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Disputes: Insights from a
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Squabbles
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Description of Domain Name Disputes: Examples of UDRP
(Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy) Decisions
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Description of Domain Name Disputes: Examples of UDRP
(Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy) Decisions
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of being registered and used can submit their contentions for transferred, or [T IR
in bad faith analysis by a panel. domain ownerf
Netflix Wins KPop Demon Hunters Domain | parking dooms owner of F5.net in UDRP
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UDRP: the improper and unjustified transfer of the domain
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Diverging Opinions About the UDRP

Supporters Critics
CHEAP, AND OUT OF CONTROL: Reforming UDRP Arbitration: The
LESSONS FROM THE ICANN DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS Sui i estions to Eliminate Potential
_ by
Elizabeth G. Thornburg® Soohye Cho, University of Virginia

The Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution
THE UDRP - Process and the Appearance of P

Panelists Impaled on the Horns of a Dilemma
FUNDAMENTALLUT FAR FROM PERFECT

M. Scott DONAHEY ¥

THE UDRP—A MODEL FOR DISPUTE RESOLUTION
-COMMERCE?

An Independent Assessment of the Uniform Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy of the Internet Corporation for

5 Edward C. Anderson, Es:{ & Timothy S. Cole, Esq. Assigned Names and Numbers Gr Georgia
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The UDRP 25 Years Later: Same Old Contested Rules
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Domain disputes and arbitration under the UDRP: Legal
issues and new (old) challenges
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An analysis of the UDRP experience - Is it
time for reform?
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ICANN's Latest Attempt To “Fix” the UDRP
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ICANN's Latest Attempt To “Fix” the UDRP
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In conclusion, we reject the

report in its entirety. It is
irrevocably flawed and should be
withdrawn.
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Our Work: Empirical Assessment of the Contentious Issues
Preventing a Productive UDRP Reform
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Our Work: Empirical Assessment of the Contentious Issues
Preventing a Productive UDRP Reform

aL

Fairness Efficiency

1. How soon do registrars transfer

1. Do complainants engage in forum
successfully contested domains?

shopping?

2. Are decisions made without conflicts
of interest?

Georgia
/ GI' Tech.



Our Work: Empirical Assessment of the Contentious Issues
Preventing a Productive UDRP Reform
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Large-Scale Evaluation of the Most Controversial Issue In
UDRP History: Forum Shopping
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Large-Scale Evaluation of the Most Controversial Issue In
UDRP History: Forum Shopping
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Large-Scale Evaluation of the Most Controversial Issue In
UDRP History: Forum Shopping
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The Frequent Participation of Law Firms in UDRP Disputes
Makes Them lIdeal For Studying Forum Shopping
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more than 1,000
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Georgia
Gl" Tech.



Large-Scale Evaluation of the Most Controversial Issue In
UDRP History: Forum Shopping
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Selection Profile of Various Law Firms and Criteria Used to
Identify Forum Shopping
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Large-Scale Evaluation of the Most Controversial Issue In
UDRP History: Forum Shopping
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Our Work: Empirical Assessment of the Contentious Issues
Preventing a Productive UDRP Reform
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Actions to Be Taken By Registrars after a Dispute
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Actions to Be Taken By Registrars after a Dispute
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Estimation of the Transfer Date of Disputed Domains

Domain: example.com  Domain: example.com | Domain: example.com
Nameservers: = p--=-=-=—=—=—=-=-=------ >; Nameservers: :— ————————————————— » Nameservers:
ns1.bad.example ' ns1.bad.example ns1.good.example
ns2.bad.example | ns2.bad.example : ns2.good.example
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Estimation of the Transfer Date of Disputed Domains

Domain: example.com
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We analyzed historical zone files to identify when domain names were transferred.
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Time Taken By Registrars to Implement Transfer Decisions

Proportion of domains transferred
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Insights

>50% domain names
awarded to complainants

are not transferred after a
month.

Registrars took up to four
months to transfer domain
names that were malicious
(up to 22 VirusTotal
detections)
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What Policy Changes Can Improve Transfer Speed?

CHEAP, AND OUT OF CONTROL:
LESSONS THE ICANN DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS

by
Elizabeth G. Thornburg*

Reforming UDRP Arbitration: The

Sui i estions to Eliminate Potential

Soohye Cho, University of Virginia
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Shaping Policy: When Practical Experience Meets Empirical
Evidence

(1) The World Intellectual Property
Organization (WIPO) and the Internet
2025 Qommerce Associat.ion (ICA) published a
list of recommendations made by domain
April May June || experts based on their experience with
Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su Mo Tu We Th Fr — Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa UDRP They recommended educating
(2) We submitted our paper to P ,ﬂm et registrars to improve the transfer
NDSS. Many of the issues we e e e e e e process. A call for comments was
identified were also discussed in 27 28 29 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 | |29 30 opened.
the WIPO-ICA report. July August September
Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6
6 7 8 910 11 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 7 8 910 11 12 13

13 14 15 16 17 18 19 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
20 21 22 23 24 25 26 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 22 23 24 25 26 27

27 28 29 30 31 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 28 29 30
31
October November December
Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa Su Mo Tu We Th Fr Sa
1 2 3 4 1 1 2 3 4 5 &6
5 6 7 8 910 11 2 3 4 5 6o 7 8 7 8 910 11 12 13
12 13 14 15 16 17 18 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
19 20 21 22 23 24 25 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
26 27 28 29 30 31 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 28 29 30 31
30
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Possible Causes for Domain Transfer Delays
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Insights

Most registrars (especially
large ones) often transfer

domain names within a
month.

Some registrars take twice
as long, although they are
involved in many disputes.
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Thank you!

Repairing Trust in Domain Name Disputes:
Insights from a Quarter-Century’s Worth of Squabbles

Vinny Adjibi (vinny.adjibi@gatech.edu)

Artifacts

[...] The people who know [...] and have
sound evidence to prove it need to be
speaking to the people who think that

that is a canon of their faith.

-- John Perry Barlow, Co-Founder of
the Electronic Frontier Foundation
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