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Overview

e Background
o RFCs and online resources
o When and why do we need a formal liaison relationship? (RFC4052bis)
o What’s a liaison statement?

e Handling liaison statements
o Tooling and Format (changes in RFC4053bis)
o Sending LSs from an IETF WG
m WhytosendalS?
m Tooling and liaison manager interaction
m  Approval
o Receiving incoming LSs
m Tooling and Recording
m Do we always need to reply?



Background: Relevant RFC and Planned Update

e RFC 4052: IAB Processes for Management of IETF Liaison Relationships
o Under revision: draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis

e RFC 4053: Procedures for Handling Liaison Statements to and from the IETF
o Under revision: draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis

e RFC 4691: Guidelines for Acting as an IETF Liaison to Another Organization

e Liaison Statement management tool in the
datatracker: https://datatracker.ietf.ora/liaison/

e |ETF.org webpage lists all liaison managers: https://www.ietf.org/about/liaisons/
e |AB.org webpage on liaison management: https://www.iab.org/liaisons/
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When and Why do we need a formal liaison relationship?

e Aformal 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.

e Liaison statements can be sent and received without a formal relationship (that has a
liaison manager)

e Aformal liaison relationship is only required if there are formal requirements from the other
SDO or an extended need for collaboration,e.g.,
o  Provide access to their working documents or standards.
o  Provide input to ongoing work in other organizations
o  Participate in meetings in other organization



What is a Liaison Statement?

e Forthe IETF, a liaison statement is a sent or received message/email/formal

letter that is recorded in our liaison management tool.

o i.e. the value of sending a LS for an organization compared to a mail, is that it is official
recorded to be received.

e Other organization might have other requirements, e.g. on format
o By allowing for the upload of attachments we provide maximum flexibility on what we can
receive (and record)

o Besides the content (as text body or attachment) we only require
m  Asubject line,
m Sender and receiver groups in each organization, and
m The corresponding contacts in form of at least an email address.



Handling liaison statements



Current tooling in the datatracker (based on RFC4053)

Liaison statement Liaison statement
LS on Security considerations for MPQUIC Reply LS on Security Considerations for MPQUIC

Additional information about IETF liaison relationships is available on the |[ETF webpage and the Internet Architecture Board liaison webpage.

Additional information about IETF liaison relationships is available on the IETF webpage and the Internet Architecture Board liaison webpage.

Statement History
Statement  History State Postad
Submitted Date 2024-07-26
From Gi i
State Posted Lot ) Sop
From Contact Charles Eckel
Submitted Date 2024-06-25
To Groups 3GPP-TSG-CT, 3GPP-TSGCT-CT4, 3GPP-TSG-SA, 3GPP-TSGSA-SA2, 3GPP-TSGSA-SA3
From Group 3GPP-TSG-SA To Contacts Susanna Kooistra <3G
Peter Schmitt <P >
From Contact Charles Eckel 54
Cc QUIC Discussion List < >
To Group quic Zaheduzzaman Sarker <
Matt Joras <matt.joras
To Contacts Matt Joras <matt.joras@gmail.com> Francesca Palombini <fran
Lucas Pardue <lucas@lucaspardue.com> Lucas Pardue <I
5: . = peoy Response Contact Matt Joras <matt
Cc QUIC Discussion List <guic@ietf.org> P Pardurl‘ £
T ini <fran .palombini@eri n.com>
Fance;cadPalombml ancesca.palombini@ericsson.cof = e e
Lucas Pardue <lucas@lucaspardue.com>
P i Attachments Reply LS on Security Considerations for
Zaheduzzaman Sarker <zahed.sarker.ietf@gmail.com>
. Liaisons referred by this one LS on Security considerations for MPQUIC
Matt Joras <matt.joras@gmail.com>
Body 1. Description
Response Contact 3GPPLiaison@etsi.org
= A Thanks for reaching out to the QUIC working group [1]
Peter.Schmitt@huawei.com
5 We would like to note that the multipath extension of QUIC, as specified in
Purpose For action g = , Tetains all the security features of REC 9002 (2]
- ” . respectively. The secu: consideration section of the
Deadline 2024-09-10 Action Needed n draft therefore only contai ional considerations specific to
use of multiple simultaneous paths ic-multipath-89 (4],
Attachments SP-241015_was0949 LS IETF_ MPQUIC published 21 June 2024, the Security iderations section has been populated
e . - v The working group is still developing the draft including these considerations
Liaisons referring to this one Reply LS on Security Considerations for MPQUIC under working group consensus, receiving further updates in

ath-10 (5], published 18 July 2024

We welcome review and input from all sources. Please raise issues or
suggestions in the form of GitHub pull Tequests to
https://github.com/quicwg/multipath [6

Note “From Contacts” and “To Contacts” don’t exists in RFC4053; therefore A
these fields create confusion with “Response Contact” and “Technical e
Contacts” 3. References

(1] ht
2]
131
4] ht




Email addresses include WG lists,
] chairs, ADs, additional technical
New proposed format (RFC4053b|S) experts, liaison manager, other liaison
contacts (e.g., IAB liaison coordinators
or secretariat in other orgs)
OLD (RFC4053) NEW (RFC4053bis)

From: (group names from sending org)

From:

T From-Contact: (email addresses for sending org)
o:
) From-Liaison-Contact ("Send Reply to"):

Title:

To: (groups names from receiving org)

Response Contact: To-Contact: (email addresses for receiving org)

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

Purpose: “Sent Reply to:” should contains the

Deadline: Purpose: liaison contact address,

Body : Deadline: e.g. 3gpp-liaison@ietf.org or

Attachments : Title: I|a|son-coord|nat|on@|ab.orq, for
Body: outgoing LSs

Attachments:


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

Categories of the Liaison Statements in IETF (RFC4053bis)

A Liaison Statement generally can be categorized based on clearly stated purpose:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.



Sending liaison statements



Why to Send a Liaison Statement from the IETF

e Make the other SDOs aware of some ongoing work in the IETF that could be relevant to
them.

e Make the other SDOs aware of guidelines regarding the appropriate use of IETF-developed

technologies.
o  Sometimes even request to stop or start a work item...

e Request information from the other SDO that is otherwise not available
o Request access to documents or information about process and timelines
o  Solicit Comments on a document of another organisation

e Document a formal position from the IAB/IESG or IETF Working Groups that should be
acknowledged by the other SDOs

e Reply to formal requests form the other SDO
o e.g. answer technical questions related to an RFC or working group document



But Informal Communication preferred

e Interested participants can work directly with the relevant working groups on

common outcomes
o Pro:No requirement for Liaison statements; Liaison managers can probably assist with
discerning work status without an LS
o Pro: Informal relationship (e.g., WG mailing list discussion) works well to expedite
matters.
o  Con: Limited Visibility into the collaboration at leadership levels
o Con: Only focused on specific working group or technical topics

=> Direct collaboration on expert level is preferred

¢ Since most of communications will be technical in nature (for example, Working Group (WG)
or mailing list discussions) and integrate better into the IETF processes
¢ Apprise other SDO of status of ongoing work in a formal manner only if they really require it



Consensus level needed to send a LS

e ALS does not automatically imply any level on consensus
o Butitis usually advisable to indicate if there is consensus explicitly in the statement!

e The WG chairs or responsible AD have to figure out if working groups
consensus should be strived

e In alot of cases no additional call for consensus is needed, e.qg. if
o the statement is based of already existing IETF consensus such as
m an RFC or IETF document that has some level of agreement
m or general information about process or (WG) scope
o the statement requests information that are considered helpful for the group's progress, .e.g
m requesting to access to certain documents of other organizations, or
m soliciting comments for a standards track WG Internet Draft

However, it’s always good to inform the respective group or individuals to
create early awareness!



Role of the liaison manager for Outgoing Liaison Statements

e The liaison manager should support and advise the sender and ensure that
o format or process requirements of the peer organisation are followed,
and
o the LS is addressed and send to the right group and contact(s)

e Aliaison manager might enter a outgoing LS themselves into the datatracker
if that leads to a smoother process but this is not preferred.
o Note, that chairs can first check in the sandbox in case they are unsure
about how to use the tool.

Always reach out to the liaison manager before sending a liaison statement,

best involve the liaison manager from the beginning!
e |[f there is no liaison manager, please reach out to the IAB coordinators.



Tooling for Outgoing Liaison Statements

e Usually all outgoing LSs from the IETF are sent “through” the datatracker
o Theoretically it is possible to send a LS directly (by email) if there is a good
reason for it and then record it after the fact in the datatracker
o however, this is not preferred.

e |deally the person responsible for the “To Group” enters the LS directly into the
datatracker; this is usually a WG chair, an AD, or potentially the IAB chair

o The chairs and ADs are responsible to ensure that a LS has consensus (if
applicable); however, a liaison manager might double-check to ensure this is
communicated correctly.

o The datatracker will cc the liaison manager for the respective “To Group”,
however, usually the liaison manager should be aware (and involved) before
the LS is sent out.



Approval Check Box

Send Liaison Statement

If you wish to submit your liaison statement by e-mail, then please send it to statements@ietf.org

Fields marked with * are required. For detailed descriptions of the fields see the field help.

From

Groups

From contact

Address of the formal sender of the statement

Response
contacts

Where to send a response

Obtained prior approval



Recelving liaison statements



Receiving Incoming LSs

All incoming LSs need to be recorded in the datatracker LS tool!
e Usually incoming LS should be sent by the other SDO to the liaison manager

or IAB liaison coordinators, who upload the LS into the datatracker
o  WGs and WG chair then receive the LS when it is sent out by the datatracker

e However, we also sometimes received LSs directly to ADs, WG chairs, WG

mailing lists
o WG Chairs need to spot such cases and ensure that the LS gets recorded in the
datatracker:

m  When there is liaison manager, inform the liaison manager responsibility who records in
the datatracker

m  When there is no liaison manager, inform the IAB Liaison coordinators
e Liaison coordinators works with Secretariat to get it recorded in the datatracker.



Do We Need to Reply all LS(s)?

Whether there is an official liaison relationship (with a liaison manager) or not, IETF does
not automatically reply to all LSs.

However, we should always consider to send a reply as that ensures a good relationship

with the other SDO as they usually have a reason to send a liaison statement
o  Sometimes a reply might just be pointing to existing information or a friendly “No, thanks”
o Ifareply is expected (Purpose: for action) but “the IETF” decides to not send a reply, please inform the liaison
manager such that he/she can communicate it informally to the peer organization.

Generally, the reception and recording of the liaison statement should be (informally)
acknowledged to the sending party via email, usually by the liaison manager or liaison
coordinators

In case of doubt, please reach out to the IAB liaison coordinators!



On-going work on
RFCs and Tooling

Your input is needed!



Open issues Tracking for 4052bis/4053bis

e RFC4052bis
https://datatracker.ietf.orqg/doc/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis/

o Open issues (see
https://qithub.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis)

e RFC4053bis
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis/

o Open Issues (see
https://qgithub.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis)



https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-krishnan-iab-rfc4052bis/
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4052bis
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-kuehlewind-iab-rfc4053bis/
https://github.com/intarchboard/draft-iab-rfc4053bis

Updates to LS Management Tool in datatracker

e Goals
Improve approval process by recording approval explicitly

O

o Making sending and recording LSs “easier” (fix bugs, clarify fields and restrictions,
workflow)

o Improving tracking on incoming liaison that require an action or reply

e See github issues and discussions here:
https://qithub.com/ietf-tools/liaison-tooling-2025a



https://github.com/ietf-tools/liaison-tooling-2025a

Take-aways

e We have the liaison system to communication and work well with other SDOs

o e.g.for document access or process/technical question
o  butif possible informal communication is preferred!

e Liaison statements can be sent and received without a formal relationship

o  Aformal liaison relationship is only needed if there are formal requirements from the other SDO or an extended need for
collaboration

e Formal process on our side is light but it is important that all LSs (incoming and outgoing) get
recorded!

e When sending a liaison statement always involve the liaison manager (or IAB coordinators)!

e WG chair have to assess the needed level of consensus and it is recommended to indicate
consensus level clearly in the statement!

e And: Please provide feedback on tooling and the bis documents to us!
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