submtters, it can nmanage its interna
pi pel i nes.

This issue is exacerbated by the I ack of any authentication on the
part of the submitter. However, the | AB considers it inmportant to be
able to accept |liaison statements whether or not a |iaison

rel ati onship exists, so authentication of submtters is not an

ef fective control
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Appendi x A. I nplenmentati on Road Map

Thi s section docunents the devel opnent programas of the tine of the
witing of this docunent. It is not nornative.

A 1. Phase |I: Initial Inplenentation
A.1.1. Displays

The descriptions of the required displays in Section 3.1.1 and

Section 3.1.2 call for two sets of displays: one for the public (for

viewi ng |iaison statenents), and one for submitters (for managi ng

I'iaison statements).

Di spl ays for public view of |iaison statenments include:

0 A Liaison Statenents Wb page that lists all incomng and out goi ng
|iaison statenments (specific fields TBD). The title of each
liaison statement is alink to the details page for that |iaison
st at ement .

0 A detail page for each liaison statenent that contains:

* Al of the information specified in the subsections of
Section 2.2.1.

* Links to all attachments that acconpanied the |iaison statenent
or to docunents that are nmentioned in the statenment but were
not provided as part of the subm ssion.

* Links to all related |iaison statenents (e.g., replies).

Di splays for submtting and managi ng |iaison statements incl ude:
0 A summary page that offers nechanisns for:

* Creating and subnitting a new liaison statenent.

* Editing a liaison statenent that the user has previously
created and submitted.

* Acting on a liaison statenent that has been assigned to the
user.
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0 Atenplate for creating and submitting a liaison statement. This
tenplate allows the user to enter the information specified in
Section 2.2.1. The user is able to access the tenplate at any
time (froma list of |liaison statenents that the user has
previously created and submtted), and update and resubnit the
i nformation.

0 A detail page for managing a |iaison statenent assigned to the
user. This page is simlar to the details page available to the
public. However, it also includes:

* A mechanismfor replying to the liaison statenent (initia
i mpl emrent ati on)

* Alink to a liaison statenment tracki ng nechani sm (future
i mpl ement ati on)

A.1.2. Actions on Submni ssion
Submi ssion of a liaison statement results in the foll owing actions:
o The information is uploaded to the database.

0 An e-mail nmessage with the content specified in Section 3.1.1 is
sent to the addressee with copies to the addresses specified in
Section 4.1, and to the Secretariat (as specified in [ RFC4052]).

o The liaison statenent is added to the list on the Liaison
St atenments Wb page.

0o Two detail pages are created for the |iaison statenent: one for
the public (to view the liaison statenent), and one for the sender
and the assignee (to nmanage the |iaison statenent).

As specified in Section 3.2.2.4, when a user selects reply on the
details page of a liaison statenent, a tenplate for creating and
submitting a new |liaison statenent is generated fromthe existing one
that copies "Front to "To" and specifies the respondent as the

i ndi vidual the response is comng "Fronf. Subm ssion of this reply
|iaison statenment results in the sane set of actions as subm ssion of
any new liaison statenment. 1In addition, a link to the details page
of this liaison statement is added to the list of related |iaison
statenments on the details pages (both public and managenent) of the
original liaison statenent (i.e., the one to which the user replied).
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Appendi x B. Phase Il: Additional Instrunentation and Responses to Usage

Experi ence

This section is for information, and is not nornative.

The intended features of the future liaison statement tracking system
are discussed in Section 3.1. They include mechanisnms for:

(o]

(o]

(]

Desi gnating an assignee; the assignee is initially a person

associated with the body (I1AB, 1ESG Area, WG etc.) to which the

|iaison statement is addressed, but nmay subsequently be change
an | ETF partici pant.

Indicating the status of the liaison statenent (e.g., actions
required, actions taken, etc. Specific options TBD).

Sending ticklers to the assignee when action is required (with
copi es to whonmever is appropriate).

Changi ng the status of the liaison statenent, the deadline, or
ot her attributes.

Reassi gni ng responsi bility.

Closing the |iaison statenent.

Nor mat i ve Ref erences

[ RFC4052] Daigle, L., "I AB Processes for Managenent of Liaison

Rel ati onshi ps", RFC 4052, April 2005.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2005).

Thi s docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR | S SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED

I NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE CF THE

| NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE

Intellectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that mght be clainmed to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunment or the extent to which any |license under such rights

m ght or might not be avail able; nor does it represent that it has
made any i ndependent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade available, or the result of an
attenpt made to obtain a general |icense or permssion for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line | PR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr

The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that nmay cover technology that nay be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.
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