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In the wonderful new era of the internet, the necessity for some order in the new frontiers of online business gave birth to Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the "UDRP") adopted by the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN). The CANADIAN INTERNET REGISTRATION AUTHORITY (CIRA) is a Canadian equivalent that applys its own version of UDRP. 

The parties to this case are first the Complainant is the Government of Canada and its many Departments and agencies. The Registrant is David Bedford, a resident of Burnaby, British Columbia, Canada. 


The Registrant registered numerous domain names, within the time frame of January 7, 1999 to May 1, 2000, in both the .com and .org top level domains. These domain names had incorporated into them or had similar trade-marks or service-marks or names that the Complainant asserts a right to. With the domain names purchased, the Registrant then posted them on his principal site called domainbaron.com offering them and other domain names for sale as well as displaying banner advertisements. The Complainant informed the Registrant by a letter ( dated November 19, 1999) that it was not pleased and objected to the Registrants practice of buying domain names that have include marks or names in which the Complainant has rights to.

This eventually lead to the proceeding known as Government of Canada v. David Bedford a.k.a. DomainBaron.com ( para 11(e)) which was decided by a Panel using the UDRP policy, in which the Complainant retrieved from the Registrant 31 domain names.

After the issuance of the decision from the case, the Registrant proceeded then to register five new domain names between November 9, 2000 and May 29, 2002 (para 11(f)). 

The Registrant had many uses for the domain names such as redirecting sites, offering them for sale etc.. (para 11 (g))
What I have to do
State the facts in brief

Say who the parties are

Give a history of cira, the policy and its rules

Give the verdict they came to 

Show their reasoning behind the verdicts

Compare with the wipo case

Whats the impact (good luck with that one)

What is the status with the websites now: governmentofcanada.ca>; gouvernementducanada.ca = fixed
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The Panel decided the case on 3 points as set out by paragraph 3.2 of CIRA’s Policy:

C. The Complainant’s Marks
Were the domain names registered by the Registrant (Bedford) ‘Confusingly similar to names or ‘Marks’ of the Complaintant?

Issue: where the Domain Names “confusingly similar” such that the complainant gets the domain?
The Domain

Names are confusingly similar to the Complainant’s corresponding marks. (Para 12)
Policy paragraph 4.1 sets forth the onus regarding the three required elements. The

onus is on a complainant to prove, on a balance of probabilities, that: (a) the registrant's dot-ca

domain name is “Confusingly Similar” to a “Mark” in which the complainant had “Rights” prior to

the date of registration of the domain name and continues to have such “Rights” (para 20)
Did the Registrant have a legitimate interest in the domain names?

The Registrant has no legitimate interest in the Domain Names because: (i) the

Domain Names are confusingly similar to the Complainant’s marks; (ii) the

Registrant offered the Domain Names for sale; (iii) the Registrant used the

Domain Names to redirect Internet users to other websites that have no

connection to the Domain Names; (iv) the Registrant does not have the

Complainant’s permission to use the Complainant’s marks nor any relationship

with the Complainant; (v) the Complainant has not used the Domain Names in

good faith in association with wares, services or businesses in respect of which

the Domain Names were descriptive or generic names; (vi) the Registrant has

not used the Domain Names in good faith in connection with a non-commercial

activity; (vii) the Domain Names do not constitute the Registrant’s legal or other

names; and (viii) the Domain Names do not constitute geographic names or the

location of the Registrant’s non-commercial activity or business.

Policy paragraph 4.1 sets forth the onus regarding the three required elements. The

onus is on a complainant to prove, on a balance of probabilities, that (b) the

registrant has registered the domain name in bad faith as described in Policy paragraph 3.7. (para 20)
Did the Registrant obtain the domain names in “Bad Faith”?
The Registrant registered and is using the Domain Names in bad faith because

the Registrant registered the Domain Names to prevent the Complainant from

registering its marks as domain names, and has engaged in a pattern of doing

so. 
Policy paragraph 4.1 sets forth the onus regarding the three required elements. The

onus is on a complainant to prove, on a balance of probabilities, that (c) the registrant has no legitimate interest in

the domain name as described in Policy paragraph 3.6. Policy paragraph 4.1 further provides

that even if a complainant proves (a) and (b) and provides some evidence of (c), the registrant

will succeed in the proceeding if the registrant proves, on a balance of probabilities, that the

registrant has a legitimate interest in the domain name as described in Policy paragraph 3.6. (para 20)

