
Issues Regarding ICANN’s .org RFP Requirements 
 

RFP 
Section 

Requirement Comments 

A.5.3 Section A.5.3 states that the Criteria for 
Assessing Proposals document “... 
summarizes some of the factors that 
ICANN will consider in evaluating 
applications and associated 
information.” 

This implies that the factors identified in 
the Criteria for Assessing Proposals is 
NOT a complete list of factors; 
however, ICANN claims that the 
evaluation factors are clearly defined in 
the RFP. Undisclosed criteria undermine 
ICANN’s ability to conduct a fair and 
competitive process.  As a practical 
matter, such undisclosed criteria make 
preparing an intelligent response to the 
RFP nearly impossible. 

A.6 ICANN requested comments from 
prospective applicants. 

ICANN improperly disregarded 
comments and questions submitted by 
VeriSign.  Those comments and 
questions raised a number of concerns 
that ICANN never addressed.  Had 
those issues been properly addressed, 
ICANN could have avoided current 
criticisms concerning the legitimacy and 
fairness of the proposal process.   As 
demonstrated by VeriSign’s 
participation in the bid submitted by 
UIA, VeriSign submitted questions as 
an interested party. 

Criteria 
for 
Assessing 
Proposals 
– 3rd 
paragraph 

“The general criteria include those 
listed below. ICANN expects that 
additional considerations in the 
evaluation and selection of proposals 
may be suggested by analysis and 
comparison of the proposals received.” 

Same comment as that listed above for 
A.5.3. ICANN indicated that not all 
evaluation factors have been disclosed.  

C.30, 
Criteria #1 

C.30 states “One of ICANN’s core 
principles is the encouragement of 
competition in the provision of 
registration services...” C.30 goes on to 
state “... a major purpose of the 
reassignment of the .org registry is to 
diversify the provision of registry 
services by placing the .org registry 
under different operation than the .com 
and .net registries. Criterion #1 states 
“ICANN’s first priority is to preserve 
the stability of the internet...” 

There seems to be some inherent 
contradictions in these statements. If 
VeriSign is precluded from bidding as a 
prime, and not given equal treatment as 
a sub, then: 
1. Competition was not being 

“encouraged” 
2. It seems that it was more important 

to ICANN to “reassign” the .org 
registry, than to “preserve the 
stability of the internet”, ICANN’s 
supposed first priority. 
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Issues Regarding ICANN’s .org RFP Requirements 
 

Issues Remarks 
From only 11 Bidders, over 200 
pages of written responses to 
ICANN’s Evaluation Reports were 
cited with numerous concerns 
regarding the RFP process. 

All of the comments will not be repeated in this 
document but the following is a summary of the key 
issues addressed by many of the bidders: 
 

1. Evaluation criteria were not well stated and no 
weighting factors were defined. 

2. It was unclear as to how support from the non-
profit community would be measured even 
though it was an identified criterion. 

3. Financial stability was not considered as part of 
overall stability. 

4. The review process was arbitrary and highly 
subjective, particularly the non-technical 
elements of the review. 

5. There was no technical due diligence and there 
were questions raised regarding the technical 
expertise and independence of the reviewers. 

 
The time allowed for the reviewers 
(technical and non technical) to 
review the proposals was too short 
considering the complexity of the 
content submitted 

ICANN received 11 applications consisting of 
thousands of pages, mostly of a complex and technical 
nature.  The short turn around time for the reviewers 
was not appropriate given the details to be analyzed 
and compared.  

ICANN claims that the weighting of 
the evaluation factors was based on 
and defined in the RFP. 

 The NCDNHC Final Report identifies 6 factors for 
Criterion #4 (market research, positioning, 
defensive registration, unrestricted, innovation, 
registrars). Most of these items do not appear in the 
textual definition of Criterion #4 in the RFP: “A 
key objective is differentiation of the .org TLD 
from TLDs intended for commercial purposes. 
Appropriate marketing practices are a primary tool 
for achieving that objective. Proposals should 
include detailed planned marketing practices 
designed to differentiate the .org TLD, promote and 
attract registrations from the global noncommercial 
community, and minimize defensive and 
duplicative registrations.” 

 The NCDNHC Final Scoring Report states that “the 
choice of the weighting factor values was 
established by the evaluation committee”, 
providing further evidence that the evaluation 
approach, methodology, and weighting was in fact 
not defined prior to receipt of proposals. 

 ICANN has stated that all criteria were weighted 
equally – despite the strong sense in the document 
that stability and security were number one.  It is 
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Issues Remarks 
hard to believe the stability ad security were equal 
to differentiation of the .org TLD. 

 Here are key points as previously documented in 
VeriSign’s May 13, 2002 comments and questions 
regarding the draft RFP: 
1. While the language of the criteria listed in some 

cases includes considerable detail, the overall 
approach to the description of criteria is uneven 
and in most cases so vague that no offeror could 
clearly understand exactly what they are 
supposed to be proposing against.   

2. Although the draft sets forth a fairly 
comprehensive list of potential criteria (11 in 
all), it nowhere gives prospective offerors any 
idea how important any criterion is to the 
overall evaluation.   

3. The eleven criteria, perhaps because of their 
vagueness, seem to overlap and repeat 
considerably. 

4. Perhaps most importantly, the draft list of 
criteria -- however vaguely written-- do not 
appear to be consistent with the policy 
recommendations of the DNSO Names Council 
and seem to include new considerations that 
have no basis under ICANN's procedures. 

5. The RFP does not purport to contain a 
statement of all evaluation criteria that ICANN 
will use in making an award, as indicated by the 
following statement:  “ICANN expects that 
additional considerations in the evaluation and 
selection of proposals may be suggested by 
analysis and comparison of the proposals 
received.” Undisclosed evaluation criteria tend 
to dilute the legitimacy and integrity of the 
proposal process.   

Several companies, organizations, 
and individuals have cited ISOC’s 
and Neustar’s questionable financial 
conditions. 

ICANN’s apparent disregard for this issue is at odds 
with criteria #1 (“Need to preserve a stable, well-
functioning .org registry”). An organization’s financial 
stability has a direct impact on the organization’s 
ability to successfully implement and operate the .org 
TLD and to maintain a stable, well functioning .org 
registry.  Financial status needs to be a defined 
criterion to be met in the proposal. 
 
Additionally, proposals submitted by bidders on behalf 
of yet to be formed entities, with non-existent 
management teams, should not be accepted.   
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It seems that ICANN has largely 
disregarded comments, issues, and 
concerns from industry, individuals, 
and offerors. 

If comments are going to be solicited from industry, 
ICANN should respond to those comments and 
seriously consider the relevant issues in the evaluation 
process. 

NCDNHC Evaluation Report 19 Aug 
02 specifies evaluation sub factors for 
criteria #4 & 5 that were not 
identified in the RFP. 

ICANN should provide specific details as to how 
proposals will be evaluated and what the basis is for the 
evaluation to allow bidders to attempt to put together 
their best efforts to maximize responsiveness to the 
evaluation criteria. 

NCDNHC Evaluation Report 19 Aug 
02 criteria #6 indicates that scores 
were awarded based on the volume of 
endorsements received whereas the 
RFP indicates that proposal should 
“provide available evidence of 
support from across the global 
Internet community”. 

It was not clear that the volume of endorsements was 
the key to maximizing evaluation scoring for this 
criterion. If quantity vice quality and sources was to be 
the critical element then this should have been 
specified in the RFP 

ICANN states that neither UIA nor 
any of their partners commented on 
the lack of weighting of the 
evaluation criteria. 

This is not a true statement. VeriSign did submit this 
comment/concern to ICANN based on the draft RFP. 

ICANN compacted the time frame for 
the .org RFP process into an 
extremely short time period. 

Selecting a new operator for the .org TLD registry has 
major significance for: 

• The stability of the Internet 
• The global not-for-profit community 
• Registrants of more than 2.5 million existing 

.org names. 
In light of this, the formal selection process should 
have been started several months earlier to maximize 
the chances of achieving fair and objective results.  The 
rushed process for selecting the .org registry operator is 
in stark contrast to the lengthy process with repeated 
reviews and long delays on issues of much less 
significance (e.g., consideration of a relatively small 
new registry service for .com and .net - the WLS). 
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Some Elements of a Legitimate ICANN Process 
 

Listed below are a number of processes and procedures necessary to conduct a proper RFP 
process. The items identified below are not intended to be an exhaustive enumeration of all 
elements necessary for conducting such a process. 

•  ICANN does not have the authority to limit or impair the chances of any bidder to receive an 
award based on ICANN’s preferences as to the composition of the registry services industry 
or ICANN’s judgments concerning the appropriate degree of competition among the registry 
service providers.  ICANN’s role in defining and administering the RFP process should be 
confined to ensuring that the process is conducted in a manner that is fair, equitable, and 
maximizes competition among bidders.   

• The origins and justifications for adopting particular evaluation criteria should be open and 
transparent. 

• The evaluation and selection of proposals should also be open and transparent. 

• ICANN’s authority for conducting the proposal process is derived by virtue of its 
Memorandum of Understanding with the United States government.  ICANN’s proposal 
process should be no less rigorous than a proposal process conducted by the U.S. 
government, and therefore should be subject to the same standards of accountability, 
integrity, competition and independent review.   

•  The proposal process should in no way impair competition. 

• ICANN should articulate evaluation criteria and relative weighting assigned to each criterion 
that are sufficiently clear as to give bidders a reasonable basis for submitting responsive 
proposals. 

• ICANN should be fully accountable for evaluating proposals in accordance with its stated 
criteria through, among other things, an appropriate independent review of its decisions.  
Bidders should be protected fully against arbitrary, corrupt or improper decision-making.  
ICANN therefore should not require bidders to release ICANN from claims arising from 
ICANN’s improper consideration of proposals.  

• Prior to releasing an RFP, ICANN should,  work through and define how the evaluations will 
be performed, what the sub-factors are within each criterion, relative weighting of criteria as 
well as sub-factors within each criterion, etc. This information should be disclosed to bidders 
in the RFP and strictly adhered to during the evaluation process. Lack of this level of detail 
prior to the evaluation leaves the evaluation process open to a subjective evaluation rather 
than an objective evaluation, causing concern about the legitimacy of the evaluation process 
and raising questions of impropriety. 

• Especially in light of ICANN’s extended agreement with the Department of Commerce 
(DOC), we strongly recommend taking advantage of this association and their procurement 
experience and use DOC’s procurement staff to support the RFP development and the RFP 
process to help ensure an objective, smooth process. 

• We strongly recommend that ICANN hire independent, professional RFP/proposal process 
experts to support the development of the RFP and to oversee to the procurement and 
evaluation process. 
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• In a proposal process such as this, bidders frequently have proprietary processes and/or 
information contained in their proposal. Bidders risk losing competitive advantages by 
providing their competitors with this information when it is made publicly available. It 
allows competitors to see what other bidders are proposing, giving the ideas to either enhance 
their proposal given the opportunity to make changes as well as to gain insight for 
approaches to use in future competitive procurements as well as potential weaknesses to 
“ghost” in future proposals. ICANN therefore should reconsider its strong admonition to 
“avoid, or at least to minimize, requests for confidential treatment of material in applications 
or submitted in connection with Applications.” Statement of Requested Confidential 
Treatment of Materials Submitted § I, at 1. It is not reasonable to expect offerors to publicly 
disclose proprietary information in which the offeror may have invested significant time and 
resources developing. The public disclosure of such information would significantly devalue 
the offeror’s investment in such information. Depending on the nature of the information, 
public disclosure could also increase security risks.  A more liberal approach to the 
confidential treatment of proprietary information would also help protect the integrity of the 
solicitation process. 

• Publicly posting the evaluation reports provides access and information of one evaluation 
team to the other evaluation teams, thus potentially enabling evaluators to be influenced by 
the results of the other evaluation teams.  ICANN should ensure the independence and 
objectivity of the evaluators by, among other things, preventing the evaluators from 
comparing notes in this fashion.  

• ICANN should review several previous DOC RFPs to better familiarize itself with the 
RFP/proposal/procurement process. Additionally, ICANN should meet/consult 
with/interview DOC Contracting Officers to learn more about their procurement process to 
implement a more rigorous, industry-accepted process. 

• ICANN should implement procedures to ensure that ICANN does not evaluate or select 
proposals arbitrarily, unjustifiably, or inequitably.  The following is an outline of a 
recommended RFP process: 

 Develop the RFP, including comprehensive technical requirements, detailed 
evaluation criteria (including factors within each criterion and the relative weight of 
each), and explicit proposal instructions. 

 Release a draft RFP and solicit comments from industry, incorporating these 
comments, as appropriate into the final RFP. 

 Require that proposals include the following items that must be tied to evaluation 
criterion, at a minimum: 

 Response to the technical requirements (technical approach) 

 Management Approach (including organization chart demonstrating not only how 
the contractor will operate, manage, and communicate internally, but how the 
contractor will communicate with ICANN on the implementation of the program) 

 Resumes of Key Personnel (management and technical) 
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 Past Performance information/references, citing several relevant 
programs/contracts to demonstrate experience (technical and managerial) 
performing similar programs. These references should include customer point of 
contact information for ICANN to contact and obtain independent verification of 
performance. 

 Financial statements to demonstrate financial stability to ensure the likelihood that 
the organization will be around for the duration of the program, and has the 
necessary capital for any required up front start up expenditures. 

 Assign page limitations to the various sections of the proposal. This will help to 
streamline the evaluation process and keep bidders focused on the RFP requirements. 

 Include an Oral Presentation as part of the proposal process. The written proposal can 
be used to narrow the field and solicit oral presentations only from those bidders in a 
“competitive range” (from a cost as well a technical/management perspective). The 
oral presentation allows ICANN to “interview” the key people who would be 
responsible for the implementation of the program, to obtain a comfort level of their 
skills and qualifications. It also provides an opportunity to receive a summary of the 
proposal and obtain clarification(s) on outstanding issues in each of the proposals. 

 After the Oral Presentation, ICANN should ask for written clarification of the issues 
identified in/during the Oral Presentation and ask for a Best and Final Offer (BAFO) 
from each of the bidders in the “competitive range”. 

 Conduct a facility inspection of those bidders in the “competitive range” to validate 
the stability, security, feasibility, etc. of each of the bidders. 

 The evaluation process of the written proposals needs to be conducted over a several 
week to 2-month period (depending on the number of proposals received) to ensure a 
thorough technical review is conducted. Individuals with the requisite technical 
knowledge and understanding to provide meaningful, constructive, realistic results 
should conduct this review. The various proposal sections can be broken up among 
several different review teams. Multiple people should review each section. 
Evaluation score sheets developed based on the evaluation criteria provided in the 
RFP should be provided to each reviewer for the section(s) they will be responsible 
for reviewing. Use of evaluation score sheets, specifying the criteria, factors, and 
weighting helps to ensure that an objective evaluation is conducted. 

 Evaluation score sheets should also be developed for the Oral Presentation and 
provided to the reviewers. 

 After the evaluation process is completed, a summary and recommendation should be 
provided to a source selection authority to review and make a final determination. 

 An independent review process should be permitted to review and rule on bidders 
claim of inconsistencies, discrepancies, etc. during the RFP process. 

 

Nothing herein should be construed to waive, release, or modify any rights or remedies to which 
VeriSign, Inc. may otherwise be entitled. 
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