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What is a domain name?

Domain names are human-friendly forms of Internet addresses, and are commonly used
to find websites. A domain name also forms the basis of other methods or applications on
the Internet, such as file transfer or email. The domain name system is essentially a
global addressing system. It is the way that domain names are located and translated into
Internet Protocol (IP) addresses, and vice versa. A domain name is a unique alias for an
IP address, which is an actual physical point on the Internet.

What is a domain name dispute?

Domain name disputes are commonly conflicts that arise when more than one individual
or group believes it has the right to register a specific domain name. There are several
ways domain name disputes occur. One way occurs when two companies have
concurrent rights to a domain name but one registers before the other has a chance to.
One may feel it is more entitled to the name and want to pursue possibly taking the name
for itself.

Another way that domain disputes arise is by way of “gripe sites.” These sites may come
in the form of an offending site, and arbitrators and the courts have been motivated to
order the transfer of the offending domain name particularly if there is bad faith or a lack
of legitimate use.

Most commonly, a domain name dispute occurs when an individual or organization that
is not the trademark owner registers a domain name similar to the registered trademark.
In the late 1990s, some famous brands trademarks were being registered as domain
names by third parties who had no affiliation with the brand. The third-party registrants
of the domain name held the domains out for ransom. This is known as “cybersquatting”
and it is still the most common way that domain name disputes occur. Cybersquatters
manipulate the first-come, first-served practice of the domain name registration system to
register names of trademarks, famous people or businesses with which they have no
association. Since registration of domain names is reasonably simple, cybersquatters can
register numerous domain names. As the owner of these domain names, cybersquatters
often put the domain names up for auction, or offer them for sale directly to the company
or person involved, at prices vastly above the initial cost of the registration. Alternatively,
they may decide to retain the registration and use the name of the person or business
connected with that domain name to attract business for their own site.

In order to come to a global solution to combat cyber attacks on domain names, several
countries requested that the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO), an
organization mandated to promote the protection of intellectual property worldwide,
come up with a recommendation. WIPO consulted extensively with members of the
global Internet community and then published a report containing recommendations to
deal with domain name issues. The solution was the Uniform Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy (UDRP), which was implemented in 1999 by the Internet Corporation
for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN), the organization responsible for the
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management of the generic top-level domains (gTLDs), based on WIPO’s 
recommendations. ICANN placed the UDRP into effect on December 1, 1999, for all of
its accredited registrars of Internet domain names. WIPO is the leading ICANN-
accredited domain name dispute resolution service provider. An increasing number of
registrars of country code top-level domains (ccTLD) have also designated WIPO as a
dispute resolution service provider. All domain name registrars must follow the ICANN’s
UDRP.

How are domain name disputes commonly resolved?

Under the UDRP, most types of trademark-based domain-name disputes must be resolved
by agreement, court action, or arbitration before a registrar will cancel, suspend, or
transfer a domain name. Disputes alleged to arise from abusive registrations of domain
name might be addressed by expedited administrative proceedings that the holder of
trademark rights initiates by filing a complaint with an approved dispute-resolution
service provider. The standard dispute clause of the Terms and Conditions section for the
registration of a gTLD domain name states that the registrant must submit to such
proceedings.

A trademark owner should file a complaint in a court of proper jurisdiction against the
domain-name holder (or where it is appropriate to file an in-rem action concerning the
domain name). Alternatively, the UDRP allows petitioners to file a case with a resolution
service provider of their choice, specifying, mainly, the domain name in question, the
respondent or holder of the domain name, the registrar with whom the domain name was
registered and the grounds for the complaint. The UDRP specifies a three part test that for
all domain name disputes. The petitioner must show: how the domain name is identical or
confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the complainant has right;
the respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name; and the
domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. The accused is offered
the opportunity to defend itself against the allegations. The provider chosen will then
appoint a panelist to decide whether or not the domain(s) should be transferred.

The chosen service provider will either transfer the domain name or the complaint is
denied and the petitioner keeps the domain name. A petitioner may also seek to have the
domain name canceled. The accredited domain name registrars must implement the
decision after a period of ten days, unless in the interim the decision is appealed in court.
The panel decisions are mandatory in the sense that accredited registrars are bound to
take the necessary steps to enforce a decision, such as transferring the name concerned.
However, under the UDRP, either party retains the option to take the dispute to a court of
competent jurisdiction for independent resolution. In practice, this is a relatively rare
occurrence. There are no monetary damages awarded in UDRP domain name disputes,
and no injunctive relief is available.

http://www.webopedia.com/TERM/I/ICANN.html
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The UDRP

The Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) was designed as a
quicker and less-expensive alternative to litigation. A typical UDRP case results in a
decision in about two months, but the facts of each case may shorten or extend that
timing. Although the UDRP policy and rules provide strict timelines for various stages of
a UDRP case, how quickly a dispute is actually resolved can vary based on numerous
factors.

Here’s how a common UDRP case proceeds:

Step 1 (Filing of Complaint):

A trademark owner has discretion to file a UDRP complaint at any time as long as a
complainant can establish a case on the merits under the requisite three elements. The
requisite three elements are, (1) The domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a
trademark or service mark in which the complainant has rights; (2) The registrant does
not have any rights or legitimate interests in the domain name; and (3) The domain name
has been registered and the domain name is being used in "bad faith.”

Step 2 (Compliance check):

The UDRP service provider (WIPO, the Forum, the Czech Arbitration Court, and the
Asian Domain Name Dispute Resolution Center) acknowledges receipt of a complaint
within about one day of filing; submits a “verification request” to the registrar to confirm
the accuracy of information about the domain name and the registrant; and reviews the
complaint for “administrative compliance” with the UDRP policy and rules. If the
complaint “administratively deficient,” it “shall promptly notify the Complainant and the
Respondent of the nature of the deficiencies identified.” The complainant will then have
five calendar days to correct any deficiencies.

Step 3 (Commencement):

Within three calendar days of the provider’s receipt of the filing fee from the
complainant, the provider “shall forward the complaint, including any annexes,
electronically to the Respondent and Registrar and shall send Written Notice of the
complaint (together with the explanatory cover sheet prescribed by the Provider’s
Supplemental Rules) to the Respondent.” This is commonly referred to as
“commencement.”

Step 4 (Filing of Response):

A respondent is required to submit its response within 20 days of commencement. Failure
to do so does not automatically result in a decision in favor of the complainant, because
there is no default judgment available under the UDRP. A respondent is automatically
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entitled to a four-day extension upon request. And, “in exceptional cases,” the service
provider may grant additional extensions.

Step 5 (Panel appointment):

The service provider is required to appoint a panel within five calendar days of receiving
a response (if one is filed) or the deadline for a response (if one is not filed), if neither
party has requested a three-member panel. If a three-member panel is required, then the
deadline for appointment may take 10 calendar days.

Step 6 (Decision):

The panel is required to ensure that a UDRP proceeding “takes place with due
expedition,” and, unless there are “exceptional circumstances,” it “shall forward its
decision on the complaint to the Provider within fourteen (14) days of its appointment.”
However, “exceptional circumstances” (which are not typically explained to the parties)
are not uncommon. The provider is then required to notify the parties of the decision
within three business days.

Step 7 (Implementation):

If the panel’s decision is an order to transfer the disputed domain name to the
complainant, then the registrar is required to implement the decision after 10 business
days.

There may, of course, be complications in the course of the timeline. While all of the
UDRP service providers must abide by the same deadlines set forth in the UDRP policy
and rules described above, their supplemental rules and practices may result in slightly
different timing over the course of a proceeding. There are many factors that can alter the
timing of a UDRP proceeding, such as supplemental filings from the parties, challenges
in appointing panels, complicated cases (including, sometimes, disputes with a large
number of domain names), panel orders and panel delays. Also, if the parties want to
pursue a settlement, a case may be resolved without a decision.

The URS

The Uniform Rapid Suspension System (URS) is a domain name dispute policy that
allows a trademark owner to file a complaint and, if successful, get a domain name
temporarily suspended. Like the UDRP, the URS procedure and rules provide strict
timelines for various stages of a case. But, unlike the UDRP, URS cases are usually
resolved much more quickly — often in less than three weeks (although reviews and
appeals may prolong the life of a URS proceeding).

It was envisioned as an even quicker and less-expensive approach to resolve a domain
name dispute. As new generic top-level domains (gTLDs) grow in popularity, the
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Uniform Rapid Suspension System (URS) is often a quicker and less-expensive 
alternative to the longstanding Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy
(UDRP). Like the UDRP, the URS can be an effective way for trademark owners to
combat cybersquatting against their brands online.

However, unlike the UDRP, the URS largely applies only to the “new” generic top-level
domains (that is, those approved following ICANN’s 2012 domain name expansion
process) – not to .com, .net, .org and the other traditional top-level domains. And, also
unlike the UDRP, which allows a trademark owner to get a domain name transferred to
itself, the URS only provides for a temporary suspension of the problematic domain
name.

Here’s how a common URS case proceeds:

Step 1 (Filing of Complaint):

As with a UDRP complaint, a trademark owner has discretion in deciding when it wants
to file a URS complaint. Nothing in the URS procedure or rules requires that a complaint
be filed within a specified period of time.

The legal test for a URS complaint is almost the same as for a UDRP complaint.
Specifically, the URS requires a trademark owner, or “complainant,” to show all three of
the following:

1. The disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a word mark that
meets certain criteria.

2. The registrant of the domain name, or the “respondent,” has no legitimate right or
interest to the domain name.

3. The domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith.

The primary difference between this three-part test and the three-part test under the
UDRP is that the first element under the UDRP applies to any mark in which the
complainant has rights (including marks that are protected by common law or marks that
are not word marks). The URS, though, only applies to a word mark “(i) for which the
Complainant holds a valid national or regional registration and that is in current use; or
(ii) that has been validated through court proceedings; or (iii) that is specifically protected
by a statute or treaty in effect at the time the URS complaint is filed.”

The trademark owner must prevail on all three of these elements to succeed in a URS
proceeding. In other words, even if a complainant fails on only one element, the
arbitration examiner is required to issue a decision in favor of the respondent, allowing
the registrant to keep the disputed domain name.

Not only must the trademark owner succeed on all three parts of the URS legal test, but it
also must meet a very high burden of proof – “clear and convincing evidence,” as the
URS itself specifies. Indeed, the URS makes clear that this arbitration process is “not
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intended for use in any proceedings with open questions of fact, but only clear cases of
trademark abuse.”

This is certainly a more difficult requirement than the “preponderance of evidence”
standard that has emerged from UDRP doctrine.

Step 2 (Administrative Review):

The URS procedure requires that a dispute service provider conduct an “Administrative
Review” within two business days of the date on which the complaint was submitted to
the provider. (Currently, there are three URS service providers: the Forum, the Asian
Domain Name Dispute Resolution Centre, and MFSD.) The procedure makes clear that
this review is simply “to determine that the Complaint contains all of the necessary
information.”

Step 3 (Notice and Locking of Domain):

The URS service provider must immediately notify the registry operator after the service
provider has completed the administrative review, and the registry operator is required to
lock the disputed domain name within 24 hours. Then, within another 24 hours, the
service provider must notify the registrant of the disputed domain name of the complaint,
providing both electronic and hard copy notices.

Step 4 (Response):

A registrant has 14 days after notification to submit a response to a URS complaint. The
URS provider may grant “a limited extension of time to respond… if there is a good faith
basis for doing so.” If the registrant does not submit a response, the proceeding is
considered to be a “Default,” which is relevant for purposes of a later possible “de novo
review” or appeal (see below) and does not automatically result in a determination in
favor of the complainant.

Step 5 (Determination):

A URS examiner “may not request further statements or documents from either of the
Parties,” and no URS examiner has to consider a supplemental filing from any party,
because doing so would complicate and delay what is supposed to be a simple and rapid
process.

The examiner appointed to decide a URS case (and all URS cases have only a single
examiner) is expected to issue his or her determination “on an expedited basis, with the
stated goal that it be rendered within three (3) Business Days from when Examination
began.” If the determination was an order to suspend the disputed domain name, the
registry operator is required to do so “immediately upon receipt of the Determination”
from the URS service provider.
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The URS process is typically straightforward and quick; nevertheless the URS provides
multiple opportunities to extend the course of a URS proceeding. For example, among
other things, a losing domain name registrant that did not submit a response during the
14-day period may “seek relief from Default via de novo review by filing a Response at
any time up to six months after the date of the Notice of Default” — and is even “entitled
to request an extension of an additional six months if the extension is requested before
the expiration of the initial six-month period.” Plus, either party can file an appeal within
14 days of a default or final determination.

In addition, a settlement could shorten or lengthen the course of a URS proceeding. For
example, the Forum’s supplemental rules allow the parties to “jointly request a stay for a
one-time period of forty-five Calendar Days.”

The ACPA

In addition to URS and UDRP claims, one can also bring a claim under the
Anticybersquatting Consumer Protection Act (“ACPA”).  The ACPA was passed by
Congress in 1999 and codified as 15 U.S.C. §1125(d) in response to cybersquatting.
Cybersquatting, as defined in Sporty’s Farm L.L.C. v. Sportsman’s Mkt., Inc., “involves
the registration as domain names of well-known trademarks by non-trademark holders
who then try to sell the names back to the trademark owners.” 202 F.3d 489, 493 (2nd Cir.
2000). “The paradigmic harm that the ACPA was enacted to eradicate is the practice of
cybersquatters registering several hundred domain names in an effort to sell them to the
legitimate owners of the mark.” Lamparello v. Falwell, 420 F.3d 309, 318 (4th Cir. 2005)
quoting Lucas Nursery & Landscaping, Inc. v. Grosse, 359 F.3d, 806, 810 (6th Cir. 2004).

15 U.S.C. §1125(d) – Cyberpiracy prevention.

In order to prevail on a claim for cybersquatting under 15 U.S.C. §1125(d), the plaintiff
must show that the defendant: “(1) had the bad faith intent to profit from using the
domain name and (2) the domain name is identical or confusingly similar to, or dilutive
of, the distinctive and famous mark.” Lamparello v. Falwell, 420 F.3d 309, 318 (4th Cir.
2005).

Additionally, the statute, 15 U.S.C. §1125(d)(1)(B), lists nine factors that the court may
consider, but is not limited to, when trying to determine if there was a “bad faith intent to
profit” by the defendant upon its registration of the domain names. However, in Sporty’s
Farm L.L.C. v. Sportsman’s Mkt., Inc., the court states, “We are not limited to
considering just the listed factors when making our determination of whether statutory
criterion has been met. The factors are, instead, expressly described as indicia that ‘may’
be considered along with other facts.” 202 F.3d 489, 498 (2nd Cir. 2000). The court in
Sporty’s Farm goes on to state that, “The most important grounds for our holding that
Sporty’s Farm acted with a bad faith intent, however, are the unique circumstances of this
case, which do not fit neatly into the specific factors enumerated by Congress but may
nevertheless be considered under the statute.” Id at 499.
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The nine factors that can be considered when determining bad faith intent, as listed in 15
U.S.C. §1125(d)(1)(B), are:

(I) the trademark or other intellectual property rights of the person, if any, in
the domain name;

(II) the extent to which the domain name consists of the legal name of the
person or a name that is otherwise commonly used to identify that person;

(III) the person’s prior use, if any, of the domain name in connection with the
bona fide offering of any goods or services;

(IV) the person’s bona fide noncommercial or fair use of the mark in a site
accessible under the domain name;

(V) the person’s intent to divert consumers from the mark owner’s online
location to a site accessible under the domain name that could harm the
goodwill represented by the mark, either for commercial gain or with the
intent to tarnish or disparage the mark, by creating a likelihood of
confusion as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of the
site;

(VI) the person’s offer to transfer, sell, or otherwise assign the domain name to
the mark owner or any third party for financial gain without having used,
or having an intent to use, the domain name in the bona fide offering of
any goods or services, or the person’s prior conduct indicating a pattern of
such conduct;

(VII) the person’s provision of material and misleading false contact
information when applying for the registration of the domain name, the
person’s intentional failure to maintain accurate contact information, or
the person’ prior conduct indicating a pattern of such conduct;

(VIII) the person’s registration or acquisition of multiple domain names which
the person knows are identical or confusingly similar to marks of others
that are distinctive at the time of registration of such domain names, or
dilutive of famous marks of others that are famous at the time of
registration of such domain names, without regard to the goods or services
of the parties; and

(IX) the extent to which the mark incorporated in the person’s domain name
registration is or is not distinctive and famous within the meaning of
subsection (c).”

This list of factors is not exhaustive. As stated in Sporty’s Farm, the court may consider
other factors and facts when determining bad faith intent. Sporty’s Farm L.L.C. v.
Sportsman’s Mkt., Inc., 202 F.3d 489, 498 (2nd Cir. 2000).

Some of the examples of bad faith intent from Sporty’s Farm include documentation that
(i) the defendant planned to enter into direct competition with the plaintiff in certain
markets, (ii) the defendant registered the domain name as a way to keep the plaintiff from
using that domain name, and (iii) the defendant created an entirely new company in a
different field to prevent the plaintiff from using the domain name already registered. Id
at 499.  In Harrods Ltd. V. Sixty Internet Domain Names, the court found bad faith intent
when the defendant registered the additional domain names with the intent to market its
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goods and services in such a way as to divert and deceive customers away from the
plaintiff’s website. 302 F.3d 214, 233 (4th Cir. 2002).

In contrast, actions that courts have found do not demonstrate a bad faith intent include:
(i) no intent by the defendant to profit from the website, (ii) the registration of a single
similar domain name versus multiple similar domain names, and (iii) if the domain name
use is for “a bona fide noncommercial or fair use.” Lamparello v. Falwell, 420 F.3d 309,
314 (4th Cir. 2005).

Trademark law does, in some circumstances, allow the registration of an identical mark if
there is no risk of consumer confusion, deception or mistake. “The use of an identical
mark by two different companies is sometimes allowed in trademark law under the
concept of ‘concurrent use.’ Accordingly, we should apply the bad faith factors in a
manner that will not lead to a finding of bad faith registration every time a concurrent
user registers a mark.” Harrods Ltd. V. Sixty Internet Domain Names, 302 F.3d 214, 233
(4th Cir. 2002).

Additionally, there is a safe harbor provision in 15 U.S.C. 1125(d)(1)(B)(ii) for certain
circumstances: “Bad faith intent…shall not be found in any case in which the court
determines that the person believed and had reasonable grounds to believe that the use of
the domain name was fair use or otherwise lawful.”

Another issue under 15 U.S.C. §1125(d) is the burden of proof required for bad faith
claims. In Harrods Ltd., the court held “that the normal preponderance of the evidence
standard applies to bad faith claims under §1125(d)(1).” Harrods Ltd. V. Sixty Internet
Domain Names, 302 F.3d 214, 224 (4th Cir. 2002).

In Rem Actions

Another component of 15 U.S.C. §1125(d) is the provision for an in rem action against
the domain name registrant if in personam jurisdiction is unattainable after due diligence.
15 U.S.C. §1125(d)(2)(A). Additionally, 15 U.S.C. §1125(d)(2)(A) specifically states that
an in rem action is available only to an owner of a mark if the mark is either registered
with the USPTO or is protected under 15 U.S.C. §1125(a) or (c). The remedies available
in an in rem action are: “forfeiture or cancellation of the domain name or transfer of the
domain name to the owner of the mark.” 15 U.S.C. §1125(d)(2)(D)(i).

Recovery/Damages

15 U.S.C. §1117 (a) and (d) permits recovery in cybersquatting actions in violation of 15
U.S.C. §1125(d). Plaintiffs may elect to recover profits, damages and costs of the action
or they may elect to recover statutory damages if they decide before final judgment.

If an individual is found to be in violation of 15 U.S.C. §1125(d), 15 U.S.C. §1117(a)
permits the plaintiff “to recover (1) defendant’s profits, (2) any damages sustained by the
plaintiff, and (3) the costs of the action.” Additionally, 15 U.S.C. §1117(a) permits treble
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damages at the discretion of the court and permits “in exceptional cases…reasonable
attorney fees.” As an alternative to 15 U.S.C. §1117(a), §1117(d) allows the plaintiff to
elect, at any time before a final judgment, to recover statutory damages in lieu of actual
damages and profits. The amount of statutory damages, as outlined in the statute, are an
“amount of not less than $1,000 and not more than $100,000 per domain name, as the
court considers just.”
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“Family Feud” Script - April 19 Inn of Court Program on Domain Name Disputes 
 
Narrator:  It’s time for the Family Fued!  With your host, Steve Harvey! 
 
Host:  [Runs onto the stage, hyper and excited]  Alright!  Thank you.  Let’s meet our families!  
First, let’s say hello to The Walking Dead Family [host steps up to the Walking Dead side].  
Rick, I understand you are in law enforcement. 
 
Rick:  Well, I was before the whole zombie apocalypse thing.  Now, I’m just a general bad-ass. 
 
Host:  Alright!  Who do you have with you today, Rick? 
 
Rick:  Well, this is my son Carl; and this is my current hook-up, Michonne, since Carl had to kill 
my wife when she was giving birth to Shane’s baby (but I’ll get to that in a minute); and this is 
my post-apocalypse brother-in-spirit Daryl; and this is my pre-apocalypse brother-in-spirit, 
zombie Shane. 
 
Host:  Alright!  Let’s meet our second family!  Say hello to The Kardashians!  [cross set to 
approach the Kardashians]  Alright, Kris - it says you have no real career? 
 
Kris:  That’s right, Steve.   
 
Host:  And who do you have with you today? 
 
Kris: I have my son, Rob, my daughter, Kim, my daughter Khloe, and my sort-of-but-not-really-
son-in-law, Scott. 
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1. What is a common defense to a UDRP complaint?  
a. Lack of trademark rights 
b. Domain registration pre-dates trademark rights 
c. Fair use 
d. Laches 

 
Host:  Okay!  Walking Dead, Kardashians!  Let’s play the Feuuuuuud!  [Rick and Scott meet 
Steve at the podium].  A hundred people surveyed, top four answers on the board:   
 
[board reveals 4 blue boxes] 
 
Host:  “What is a common defense to a UDRP complaint?” 
 
[Rick quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Host:  Rick? 
 
Rick: (Horrendous Southern Accent).  I don’t know you, so you have to answer some questions 
for me first.  How many walkers have you killed? 
 
Host: Wait, what?  What is a walker?  That’s not how this works, you’re supposed to answer . .  
  
Rick: How many people have you killed? 
 
Host:  What? I’ve never killed anyone, you psycho.  Can you please just  . . . 
 
Rick: Why?   
 
Host:  Why?  Because you can’t just go killing people man.  This isn’t Russia.  Can you just 
answer the question? 
 
Rick:  Ok, I trust you.  I don’t know why, but I do.  One of the most common defenses to a 
UDRP complaint is that the complainant lacks trademark rights to the domain name.  I learned 
that from a trademark lawyer that I killed a few weeks ago. 
 
Host:  Wow, that’s frightening.  Show me “lack of trademark rights”! 
 
[board reveals “lack of trademark rights” in the top slot] 
 
Host:  Correct!  Thank you for finally giving me an answer.  Play or pass?   
 
Rick:  We’ll play, Steve. 
 
[Rick and Scott return to their families] 
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Host: Now let’s move on to someone who doesn’t scare me.  [approaches Carl] Carl, same 
question.  Give me a common defense to a UDRP complaint. 
 
Carl (wearing eyepatch): Easy. Fair use of a domain name is a common defense.  You know, just 
like it’s fair to use my gun to kill someone if they don’t answer the three questions my dad just 
asked. 
 
Host: What is wrong with you people?  There’s nothing fair about killing someone who doesn’t 
answer a question.  But whatever, show me “fair use.” 
 
[board reveals “fair use” in the third slot] 
 
Host:  Nicely done, that is worth 15 points.  [approaches Michonne].  Michonne? 
 
Michonne (looking angry):  You know, in Alexandria we had to fight off some bad people who 
were looking to come and take over a place we had built. We were there first.  Basically, we 
“registered” there before anyone else.  And that’s similar to a common defense for UDRP 
complaints – registering a domain that pre-dates trademark rights. 
 
Host: Show me “Domain registration pre-dates trademark rights” 
 
[board reveals “Domain registration pre-dates trademark rights” in the second slot] 
 
Host:  25 points! Well done.  But to be clear, you didn’t build Alexandria, right?  Weren’t there 
other people there first?  And you just came in and killed some people and took over?   
 
Michonne (angrier):  The previous Alexandrians were weak.  They needed us to survive.  We 
own the all rights to Alexandria.  I’m not sure I like your tone… 
 
Host: (scared) Let’s move on.  [approaches Daryl].  Daryl, give me a common defense to a 
UDRP complaint. 
 
Daryl:   Man, this is crazy.  Why are we even on this show?  Who’s guarding Alexandria?  
Negan could be coming any minute to start a war.  Oh wait, he was just almost eaten by Sasha 
(sorry, spoiler!) so I guess we can hang here for a minute.  Ok, so what was the question? 
 
Host:  Uh, I need you to tell me a common defense to a UDRP complaint.   
 
Daryl:  How ‘bout Laches?  It sounds a lot like leeches, which we sometimes have to eat when 
times are hard, but I think this is different. 
 
Host:  Show me “Laches, not leeches.” 
 
[board reveals “Laches” in the fourth slot] 
 
[Zombie Shane tries to attack Daryl; Daryl punches Shane in the face] 
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Host:  Congrats, Walking Dead!  You guys win the first round.  And now for a commercial 
break! 
 
Doug: Probably the most common mistake that trademark owners make when filing a UDRP 
complaint is failing to compare the date on which the domain name owner acquired registration 
of the domain name with the date on which the trademark owner acquired its trademark rights. 
Because the third element of the UDRP requires that a trademark owner show a domain name 
“was registered and is being used in bad faith,” it is not sufficient simply to show how the 
disputed domain name is currently being used.  This element also requires that the domain name 
was registered in bad faith – and, if the trademark owner’s rights did not arise until after the 
domain name was registered, then it is nearly impossible to establish bad faith under the UDRP. 
The only practical exception is if the domain name was transferred to the current registrant at a 
later date even though the domain name record, known as a “Whois” record, indicates an earlier 
creation date. As for the other defenses mentioned by our contestants, it should be noted that 
laches is seldom accepted by UDRP panelists, in part because the UDRP is only injunctive rather 
than compensatory in nature, and the goal is to prevent any ongoing confusion. 
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2. What type of evidence is appropriate for a complainant to establish common law 
trademark rights? [Kardashian/me] 

a. Length and amount of sales under the trademark 
b. Nature and extent of advertising 
c. Consumer surveys 
d. Media recognition 

 
Host:  Okay, round two.  [Kris and Carl meet Steve at the podium].  A hundred people surveyed, 
top four answers on the board: 
 
[board reveals 4 blue boxes] 
 
Host:  “What type of evidence is appropriate for a complainant to establish common law 
trademark rights”? 
 
[Kris quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Kris:  Well, I definitely know the answer to this, considering that I have used my daughters’ 
looks to develop mega-million brand worth!  The lawyers have told me you have to take into 
account how long the mark has been used and the amount of sales made under that mark.  Have 
you seen my daughter Kim?   
 
[Kim takes a selfie] 
 
Host: Yes, we have all seen your daughter Kim.  Show me “Length and amount of sales under 
the trademark.” 
 
[board reveals “Length and amount of sales under the trademark” in the top slot] 
 
Host:  That is the number one spot on the board!  You get 35 points!  Kris, play or pass? 
 
Kris:  We’ll play, Steve. 
 
[Kris and Carl return to their families] 
 
Host:  Alright.  [approaches Rob]  Rob!  Give me a “type of evidence is appropriate for a 
complainant to establish common law trademark rights.” 
 
Rob:  [In a sad, depressed tone]  Well I unfortunately know that media recognition is one of 
them.  I hate being in the media’s eye.  (Sigh.)  I also hate that my sisters, and their stupid 
companies, Khlomoney Inc., 2Die4Kourt, Kimsaprincess Inc., recently filed a trademark 
opposition against my ex-fiancée, Blac Chyna, for trying to trademark the name Angela Renee 
Kardashian.   
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Kris:  Well, you know what Rob?  That woman was just a gold-digger trying to capitalize off of 
your beautiful sister Kim.  That is why I tried to pay her $5 million to give up baby Dream and 
leave Kim, I mean our family, alone forever! 
 
Host: Yes, we have all seen your daughter Kim.  Show me “Media Recognition.” 
 
[board reveals “Media Recognition” in the fourth slot] 
 
Host:  That’s right!  That is number 4 on the board for 15 points!  [approaches Kim]  Kim, now 
it’s your turn.  Give me a “type of evidence is appropriate for a complainant to establish common 
law trademark rights.” 
 
Kim:  My lawyer tells me that consumer surveys are important.  But, luckily for me, you really 
don’t even need a consumer survey to know that trademarks like my name, Kim Kardashian 
West, have common law trademark rights.  I mean, I basically own the internet.  I even got to 
break it that one time because I have that much control over it.  Everyone knows who I am.  You 
don’t need a survey to tell you that.  #famous 
 
Host: Show me “Consumer surveys.” 
 
[board reveals “Consumer surveys” in the third slot] 
 
Host:  Well, Kim, your head certainly is full of something.  I’m just not sure if it is brains.  But, 
regardless, you got 22 points!  That is number 3 on the board! 
 
Kim:  Thanks!  Do you want to take a selfie with me? 
 
Host:  Sure…  [takes selfie with Kim; approaches Khloe]  Ok, Khloe, give me a “type of 
evidence is appropriate for a complainant to establish common law trademark rights.” 
 
Khloe:  I’m pretty sure that one of them is how much you advertise yourself?  For me personally, 
I have had to do a lot of advertising to make myself famous.  Unlike my beautiful sister Kim, I 
have had to really create my personal brand.   
 
Kris:  It’s ok, honey, you’re no Kim, but I still love you because I am your momager. 
 
Khloe:  I will always be #teamkris!   
 
Host:  Show me “Nature and extent of advertising.” 
 
[board reveals “Nature and extent of advertising” in the second slot] 
 
Host:  Well, Khloe, that’s right!  Nature and extent of advertising is second on the board.  You 
get 25 points!  You guys win the second round. 
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Scott:  Capitalizing on someone else’s fame and fortune!  Just like my common law marriage to 
Kourtney, right?  Except for trademarks? 
 
Host:  There are no more answers left on the board, Scott.   
 
Scott:  Whatever, I’m awesome.  Any answer I say should be worth 100 points. 
 
Host:  And now for a commercial break! 
 
Doug: Importantly, the UDRP does not require that a trademark owner own any trademark 
registrations. The policy only requires that the disputed domain name be identical or confusingly 
similar to a trademark in which the complainant “has rights.”  Of course, a trademark registration 
– from any country – will make a complainant’s case much easier, but it is not required.  When a 
complainant wants to rely on common law trademark rights, as our contestants noted, it should 
supply important information about its usage, hopefully supported by appropriate documentation, 
including an affidavit from a representative of the trademark owner. 
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3. Name a domain name dispute provider  
a. World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) 
b. The Forum (formerly the National Arbitration Forum) 
c. Czech Arbitration Court 
d. Asian Domain Name Dispute Resolution Centre 

 
 
Host: Ok, let’s move on to the next question.  Based on what we’ve just heard, I’m sure we’ll 
hear some “interesting” answers. [Rob and Michonne meet Steve at the podium].  A hundred 
people surveyed, top four answers on the board:   
 
[board reveals 4 blue boxes] 
 
Host:  “Name a domain name dispute provider”? 
 
[Rob quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Host:  Rob?  
 
Rob:  Um, twitter? 
 
Host:  Uh...ok.  Show me Twitter! 
 
[strike] 
 
Host:  Oooohh . . . Michonne? 
 
Michonne:  How about World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO)? 
 
Host:  Show me WIPO! 
 
[board reveals “WIPO” in the top slot] 
 
Host:  Yes!  Very good!  Michonne!  Play or pass? 
 
Michonne:  We’ll play, Steve. 
 
[Rob and Michonne return to their families] 
 
Host:  Great job!  [approaches Daryl]  Daryl, give me a domain name dispute provider.   
 
Daryl:  Domain name disputes providers.  Who cares about that crap now?  We are just trying to 
survive!  Anyway, I think “Asian Domain Name Dispute Resolution Centre” is a place where 
people would go to fight about domain names. 
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Host:  Show me “Asian Domain Name Dispute Resolution Centre.” 
 
[board reveals “Asian Domain Name Dispute Resolution Centre” in the fourth slot] 
 
Host:  Nicely done!  Let’s go to Zombie Shane.  Zombie Shane, give me a domain name dispute 
provider. 
 
Zombie Shane:  AARRRRGH [growls and tries to attack Host; Daryl kills Shane with a knife in 
the head] 
 
Host:  [Steve slips away from the dead Zombie Shane].  Okay, give Zombie Shane a strike here. 
 
[strike] 
 
Host:  Let’s go back to Rick.  Rick, give me a domain name dispute provider. 
 
Rick:  Look, man.  I don’t think that was cool for you to just give us a strike for Shane’s answer.  
He’s doing the best he can.  I mean it’s really my fault that he was in this condition, although he 
did probably get my first wife pregnant while they thought I was dead so maybe he deserves a 
strike.  
 
Host:  Sorry, Rick.  The rules state that trying to kill the host results in an automatic strike.   
 
Rick:  Well, your rule is stupid and I take that is an attack on my people.  One day, maybe not 
today or tomorrow, I’ll come back and kill you for that.  But, for today, I’ll say “Czech 
Arbitration Court.” 
 
Host:  Show me “Czech Arbitration Court.” 
 
[board reveals “Czech Arbitration Court” in the third slot] 
 
Host:  Good job!  Alright.  [approaches Carl] Carl, give me a domain name dispute provider. 
 
Carl:  What is a domain name?  Is that like the Hilltop or Alexandria?  I haven’t been to school 
since I was like six, and don’t know much about the world before zombies.  So, I guess I’ll say 
the President? 
 
Host:  Show me “President.” 
 
[strike] 
 
Host:  Ouch, second strike.  [approaches Michonne]  Michonne!  Give me a domain name 
dispute provider. 
 
[Kardashians are all making the “X” sign]   
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Michonne:  I’m really into this domain dispute stuff, how about “The Forum”? 
 
Host:  Show me “The Forum.” 
 
[board reveals “The Forum (formerly the National Arbitration Forum)” in the second slot] 
 
Host:  Yes, way to go Walking Dead!  You guys win the third round.    And now for a 
commercial break! 
 
Doug: WIPO, the World Intellectual Property Organization in Geneva and a U.N. agency, is the 
largest UDRP service provider and played a key role in drafting the UDRP with ICANN in 1999. 
The Forum, formerly known, as the National Arbitration Forum, is based in Minneapolis and is 
the second most-popular UDRP service provider. The other providers hear relatively few cases. 
A trademark owner can choose to file a UDRP complaint with of the UDRP service providers, as 
they all apply the same policy. However, each provider has adopted its own supplemental rules, 
which create slight differences in how they apply the UDRP. The differences include filing fees 
and how to treat supplemental filings. 
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4. Name an important difference between the UDRP and the URS  
a. URS doesn’t apply to .com 
b. URS only gets a domain name suspended, not transferred 
c. URS filing fees are cheap 
d. URS complaints limited to 500 words 
e. URS burden of proof is “clear and convincing evidence” 

 
[Kardashians all texting furiously on their phones] 
 
Host: People, pay attention! Do you want to win this game or not? 
 
Scott:  Eh, doesn’t really matter, does it? 
 
Host: [Heavy sigh] Kardashians, Walking Dead, meet me at the podium. [Khloe and Daryl meet 
Steve at the podium].  A hundred people surveyed, top five answers on the board: 
 
[board reveals 5 blue boxes] 
 
Host: Name an important difference between the UDRP and the URS. 
 
[Khloe quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Khloe: UDR-what?? 
 
Host: Here we go again. UDRP stands for “Uniform Domain-Name Dispute Resolution Policy” 
and URS stands for “Uniform Rapid Suspension System.” 
 
Kim: Wait, we have to wear uniforms? Kanye will never approve of that. 
 
Host: Seriously, can anyone answer the question? Anyone? 
 
Khloe:  Um, ok.  How about “URS doesn’t apply to .com”? 
 
Host:  Show me “URS doesn’t apply to .com.” 
 
[board reveals “URS doesn’t apply to .com” in the top slot] 
 
Host:  That is the number one spot on the board!  Khloe, play or pass? 
 
Khloe:  We’ll play, Steve. 
 
[Khloe and Daryl return to their families] 
 
Host:  Alright.  [approaches Kris]  Give me “an important difference between the UDRP and the 
URS.” 
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Kris: I know! The URS is fast, short, and cheap! 
 
Host:  Show me “URS is fast, short, and cheap” 
 
[board reveals “URS filing fees are cheap” in the third slot, and “URS complaints limited to 500 
words” in the fourth slot.] 
 
Host: How on earth did you know that? You actually got two of the right answers simultaneously 
– URS filing fees are cheap, and URS complaints are limited to 500 words. That’s 45 points! 
 
Kris: I know many, many things. I’m a momager, after all.  
 
Rob: Yeah, right. Your lawyer told you all about the URS when you found those weird knockoff 
websites and threatened to fire him – kkordashian.biz, kylielips.net, remember? 
 
Kris: Rob! After everything I’ve done for you, treat your mother with some respect! Besides, that 
URS only got the domain names suspended; they didn’t get transferred to me…I mean us. 
 
[board reveals “URS only gets a domain name suspended, not transferred” in the second slot] 
 
Host: Even though it was Rob’s turn, it looks like another right answer, Kris! That’s 10 30 
points. Two answers left on the board. [approaches Kim] Kim, give me an important difference 
between the UDRP and the URS.  
 
Kim: Ever since my horrific and life-changing robbery, I’ve been doing, like, a lot of law 
reading. So I, like, know the answer. The URS requires “clear and convincing evidence” as the 
burden of proof. 
 
Host: [Looks shocked] Show me “URS burden of proof is “clear and convincing evidence” 
 
[board reveals URS burden of proof is “clear and convincing evidence” in the fifth slot] 
 
Kim: [Grinning] Just call me Elle Woods! 
 
Host: I seriously don’t know what to say. That answer is right – you get 21 19 points. It looks 
like the Kardashians have won this round.  Let’s move on to the next question… 
 
Host:  And now for a commercial break! 
 
Doug: Remember, the URS does not apply to most of the legacy or traditional top-level domains 
such as .com, so often a trademark owner will not have a choice of policies. The choice arises 
when a cybersquatter has registered a domain name in one of the new top-level domains, such as 
.xyz, .website, .nyc, .law or others. While the URS is always a less expensive and quicker option, 
only the UDRP can allow a trademark owner to obtain an order to transfer a domain name. Plus, 
URS cases are more challenging given the high burden of proof and significant filing 
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restrictions. Ultimately, a trademark owner should evaluate both the strength of its case and its 
desired outcome in choosing between the UDRP and the URS, when that option exists. 
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5. Name an important factor for establishing bad faith under the “passive holding” doctrine  

a. Trademark has a strong reputation and is widely known 
b. Respondent has provided no evidence whatsoever of any actual or contemplated 

good faith use 
c. Respondent has taken active steps to conceal its true identity 
d. Respondent has actively provided, and failed to correct, false contact details 
e. Not possible to conceive of any plausible actual or contemplated active use of the 

domain name by the Respondent that would not be illegitimate 
 
Host: [Scott and Carl meet Steve at the podium].  A hundred people surveyed, top five answers 
on the board: 
 
[board reveals 5 blue boxes] 
 
Host:  Name an important factor for establishing bad faith under the “passive holding” doctrine. 
 
[Carl quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Carl:  There are a lot of bad people out there.  And I’m not talking about zombies.  Ever heard of 
the Governor? Or Negan?  Those are some bad hombres.  And everything they do is in bad faith.  
When you first meet them, they seem nice.  But then you find out that they are psychopaths that 
kill people for no reason. 
 
Host: Ok, so I take what you saying to mean that one way to establish bad faith is to show that 
the respondent has taken active steps to conceal its true identity.   
 
Carl: Sure, whatever. 
 
Host:  Sigh.  I really wish I had listened to my parents and studied harder so that I wasn’t forced 
to do this for a living.  Show me “Respondent has taken active steps to conceal its true identity.” 
 
[board reveals “Respondent has taken active steps to conceal its true identity” in the third slot] 
 
Host:  Nice job, Carl, but you didn’t clinch the top spot.  Scott, do you have an answer? 
 
Scott:  [Scott looking back down at his phone]  Sorry, what?  I thought this was over already.   
 
Host:  Ugh, nevermind.  Scott, go back to your twitter page.  Carl, play or pass? 
 
Carl:  We’ll play, Steve. 
 
[Carl and Scott return to their families] 
 
Host:  [approaches Michonne]. Ok, Michonne, name an important factor for establishing bad 
faith under the “passive holding” doctrine. 
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Michonne: If the trademark owner has a strong mark, a strong reputation and is widely known.  
Take Daryl for instance.  He’s one of the most popular characters on our show.  The ladies love 
him.  So if someone was holding onto a domain name using Daryl’s famous name, he would be 
able to establish bad faith. 
 
Host: Daryl is pretty dreamy.  Show me “Trademark has a strong reputation and is widely 
known.” 
 
[board reveals “Trademark has a strong reputation and is widely known” in the first slot] 
 
Host:  That’s right! 35 points. [approaches Daryl].  Daryl, same question.  Name an important 
factor for establishing bad faith under the “passive holding” doctrine. 
 
Daryl (gruff serious voice):  Who cares about any of this?  I’m out there trying to survive zombie 
attacks.  You almost just got eaten a moment ago.  Shouldn’t we be focused on finding a cure 
instead of talking about domain name disputes? 
 
Host:  This is a game show Daryl.  Can you just give us an answer so we can get out of here and 
go back to our normal lives? 
 
Daryl:  You don’t mess with the Daryl.  You know what I would do if someone was holding onto 
a domain name? I would kill them with my crossbow. 
 
Host: Ok, that’s it.  You guys are insane.  I can’t believe I’m saying this, but I prefer dealing with 
the Kardashians. 
 
[strike] 

Host: [approaches Rick].  Rick, can you please give me an example of an important factor for 
establishing bad faith under the “passive holding” doctrine. 
 
Rick: If someone tells you a lie, actively lies to you or provides false details about themselves.  
Like, if someone lies to me about how many people they’ve killed.  That’s clear cut bad faith and 
gives me every reason to kill that person right then and there.  
 
Host: You have some serious problems, Rick.  You should seek help.  Show me “Respondent has 
actively provided, and failed to correct, false contact details.” 
 
[board reveals “Respondent has actively provided, and failed to correct, false contact details” in 
the fourth slot] 
 
Host:  But . . . that’s correct! 25 points! [approaches Carl] Carl, I’m going to need another 
answer from you.  Tell me an important factor for establishing bad faith under the “passive 
holding” doctrine. 
 
Carl:  How about shooting a guy’s eye out?  That is pretty bad faith to me. 
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Host:  Show me “shooting a guy’s eye out.” 
 
[second strike] 
 
Host:  Sorry, Carl.  No good.  [approaches Michonne].  Michonne, two strikes on the board.  Can 
you come up with an important factor for establishing bad faith under the “passive holding” 
doctrine? 
 
[Kardashians are all making the “X” sign] 
 
Michonne:  How about “Respondent has provided no evidence whatsoever of any actual or 
contemplated good faith use”? 
 
Host:  Show me “Respondent has provided no evidence whatsoever of any actual or 
contemplated good faith use.” 
 
[board reveals “Respondent has provided no evidence whatsoever of any actual or contemplated 
good faith use” in the second slot] 
 
Host:  Great job, Michonne.  [approaches Daryl].  Daryl, can you come up with the last answer?   
 
Daryl: I cannot think of a single thing that someone could do with a domain name of me that 
would not be illegitimate. 
 
Host:  Show me “Not possible to conceive of any plausible actual or contemplated active use of 
the domain name by the Respondent that would not be illegitimate.” 
 
[board reveals “Not possible to conceive of any plausible actual or contemplated active use of 
the domain name by the Respondent that would not be illegitimate”] 
 
Host:  Wow, Daryl.  I really didn’t think you would get that, but way to go!  Walking Dead, you 
have just won the fifth round. 
 

Host:  And now for a commercial break! 
 
Doug: Passive holding describes the situation that arises when a cybersquatter has registered a 
domain name that is identical or confusingly similar to a complainant’s trademark but does not 
appear to actively be using the domain name. An early UDRP case established the “passive 
holding doctrine” that our contestants have described, to allow a trademark owner to demonstrate 
bad faith in such a situation. This doctrine allows a trademark owner to prevail in a UDRP 
complaint without having to wait for a cybersquatter to use a domain name in a manner that 
causes actual damage or confusion. The doctrine doesn’t require the presence of all of these 
elements; instead, UDRP panels typically evaluate the presence and relevance of those factors 
that do exist. 
  



17 
 

 

6. What is a common complication in a UDRP proceeding? 
a. Language of the proceeding 
b. Cyberflight 
c. Supplemental filings 
d. Implementation of decision 
e. Privacy or proxy service 
f. Settlement discussions 

 
Host: Ok, let’s move on to the next question.  [Kris and Rick meet Steve at the podium].  A 
hundred people surveyed, top six answers on the board:   
 
[board reveals 6 blue boxes] 
 
Host:  “What is a common complication in a UDRP proceeding”? 
 
[Kris quickly hits the buzzer] 
 
Host:  Kris?  
 
Kris:  You know, in all my legal troubles with domain names, I recall that settlement discussions 
can complicate UDRP proceedings.   
 
Host:  Show me “settlement discussions.” 
 
[board reveals “settlement discussions” in the sixth slot] 
 
Host:  Good answer, Kris, but Rick can steal it if he has a better one.  Rick? 
 
Rick:  I’m not so sure about these UDRP whatchamacallit’s but it seems to me that just the 
language itself is complicated.   
 
Host:  So, I think you are saying the “language of the proceeding” is a complication? 
 
Rick:  Yeah, I guess so. 
 
Host:  Show me “language of the proceeding.”   
 
[board reveals “language of the proceeding” in the top slot] 
 
Host:  Way to go, Rick.  You want to play or pass? 
 
Rick:  I guess we’ll play. 
 
[Rick and Kris return to their families] 
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Host:  Carl, give me a common complication in a UDRP proceeding. 
Carl:  You know what is complicated, having a girlfriend who writes JSS on everything.  What 
does that even mean?  Seriously?   
 
Host:  Good grief, show me “JSS.” 
 
[strike] 
 
Host:  [approaches Michonne]  Michonne,  give me a common complication in a UDRP 
proceeding. 
 
Michonne:  You know, I’m really getting sick of you asking all the questions around here.  You 
are rude to my people, and I am seriously thinking that you may be one of the Saviors sent here 
to spy on us.  I’m not answering any more of your questions. 
 
Host:  [sigh]  Show me “no answer.” 
 
[second strike] 
 
[Kardashians are all making the “X” sign] 
 
Host:  [approaches Daryl]  Daryl, how about you?  Can you give me a common complication in a 
UDRP proceeding? 
 
Daryl:  Forget this, if Michonne is done, then I’m out too. 
 
Host:  [sigh]  Show me “no answer.” 
 
[third strike] 
 
Host:  [approaches Kardashians].  Kardashians, the Walking Dead have either quit playing or just 
cannot get it together.  Can you come up with a common complication in a UDRP proceeding? 
 
[Kardashians all huddle together, and then return to their spots] 
 
Kris:  I think we have it, Steve.  How about cyberflight? 
 
Host:  Show me “cyberflight”?   
 
[board reveals “cyberflight” in the second slot] 
 
Host:  Congratulations, Kardashians, on the steal!  Show the remaining answers please. 
 
[board reveals “Privacy or proxy service” in the fifth slot] 
 
Entire Cast:  “Privacy or proxy service” 
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[board reveals “Implementation of decision” in the fourth slot] 
 
Entire Cast:  “Implementation of decision” 
 
[board reveals “Supplemental filings” in the third slot] 
 
Entire Cast:  “Supplemental filings” 
 
Host:  And now for a commercial break! 
 
Doug: While UDRP proceedings are supposed to be straightforward – a comlplaint followed by a 
response, after which the case file is submitted to a panel for decision – many cases can get 
complicated. For example, the default language in a UDRP proceeding is the language of the 
domain name registration agreement, but oftentimes panels will accept filings in other languages, 
especially if the record shows that a party is proficient in another language. And supplemental 
filings, as the name suggests, are additional documents that a complainant and/or respondent 
may file, though they are not necessarily always considered by the panel. Privacy or proxy 
services come into play when a domain name registrant has masked its identity in the Whois 
registration database, which is sometimes lifted during the course of the proceeding and may 
require the filing of an amendment. And occasionally, a panel may issue an order requesting 
additional information or arguments from a party. 
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7. Name a country code top-level domain and its corresponding dispute policy  
a. .tv: UDRP 
b. .us: usDRP 
c. .uk: Nominet UK Domain Dispute Resolution Service (DRS) 
d. .ca: CIRA Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy 
e. .ru: None 

 
Host: It’s finally time for the last question! [All of the Walking Dead characters walk off the 
stage; Shane is still lying on the floor]  It seems that the Walking Dead have now officially quit 
the game.  Kardashians, are you ready? The question to Kim is: “Name a country code top-level 
domain and its corresponding dispute policy.” 
 
Khloe: That’s two questions in one – not fair! 
 
Host: Fine, if it helps to end this nightmare faster, I’ll tell you the top-level domain and you tell 
me the corresponding dispute policy, ok? [Under his breath] Who cares about the rules 
anyway… Let’s start with an easy one - .tv  
 
Kim: Don’t we own that one, mom?  
 
Host: The .tv top-level domain is a COUNTRY CODE. It stands for Tuvalu, not television. And 
the corresponding dispute policy is the UDRP. No points for your team. 
 
[board reveals “.tv:UDRP” in the top slot] 
 
Kim:  I still think we should own it.  
 
Host: Moving on…the next top-level domain is .uk. Scott, what’s the correct dispute policy? 
 
Scott:  Lord Disick is here!  The United Kingdom, my adopted home, uses the Nominet UK 
Domain Dispute Resolution Service for .uk domain names. British royalty needs to know these 
things, after all. 
 
Rob: You bought your title on the Internet. 
 
Host: Show me “.uk: Nominet UK Domain Dispute Resolution Service” 
 
[board reveals “.uk: Nominet UK Domain Dispute Resolution Service (DRS)”] 
 
Host:  That answer is correct and is worth 25 points!  [approaches Khloe]  Khloe, you’re up next. 
What’s the dispute policy for .ru domains? 
 
Khloe: Am I what? 
 
Host: No, not “are you” - .ru – the top-level domain for Russia. 
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Khloe: Oh. The Russians have Internet? I thought Putin turned it off so they’d stop complaining 
about him. 
 
Host: Um…  Yes, there’s Internet in Russia. But I’ll count your answer as “none”.  Show me 
“.ru: None” 
 
[board reveals “.ru: None” in the fifth slot] 
 
Host:  Hah!  Since Russia doesn’t have a dispute policy for .ru domains, it looks like you got that 
one right on a technicality. You get 14 points for your team! [approaches Kris]  Kris, it’s your 
turn. What is the dispute policy for .ca domains? 
 
Kris: California? Hold on one second...let me call Caitlyn. She’ll know the answer. 
 
Host: [Heavy sigh] I’m asking about Canada, not California. The .ca domain is for Canada. 
 
Kris: Oh. Let me call Justin Trudeau then! 
 
Host: You can’t “phone a friend,” Kris. This isn’t Who Wants to be a Millionaire. 
 
Kim: I make millions every time I release another book of selfies [snaps a selfie] I don’t need to 
go on game shows. 
 
Host: And on that note…the correct answer for .ca domains is the CIRA Domain Name Dispute 
Resolution Policy.  
 
[board reveals “.ca: CIRA Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy”] 
 
Host:  I’m completely sick of this game.  Please show me the corresponding dispute policy for 
the U.S. 
 
[board reveals “.us: usDRP”] 
 
Host:  That’s it.  We have a dead body on the stage, the other team walked off, and you people 
are absolutely THE. WORST. EVER. You don’t win the game out of principle.  Go home. I hope 
to never see you again. 
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