
DRAFT v2 

NOTE: Draft v2 reflects input received from Review Team members to which there were no objections or contending opinions. See end of document for items that were suggested to be omitted from the document by some Review Team members.  

Terms of Reference for the Second Security, Stability and Resiliency Review Team (SSR2-RT) 
 
Background on SSR Reviews

The origins of the Security, Stability and Resiliency (SSR) Review is found in ICANN's Bylaws, which provide accountability and transparency mechanisms through the empowered community. The reviews that were formally known as "Affirmation of Commitments Reviews" and included a "Security, Stability and Resiliency of the DNS Review (SSR1),” are now referred to as "Specific Reviews" under these Bylaws.  
Under the Bylaws, the Board is responsible for causing an SSR review every five years. In Resolution 2017.02.03.11 the Board convened the SSR2 Review Team and requested that this team develop and deliver to the Board their approved Terms of Reference and Work Plan, to ensure that the team's scope and timeline is consistent with the requirements of the ICANN Bylaws.

ICANN Mission and Bylaws Requirements of the SSR2 Review 
ICANN’s mission relative to the unique identifiers is the first article of its Bylaws:
“Section 1.1. MISSION
(a) The mission of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers ("ICANN") is to ensure the stable and secure operation of the Internet's unique identifier systems as described in this Section 1.1(a) (the "Mission"). Specifically, ICANN:
(i) Coordinates the allocation and assignment of names in the root zone of the Domain Name System ("DNS") and coordinates the development and implementation of policies concerning the registration of second-level domain names in generic top-level domains ("gTLDs"). In this role, ICANN's scope is to coordinate the development and implementation of policies:
· For which uniform or coordinated resolution is reasonably necessary to facilitate the openness, interoperability, resilience, security and/or stability of the DNS including, with respect to gTLD registrars and registries, policies in the areas described in Annex G-1 and Annex G-2; and
· That are developed through a bottom-up consensus-based multistakeholder process and designed to ensure the stable and secure operation of the Internet's unique names systems.
The issues, policies, procedures, and principles addressed in Annex G-1 and Annex G-2 with respect to gTLD registrars and registries shall be deemed to be within ICANN's Mission. 
(ii) Facilitates the coordination of the operation and evolution of the DNS root name server system.
(iii) Coordinates the allocation and assignment at the top-most level of Internet Protocol numbers and Autonomous System numbers. In service of its Mission, ICANN (A) provides registration services and open access for global number registries as requested by the Internet Engineering Task Force ("IETF") and the Regional Internet Registries ("RIRs") and (B) facilitates the development of global number registry policies by the affected community and other related tasks as agreed with the RIRs.
(iv) Collaborates with other bodies as appropriate to provide registries needed for the functioning of the Internet as specified by Internet protocol standards development organizations. In service of its Mission, ICANN's scope is to provide registration services and open access for registries in the public domain requested by Internet protocol development organizations.
(b) ICANN shall not act outside its Mission.
(c) ICANN shall not regulate (i.e., impose rules and restrictions on) services that use the Internet's unique identifiers or the content that such services carry or provide, outside the express scope of Section 1.1(a). For the avoidance of doubt, ICANN does not hold any governmentally authorized regulatory authority.”
Under the Bylaws, Section 4.6(c), 
“(i) The Board shall cause a periodic review of ICANN’s execution of its commitment to enhance the operational stability, reliability, resiliency, security, and global interoperability of the systems and processes, both internal and external, that directly affect and/or are affected by the Internet’s system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates (“SSR Review”).
“(ii) The issues that the review team for the SSR Review (“SSR Review Team”) may assess are the following:
A) security, operational stability and resiliency matters, both physical and network, relating to the coordination of the Internet’s system of unique identifiers;
B) conformance with appropriate security contingency planning framework for the Internet’s system of unique identifiers;
C) maintaining clear and globally interoperable security processes for those portions of the Internet’s system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates.
“(iii) The SSR Review Team shall also assess the extent to which ICANN has successfully implemented its security efforts, the effectiveness of the security efforts to deal with actual and potential challenges and threats to the security and stability of the DNS, and the extent to which the security efforts are sufficiently robust to meet future challenges and threats to the security, stability and resiliency of the DNS, consistent with ICANN’s Mission.
“(iv) The SSR Review Team shall also assess the extent to which prior SSR Review recommendations have been implemented and the extent to which implementation of such recommendations has resulted in the intended effect.
[bookmark: h.gjdgxs]“(v) The SSR Review shall be conducted no less frequently than every five years, measured from the date the previous SSR Review Team was convened.” (see Bylaws, Section 4.6(c)).

Definitions

An assessment of this type requires a common understanding of the key terms associated with the review. Initially, the SSR2-RT is operating under the following definitions: 	Comment by Denise Michel: Suggest we try to agree on initial definitions and revise when/if needed

· Security – The capacity to protect and prevent misuse of Internet unique identifiers;	Comment by James Gannon: There are multiple definitions for these and the RT has not agreed on which ones we areusing I don’t belive.

The only agreed definitions that we should list here are ones that are defined for us in the bylaws in my opinon.
· Stability – The capacity to ensure that the Identifier System operates as expected and that users of unique identifiers have confidence that the system operates as expected;
· Resiliency – The capacity of the Identifier System to effectively withstand, tolerate and survive malicious attacks and other disruptive events without disruption or cessation of service.
· Unique Identifiers - ICANN’s technical mission includes helping to coordinate, at the overall level, the allocation of the Internet’s system of unique identifiers: specifically, top-level domain names, blocks of Internet Protocol (IP) addresses and autonomous system (AS) numbers allocated to the Regional Internet Registries, and protocol parameters as directed by the IETF	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: I don’t think we need to define “Unique Identifiers” here. Definition of unique identfiers is “unique” by design and is not a matter of interpretation. Repeating facts can cause confusion and will not benefit us, so I suggest we remove this one.	Comment by Emily Taylor: From listening to the views expressed by various team members, it seems that we do need to spend some time defining for ourselves what ‘unique identifiers’ means in the context of our scope.

As you think about ICANN’s role over the DNS, IP addresses, AS numbers, Protocol parameters, there are sensitivities. For example:
ICANN has a policy role over gTLDs but not ccTLDs
ICANN has a coordination role over IP address management, but does not have the same policy responsibilities over IP addresses as it does over gTLDs.
What is the impact of the IANA transition on the SSR2’s scope with regard to ‘unique identifiers’?  If you remove the IANA function from the Review Team’s scope, then to what extent, if any, do AS numbers and protocol parameters need to be reviewed?
Should we understand the term ‘unique identifiers’ to mean ‘unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates’ or should we understand it to mean all unique identifiers, regardless of ICANN’s role?
· physical security (TBD)	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: Same goes for these ones, do we need to define them at this stage? I don’t think there is a need to do them ehre, we can always add a footnote or an indication, when we first mention one of these concepts in our report. I suggest we only define SSR.
	Comment by Emily Taylor: With the caveat that I think ‘unique identifiers’ is an important definition for us to grapple with’, I do agree that the highlighted terms from ‘physical security’ down to ‘others’ here can be worked through as part of the Review Team’s deep dive into the issues.
· network security (TBD)
· interoperable security processes (TBD)
· global interoperability of the systems and processes, both internal and external, that directly affect and/or are affected by the Internet's system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates (TBD)
· appropriate security contingency planning framework for the Internet's system of unique identifiers (TBD)
· Others?

Focus of the SSR2 – Scope of Work

(This is for the RT to draft and confirm. To assist in this we are providing the information that was captured on the 15 March brainstorming session)

From the requirements in the Bylaws:

“(i) The Board shall cause a periodic review of ICANN’s execution of its commitment to enhance the operational stability, reliability, resiliency, security, and global interoperability of the systems and processes, both internal and external, that directly affect and/or are affected by the Internet’s system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates (“SSR Review”).

· This paragraph sets out the overall context and definition of the SSR Review
· The SSR Review comprises ICANN’s execution of its SSR commitments
· What are ICANN’s systems and processes, both internally and externally that directly affect and/or are affected by the Internet’s system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates?
· 
“(iii): The SSR Review Team shall also assess the extent to which ICANN has successfully implemented its security efforts, the effectiveness of the security efforts to deal with actual and potential challenges and threats to the security and stability of the DNS, and the extent to which the security efforts are sufficiently robust to meet future challenges and threats to the security, stability and resiliency of the DNS, consistent with ICANN’s Mission.”

· [bookmark: _GoBack]This is a mandatory requirement for the Review Team	Comment by Emily Taylor: A statement of the obvious, reflecting that ‘shall’ language in the bylaws. I don’t think this is controversial for team members.
· What are ICANN’s security efforts and procedures? 
· How does ICANN measure their effectiveness (what are the benchmarks/good practices/KPIs)?  
· How effective is ICANN risk management? 	Comment by Emily Taylor: I think this is too narrow a reading of the requirement for us to ‘assess …the effectiveness of [ICANN’s] security efforts to deal with actual and potential challenges and threats to the security and stability of the DNS’
· DNS abuse: Study the DNS abuse lifecycle and evaluate DNS abuse threat mitigation measures	Comment by James Gannon: Devils advocate on wether this is in scopefor us or not and I would like this to be disussed given ICANN limited remit and mission.	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: In addition to what James said, I think this is out of our scope based on language of part c of section 1.1 of bylaws. This goes to the content, as DNS abuse does not arise (or can not be prevented) based on ICANN policies. I am up for clarification and further discussion of this point.	Comment by Denise Michel: (Happy to discuss) While DNS abuse is within scope for many reasons (and can be mitigated by ICANN actions in a variety of ways) I think a better approach is “Attacks and misuse of Identifier Systems, including the DNS. Has ICANN effectively fulfilled its limited role in threat mitigation and strengthening those systems capabilities?” (or something like that ;)
	Comment by Emily Taylor: I agree with this suggestion
· What are the changes to SSR with the IANA transition? 
· What are actual/potential future challenges and threats?	Comment by Denise Michel: SSR-RT’s mandate (iii) tasks us with looking at potential and future challenges and whether ICANN SSR framework can meet them	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: Reading SSR’s definition from the bylaws, I don’t think we should look into any future stuff. We have to look at what ICANN is doing now, how they are operating  today and review that.	Comment by Emily Taylor: Kaveh,  I disagree.  The wording of this section of the bylaws requires us to assess “the extent to which the security efforts are sufficiently robust to meet future challenges and threats to the security, stability and resiliency of the DNS, consistent with ICANN’s Mission.”

However, I do agree that the Review Team should not use this as a platform for some sort of futureology!  I take the bylaw language to mean that we are supposed to be looking at the effectiveness now and for the foreseeable future. 

· Explore forecasting research on Internet capacity and performance	Comment by James Gannon: In the narrow scope of potential impact on SSR of ICANNS role.	Comment by Emily Taylor: Agree. This is consistent with the final wording of that section of the bylaws ,“…consistent with ICANN’s Mission.”

“(iv): The SSR Review Team shall also assess the extent to which prior SSR Review recommendations have been implemented and the extent to which implementation of such recommendations has resulted in the intended effect.”

· This is a mandatory requirement for the Review Team	Comment by Emily Taylor: A statement of the obvious, reflecting that ‘shall’ language in the bylaws. I don’t think this is controversial for team members.
· 
· Review of SSR1 recommendations:	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: Very important and I would move them up when we publish an ordered list of what we are going to do, before any other task, as I see looking into these as a logical step before commencing our own review.	Comment by Emily Taylor: This priority and timing can be reflected in the schedule, perhaps?
· Have they been implemented?
· Impacts/results of implementation?
· Which are still critical, post-transition?

(ii)(A): May assess the “security, operational stability and resiliency matters, both physical and network, relating to the coordination of the Internet’s system of unique identifiers.”

· The words ‘may assess’ denote that this element of the SSR2 scope is non-mandatory.  
· Define/clarify key terms: 	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: As mentioned in my other comments, I don’t think we need to (re-) define most of these.	Comment by Emily Taylor: We certainly don’t need to reinvent the wheel and should re-use existing definitions where possible.  However, I believe we do need to reach a common understanding amongst ourselves about what these terms mean in the context of our work. If we skip this part, we will find important elements of our work difficult to communicate to others. 
· Security; stability; resiliency; unique identifiers; physical security; network security; interoperable security processes
· Assesment of: 
· Process related to security, stability and resiliency of allocation of Internet unique identifiers
· Processes related to ICANN’s interoperable security processes
· ICANN’s business continuity planning and disaster and operational recovery
· ICANN’s processes for risk management and mitigation

(ii)(B): May assess “conformance with appropriate security contingency planning framework for the Internet’s system of unique identifiers.”

· The words ‘may assess’ denote that this element of the SSR2 scope is non-mandatory
· Investigate if  a security planning framework exist and it’s quality and usability? 
· Was there an impact from moving the IANA services to PTI and how did they effect Security and Satbility of ICANN opearations?
· What contingency planning has taken place as a result of CWG/CCWG? 
· What measures are taken to ensure relevance and applicability of the contingency plan?

· (ii)(C): May assess “maintaining clear and globally interoperable security processes for those portions of the Internet’s system of unique identifiers that ICANN coordinates.”

· The words ‘may assess’ denote that this element of the SSR2 scope is non-mandatory
· How does ICANN's enforcement of policies impact SSR? 
· gTLD, ccTLD abuse 	Comment by James Gannon: Same as my question above, may be out of scope.	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: I suggest we remove this, for the reasons mentioned above.	Comment by Denise Michel: See my comments above; in scope but needs to be re-focused	Comment by Emily Taylor: Agree that this needs more clarity.
· How effective is ICANN’s coordination with other organisations playing a role in the DNS system?

Timeline

· August-September 2017: Assemble findings and potential recommendations	Comment by James Gannon: Missing now-august. We need more work on the timeline.	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: We need to be clear about March to Aug	Comment by Emily Taylor: Suggest that we revisit this summary timeline once we have worked on the more detailed document.  Timings will depend on how we define our work.
· November 2017: Socialize draft recommendations with community
· January 2018: Publish draft report for public comment
· March-April 2018: Review input received and incorporate as appropriate 
· June 2018: Send final report to ICANN Board
· June 2018: Socialize final recommendations with community

Operation of the Review Team
Decision Making

Section 4.6. of ICANN’s Bylaws states: 
SPECIFIC REVIEWS (iii) – “Review team decision-making practices shall be specified in the Operating Standards, with the expectation that review teams shall try to operate on a consensus basis. In the event a consensus cannot be found among the members of a review team, a majority vote of the members may be taken.”

In accordance with this article of the Bylaws the SSR2-RT has agreed, by consensus, that it will strive to make its decisions on a consensus basis. This means that all Team members agree on a position, or only a small minority of Team members disagree, but most agree. To the extent that the SSR2-RT is unable to achieve consensus with respect to any recommendations, its reports and recommendations will include minority views.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  The nature and use of consensus and minority views are informed by the “GNSO Working Group Guidelines” ] 


Decisions of the SSR2-RT will be made at meetings, either face-to- face or via teleconference (teleconference or Adobe), and via the SSR2-RT’s email list, as requested by the Co-Chairs. 

Leadership

At its meeting on March 22 2017 the SSR2-RT selected by consensus Denise Michel, Emily Taylor and Eric Osterweil as Co-Chairs.

Responsibilities of the Co-Chairs include:

· Remain neutral when serving as Co-Chair
· Identify when speaking as an advocate
· Maintain standards and focus on the aims of the Review Team as established in its Terms of Reference
· Drive toward delivery of key milestones according to the Work Plan
· Ensure effective communication between members and with broader community, board and staff
· Set the agenda and run the meetings
· Ensure that all meeting attendees get accurate, timely and clear information
· Determine and identify the level of consensus within the team
· Provide clarity on team decisions
· Ensure decisions are acted upon
· Build and develop teamwork 
· Facilitate RT reporting to the community to maintain accountability and transparency

Responsibilities of SSR2-RT members include:
· [add list]	Comment by Denise Michel: I think this is a good opportunity for Team members to articulate what they commit to doing

Electronic Tools 

The SSR2-RT has an email list (ssr2-review@icann.org) for review team members and support staff to use. All emails exchanged on this list are publicly archived. Email communication between the review team members regarding SSR2 work should be exchanged on this list.

In exceptional circumstances, such as when required due to Non-Disclosure Agreement or Confidential Disclosure Agreement provisions, non-public email exchanges may take place between SSR2-RT members and ICANN staff. When possible a non-confidential summary of such disussions will be posted to the public SSR2-RT mailing list.

There will be an SSR2-RT wiki where all relevant information about the review team and its work will be publicly archived.

Outreach

The SSR2-RT will conduct outreach to the ICANN community and beyond to support its mandate and in keeping with the global reach of ICANN’s mission.

As such the SSR2-RT will ensure the public has access to, and can provide input on, the Team’s work. Interested community members will have an opportunity to interact with the SSR2-RT, and the Team will present its work and hear input from communities (subject to SSR2 budget requirements).






Here is an initial list of communities that the SSR2-RT may consult with:	Comment by Jennifer Bryce: Denise Michel: Agree. Not appropriate for inclusion
	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: I agree with James and add that why do we even need to list these communities? We say we will reachout to other communities as our work needs and I think that has enough information in it. In my opinion listing the possible communities has no additional benefit other than creating expectations.

ICANN Groups
-          Security Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC)
-          Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC)
-          GAC’s Public Safety Working Group (PSWG)
-          Root Server System Advisory Committee (RSSAC)
-          At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)
-          GNSO constituencies (see list on website)
-          Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO)
-          Address Supporting Organization (ASO)
-          ICANN Board
-          Board Technical Experts Group (TEG)
-	ICANN Staff 
 
SSR1 Review Team 
IETF 
IAB
W3C
Regional Internet Registries (RIRs)
-          African Network Information Center (AFRINIC)
-          Asia-Pacific Network Information Centre (APNIC)
-          American Registry for Internet Numbers (ARIN)
-          Latin American and Caribbean Network Information Centre (LACNIC)
-          Réseaux IP Européens Network Coordination Centre (RIPE NCC)
 
Regional country code top-level domain organizations
-          African TLD Organization (AFTLD)
-          Council of European National TLD Registries (CENTR)
-          Asia Pacific TLD Organization (APTLD)
-          Latin American and Caribean TLD Organization (LACTLD)
 
Anti-Phishing Working Group (APWG)	Comment by James Gannon: I would challenge the inclusion of these groups as specific targeted organistions unless we want to expand this list to the hundreds of potential groups in the trust/safety sphere.
 
Messaging, Malware and Mobile Anti-Abuse Working Group (M3AAWG)


Meetings of the SSR2-RT

The SSR2-RT will hold regular (usually weekly) Adobe Connect or telephone teleconferences, and periodic face-to-face meetings. Remote participation will be available where possible. Details will be available on the Team’s wiki.

Meetings Rules and Transparency

· Co-Chairs will publish a meeting agenda at least 24 hours in advance of each meeting. 
· It is expected that review team members who miss meetings will listen to the recordings of any meetings missed prior to attending the next meeting.
· Decisions and action items from a meeting shall be published to the SSR2-RT wiki and email distribution list by staff within 24 hours of the meeting.
· Team meetings will be announced on the SSR2 wiki at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting.
· SSR2-RT meetings will be recorded and made publicly available on the SSR2 Wiki page at https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=64070219
· SSR2-RT meetings will be open to observers via Adobe Connect or a teleconference bridge.
· For electronic meetings such as an Adobe Connect room meeting, a separate Adobe Connect room will be made available to observers which will carry the same feed as the RT Adobe Connect room but will not allow observers to interact with the RT.
· Face-to-face meetings of the RT at an ICANN meeting will provide a separate Adobe Connect room for observers where a live feed to the RT meeting will be transmitted.
· Face-to-face meetings of the RT not at an ICANN meeting will be broadcast in an Observer Adobe Connect room.
· Holding part of a meeting “off the record”:
· All SSR2-RT meetings will be recorded.
· Any SSR2-RT member can request that the discussions be taken “off the record” at any point. If such a request is accepted by the Co-Chair leading the meeting, the meeting will go “off the record” while the SSR2-RT decides if the request should be approved.
· When a meeting is taken “off the record,” the record shall reflect this decision as well as the underlying considerations that motivated such action. The Co-Chairs should ensure that the meeting becomes “on the record” again as soon as the topic requiring “off the record” is completed. Observers should be advised that the meeting has become “on the record” again. 
· If the SSR2-RT approves the request the meeting will remain “off the record” until the discussion of the issue approved to be “off the record” is completed. 
· If the SSR2-RT rejects the request the meeting will resume being “on the record”.
· SSR2-RT members wishing to hold “off the record” discussions with the SSR2-RT are encouraged to discuss this with a Co-Chair prior to the meeting. Should the Co-Chairs approve the request prior to the meeting this will allow for adequate preparations to be made ahead of time to facilitate going “off the record” during the meeting.
· The SSR2-RT shall have access to ICANN internal information and documents pursuant to the Confidential Disclosure Framework set forth in the Operating Standards (when available) (the Confidential Disclosure Framework) and completion of ICANN’s Non-Disclosure Agreement.	Comment by Denise Michel: Team needs information on all of this	Comment by James Gannon: Can ICANN staff let us know when this will be available?
· The SSR2 Fact Sheet captures attendance of review team members, costs associated with professional services and travel to attend face-to-face meetings, and review milestones.  The SSR2 Fact Sheet is updated and publicly posted quarterly.

Sub-teams of the SSR2-RT

· The SSR2-RT can create as many sub-teams as it deems necessary to complete its tasks through its standard decision process.
· Sub-teams will be composed of SSR2-RT members and will have a clear scope, timeline, deliverables and leadership.
· Sub-teams when formed will appoint a rapporteur who will report the progress of the sub-team back to the plenary on a defined timeline.
· Sub-teams will operate per SSR2-RT rules and all sub-team requests will require SSR2-RT approval.
· Sub-teams can arrange face-to-face meetings in conjunction with SSR2-RT face-to-face meetings.
· All documents, reports and recommendations prepared by a sub-team will require SSR2-RT approval before being considered a product of the SSR2-RT.
· The SSR2-RT may terminate any sub-group at any time.



SSR2-RT Support

Independent Experts

Section 4.6. of ICANN’s Bylaws states: 

SPECIFIC REVIEWS (iv) - “Review teams may also solicit and select independent experts to render advice as requested by the review team. ICANN shall pay the reasonable fees and expenses of such experts for each review contemplated by this Section 4.6 to the extent such fees and costs are consistent with the budget assigned for such review. Guidelines on how review teams are to work with and consider independent expert advice are specified in the Operating Standards.”

Should the need for independent experts arise, the decision to request independent expert(s) will formally be approved by the SSR2-RT, after considering input from ICANN Organization on budget implications and contracting requirements. The Co-Chairs will communicate the SSR2-RT’s request to ICANN so it can be processed per ICANN’s standard operating procedures.

Travel Support

Members of the SSR2-RT who request funding from ICANN to attend face-to-face meetings will receive it according ICANN’s standard travel policies and subject to the SSR2-RT budget. Travel funding for SSR2-RT members attending a face-to-face meeting being held in conjunction with an ICANN meeting will be for the duration of the ICANN meeting.


SUGGESTED OMISSIONS BY MEMBERS OF THE REVIEW TEAM: 


Here is an initial list of communities that the SSR2-RT may consult with:	Comment by Jennifer Bryce: Denise Michel: Agree. Not appropriate for inclusion
	Comment by Kaveh Ranjbar: I agree with James and add that why do we even need to list these communities? We say we will reachout to other communities as our work needs and I think that has enough information in it. In my opinion listing the possible communities has no additional benefit other than creating expectations.

ICANN Groups
-          Security Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC)
-          Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC)
-          GAC’s Public Safety Working Group (PSWG)
-          Root Server System Advisory Committee (RSSAC)
-          At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)
-          GNSO constituencies (see list on website)
-          Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO)
-          Address Supporting Organization (ASO)
-          ICANN Board
-          Board Technical Experts Group (TEG)
-	ICANN Staff 
 
SSR1 Review Team 
IETF 
IAB
W3C
Regional Internet Registries (RIRs)
-          African Network Information Center (AFRINIC)
-          Asia-Pacific Network Information Centre (APNIC)
-          American Registry for Internet Numbers (ARIN)
-          Latin American and Caribbean Network Information Centre (LACNIC)
-          Réseaux IP Européens Network Coordination Centre (RIPE NCC)
 
Regional country code top-level domain organizations
-          African TLD Organization (AFTLD)
-          Council of European National TLD Registries (CENTR)
-          Asia Pacific TLD Organization (APTLD)
-          Latin American and Caribean TLD Organization (LACTLD)
 
Anti-Phishing Working Group (APWG)	Comment by James Gannon: I would challenge the inclusion of these groups as specific targeted organistions unless we want to expand this list to the hundreds of potential groups in the trust/safety sphere.
 
Messaging, Malware and Mobile Anti-Abuse Working Group (M3AAWG)
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