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Why?

- Some information or described processes are not fully up to date
- Explain better what liaison management means and why we do it, e.g.

- When does it make sense to create a formal liaison relationship? Are there specific 
requirements? What is the process?

- How to send a liaison statement and where? Who should send or reply to it? What approval or 
consensus is needed? When should we reply? 

- Current documents are not always fully clear/could be more clear given what we know now
- Focus on requirement and high-level guidance

- Remove low level details on tooling and process and give more room to dynamically adopt
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How?

- These are BCPs produced by the IAB
- The following process applies

- IAB process: call for community input, then IAB adoption and consensus
- Then move to IESG (AD-sponsored) and IETF last call for IETF consensus 

- We would like to make sure that
- Experts from the community are involved
- Community is aware that this is an ongoing effort
- Ensure documents and processes are (more) clear to the community when new RFCs are 

published (+ follow-up activities to provide training)
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RFC4053bis - See also https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis

Main chance: tooling details have been removed 
● Incl. some text in the intro, Section 3.1.1.  (Liaison Statement Submission), Section 3.1.2.  (Mechanism for Displaying 

Liaison Statements), Section 3.2.2.4.  (Generating Liaison Statements) and the appendix

Other changes:
● A shorter abstract and introduction incl. clarification (see next slide)
● Removal of the definition section (2.1)

○  "assignee" is not used anymore and the "addressee" is now simply called receiver.
● "Content of a Liaison Statement" revised (see next slides)
● The purpose "For comment" removed (see next slides)

○  In the current record of statements "For comment" has been rarely used indicating that this purpose is not 
needed or at least its meaning was not clear.

● New section on "Recording Liaison Statements" that replaces Section 2.4. on "Lifetime of a Liaison Statement" 
● Section 4 from RFC4052 on "Approval and Transmission of Liaison Statements" has been moved to RFC4053bis, 

without modification so far.
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Clarifications in Intro

OLD
These liaison statements 
are primarily created a 
liaison relationship (see 
[RFC4052]), although other 
organizations are not 
precluded.

NEW
The exchange of liaison 
statements does not 
require a formal liaison 
relationship (see 
[RFC4052]).
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OLD
The IETF is not obligated to respond to 
the liaison statement where there is no 
formal liaison arrangement.

NEW
Receive of a liaison statement does not 
automatically impose an obligation of 
sending a response by the other party.  
The decision to send a response depends 
on the content and kind of request.  
However, if a formal liaison 
relationship exists, it is the 
responsibility of the liaison manager to 
ensure appropriate communication between 
the organisations (see Section 3 of 
[RFC4052]) even if no response is sent.



Current tooling in the datatracker (based on RFC4053)

Note “From Contacts” and “To Contacts” don’t exists in RFC4053; therefore 
these fields create confusion with “Response Contact” and “Technical 
Contacts”



New proposed format (RFC4053bis)

OLD (RFC4053)

From:

To:

Title:

Response Contact:

Technical Contact:

Purpose:

Deadline:

Body:

Attachments:

NEW (RFC4053bis)

From: (group names from sending org)

From-Contact: (email addresses for sending org)

From-Liaison-Contact ("Send Reply to"):

To: (groups names from receiving org)

To-Contact: (email addresses for receiving org)

To-Liaison-Contact ("Send to"):

Purpose:

Deadline:

Title:

Body:

Attachments:

email addresses include WG lists, 
chairs, ADs, additional technical 

experts, liaison manager, other liaison 
contacts (e.g., IAB liaison coordinators 

or secretariat in other orgs)

“Sent Reply to:” should contains the 
liaison contact address,
e.g. 3gpp-liaison@ietf.org or 
liaison-coordination@iab.org, for 
outgoing LSs

mailto:3gpp-liaison@ietf.org
mailto:liaison-coordination@iab.org


Categories of the Liaison Statements in IETF (RFC4053bis)
“For Comment” removed - either "For  information" or "For Action" can be used instead; depending if a deadline is 
needed or not. Leading to the following updated definitions:

● For Information: The liaison statement is to inform the addressee of something, and expects no response. 
This includes calls for review comments if the expected response is optional.

 
● For Comment: The liaison statement requests commentary from the addressee, usually within a stated 

time frame. 

● For Action: The liaison statement requests that the addressee do something on the sender's behalf, 
usually within a stated time frame. This is also used if a document is sent out for comment and the review 
feedback is expected in the stated time frame.

● In Response: The liaison statement includes a response to a liaison statement from the peer organization 
on one or more of its documents and expects no further response.



Recording Liaison Statements
For the IETF, a liaison statement is a message that was sent or received (usually an email or some kind of formal letter) that is recorded in 
our liaison management tool, i.e. the value of sending a liaison statement for an organization compared to a mail, is that it will officially be 
recorded and the public record will attest that certain information has been communicated between the organizations.

● Incoming Liaison Statements from Other SDOs
○ The IETF will record any received liaison statement and make it publicly available. 

○ For received liaison statement with a formal liaison 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 liaison statements arrive without 
knowledge of the liaison manager, therefore it is generally the responsibility of the receiver to ensure a public record is 
created.

● Outgoing Liaison Statements from the IETF
○ IETF participants (usually WG chairs or ADs) can send liaison statements to other SDOs, and all sent liaison statements 

must be publicly recorded.
○ Iit is recommended to use a IETF provided tool to send liaison statements, rather then send them directly by email and 

record them after the fact. This approach is possible e.g. if a certain form of submission other than email is required by the 
other organization.
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https://www.ietf.org/archive/id/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis-00.html#name-recording-liaison-statement
https://www.ietf.org/archive/id/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis-00.html#name-incoming-liaison-statements
https://www.ietf.org/archive/id/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis-00.html#name-outgoing-liaison-statements


RFC4052bis - See also https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis

● Notes in the Introduction and Section 2.1 on "Liaison Relationships" that the IETF process itself 
does not require a formal liaison relationship (see next slides)

● Statement that the "IAB acts as representative of the interests of [..] the Internet Society" has been 
removed.

● Role of the Liaison Representative (Section 2.3) has been removed since this role is not used in 
practice.

● Clarification in section on "Liaison Communication" (now 2.3; was 2.4) that informal channels are 
preferred, with and without a formal liaison relationship, and further that liaison statements have no 
"special standing" in the IETF process.

● Section on Summary of IETF Liaison Manager Responsibilities reworked (see next slides)
● Section 4 on "Approval and Transmission of Liaison Statements" has been moved to 4053bis.
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https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis
https://www.ietf.org/archive/id/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis-00.html#name-summary-of-ietf-liaison-man


New text in Intro on Need for a Formal relationship

It is important to note that participation in the IETF work is open to everyone, and all the 
working documents and RFCs are freely available to everyone without the need for a formal 
liaison relationship. Hence, in almost all cases the need for a formal relationship is mostly 
driven by other organizations rather than by the IETF.
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New Text on Formal Liaison Relationships

A formal liaison relationship is established when it is mutually agreeable and required for 
some specific purposes, as viewed by the other organization, the IAB, and the IETF 
participants conducting the work. Some potential purposes include:

● The other organization requires a formal liaison relationship in order to provide 
access to their working documents or standards.

● A formal liaison relationship is required to provide input to ongoing work at other 
organizations.

● Required to participate in meetings of other organizations
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https://www.ietf.org/archive/id/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis-00.html#name-formal-liaison-relationship


Background:  Liaison Manager Responsibilities 
From Sec 3 of RFC4052:
● Attend relevant meetings of the peer organization as 
needed and report back to the appropriate IETF 
organization any material updates.

● Carry any messages from the IETF to the peer 
organization, when specifically instructed. 
Generally, these communications "represent the 
IETF", and therefore due care and consensus must be 
applied in their construction.

● Prepare occasional updates.  The target of these 
updates (e.g.,the IAB, an AD, a WG) will generally 
be identified upon appointment.

● Oversee delivery of liaison statements addressed to 
the IETF. Ensuring that they reach the appropriate 
destination within the IETF. Ensure that relevant 
responses from the IETF are created and sent in a 
timely fashion.

● Work with the other organization to ensure that the 
IETF's liaison statements are appropriately directed 
and responded to in a timely fashion.

● Communicate and coordinate with other IETF liaison 
managers and representatives where concerned 
technical activities overlap.

In RFC4052bis:
The main responsibility of the liaison manager is to ensure 
good and formally correct communication between the 
organisations. This often includes:

- Ensure received LSs are recorded and delivered to 
the relevant IETF groups.

- Ensure replies from IETF are sent in time or it is 
appropriately communicated why a reply is delayed or 
not sent.

- Ensure LSs from the IETF adhere to the formal 
requirements of the other org (e.g. formatting) and 
are delivered to the appropriate groups.

- Provide additional communication on e.g. process or 
known consensus positions in the IETF. This may also 
require to participate in relevant meetings of the 
peer org.

Optionally liaison manager may provide updates to the IAB 
on technical matters. Especially if a concern e.g., regarding 
technical overlap or incorrectness is detected this should 
be communicated to the IAB. However, given most 
organization are quite large, it is not expected that the liaison 
manager can have the full overview about everything that is 
going on.



GitHub: Open issues for 4052bis/4053bis

● RFC4052bis https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis/
○ Open issues (see https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis)

■ #13 Do we need to describe liaison relationships for IRTF
■ #9 terminology: define and use "formal liaison relationship"?
■ #6 Should we merge RFC4691 into RFC4052bis?
■ #4 Explain that liaisons have no special place in the IETF processes

● RFC4053bis https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis/
○ Extract of open Issues (see https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis)

■ #14 Address liaison statements with deadlines for action
■ #4 What are the requirements on recording LS?
■ #27: Should it be explicit that liaison statement documents to/from the IETF/IAB 

are expected to be in English?
■ #30 Editorial review of Section 5 (Sending LSs) and Section 6 (Responding)

https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis/
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis/issues/13
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis/issues/9
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis/issues/6
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis/issues/4
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis/
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/issues/14
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/issues/4
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/issues/27
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/issues/27
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis/issues/30


Next Steps

● Collect more feedback 
● Review and concise unedited text from RFC4052/53
● Adoption as IAB
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