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Jusline 2 - OGH 27.4.1999, 4 Ob 105/99s 
 
Sachverhalt:Die Klägerin bietet seit 1995 unter dem Namen "jusline" und der Domain 
"www.jusline.co.at/jusline" Rechtsinformations-Dienste an. Seit 1997 handelt es sich hierbei 
auch um den Firmennamen. Mit 1995 wurde auch eine Wortmarke hierfür eingetragen, wel-
che in anderen Ländern ebenfalls besteht (da auch in anderen Staaten nationale Angebote er-
folgen; verschieden ca. ab 1996). Die Klägerin beansprucht für diesen Namen überragende 
Verkehrsgeltung. Der Beklagte (u.A. ein ISP) reservierte 1996 (während der Klägerin gerade 
eine große Werbekampagne durchführte) den Namen "jusline.com", betrieb darunter jedoch 
keine Website und traf auch keine Vorbereitungen hierzu. Im Jahre 1997 wurde auf Anfrage 
hin die Übertragung der Domain gegen ATS 300.000,- bzw. die Nutzung gegen ATS 5.000,-
/Monat hin angeboten. Der Beklagte behauptete zum Zeitpunkt der Registrierung keine 
Kenntnis vom Angebot (bzw. dem Namen) der Klägerin gehabt zu haben und es bestehe auch 
keine überragende Verkehrsgeltung. 
 
Begründung:  

1. Schutz des Namens nach § 43 ABGB (Namensrecht) 
2. Missbrauch eines Unternehmenskennzeichens nach § 9 UWG 
3. Sittenwidrigkeit nach § 1 UWG (Behinderungswettbewerb) 

Klagebegehren: 
1. Unterlassung der Verwendung im geschäftlichen Verkehr 
2. Einwilligung in die Löschung der Domain 

Varianten: 
1. Beantragung einer einstweiligen Verfügung auf Nicht-Verwendung 
2. Beantragung einer einstweiligen Verfügung auf Löschung 
3. Beantragung einer einstweiligen Verfügung auf Übertragung 

 
whirlpools.at – Catch-all - OGH 12.7.2005, 4 Ob 131/05a 
 
Sachverhalt: Die Klägerin ist Inhaberin der Wortmarke "Amstark", die u.A. für Klasse 11 
(Whirlpools) registriert ist. Sie besitzt weiters folgende Domains: "armstark.at", "arm-
stark.com", "armstarkwhirlpools.at", "armstarkwhirlpools.com", "armstark-whirlpools.at" und 
"armstark-whirlpools.com". Auf diesen Webseiten werden Whirlpools angeboten. 
Die Beklagte ist Inhaberin des Domainnamens "whirlpools.at", worunter auch für Whirlpools 
geworben wird. Zusätzlich ist die Website mit einer "catch-all" Funktion ausgestattet, sodass 
alle beliebigen Third-Level-Domains, auch ohne explizite Konfiguration, auf diese Website 
geleitet werden. Dies beinhaltet insbesondere auch den Domainnamen 
"www.armstark.whirlpools.at" (genauso wie "www.billige.whirpools.at" oder 
"h34tz.whirlpools.at"). 
Die Beklagte führt insbesondere folgende Gründe zur Rechtfertigung an: 

1. Tatsächlich hat sich kein einziger potentieller Kunde über 
"www.armstark.whirlpools.at" auf ihre Website begeben 

2. Ein Hinweis auf der Startseite verhindert eine Verwechslungsgefahr 
3. Die "catch-all" Funktion wurde vom Provider ohne ihren Auftrag und ohne ihre In-

formation eingerichtet 
 
Klagebegehren: 
Einstweilige Verfügung auf Unterlassung der Verwendung der "catch-all" Funktion, gestützt 
auf § 10a MSchg (Markenschutz), §1 UWG (unlauterer Wettbewerb), § 9 UWG (Schutz von 
Unternehmenskennzeichen) und § 43 ABGB (Namensrecht) 
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(Juristisch: Unterlassung der Verwendung des Zeichens "armstark" im geschäftlichen Verkehr zu Wettbewerbs-
zwecken, insb. als Third-Level-Domain zu "whirlpools.at", um die eigene Website damit zu kennzeichnen). 

 
fpo.at I (EV) - OGH 13.9.2000, 4 Ob 166/00s 

 
Sachverhalt: Die Klägerin ist die politische Partei FPÖ, die im Internet unter der Domain 
fpoe.at auftritt. Zusätzlich existiert die Domain fpo.at (ohne „e“!), deren Inhaber ein Ameri-
kaner ist. Umlaut-Domains waren zum damaligen Zeitpunkt nicht möglich, sodass „fpö.at“ 
nicht registriert werden konnte. Unter fpo.at befindet sich nun eine Webseite, welche äußer-
lich mit der auf fpoe.at identisch ist. Allerdings befinden sich darauf Links zu rechtsradikalen 
Organisationen (mittlerweile entfernt). Beim Aufruf wird das Horst-Wessel-Lied abgespielt. 
Beklagter ist nicht der Amerikaner, sondern die Österreichische Domainvergabestelle, die 
Nic.at. Diese weigerte sich auf eine Anfrage der FPÖ hin, die Domain zu sperren und den 
Namen des Domaininhabers bekannt zu geben. 
 
Klagebegehren: 

• Einstweilige Verfügung auf Unterlassung der Vergabe von Domainnamen unterhalb 
von .at, .co.at, .or.at, .gv.at, .ac.at, welche das Namensrecht der Klägerin verletzen 

• Einstweilige Verfügung auf Beseitigung (=Aufhebung der Registrierung) von fpo.at 

 
fpo.at II (HV) - OGH 12.9.2001, 4 Ob 176/01p 

 
Sachverhalt: Siehe oben beim Verfahren über die einstweilige Verfügung! Zusätzlich befin-
det sich auf der Seite fpo.at nun ein Hinweis, dass es sich hierbei um eine Verfälschung der 
„offiziellen“ Homepage der FPÖ handelt (das Lied ist immer noch zu hören). 
Der Inhaber der Domain in den USA wurde/wird noch immer nicht in Anspruch genommen, 
obwohl seine Adresse bekannt ist. 
 
Klagebegehren: 

• Beseitigung (=Aufhebung der Registrierung) von fpo.at 
• Widerruf der Registrierung von fpo.at gemäß den AGBs der Nic.at 

 
Aus den AGBs der Nic.at zum fraglichen Zeitpunkt: 
Punkt 1.6.: Allgemeine Voraussetzungen und Bedingungen. 

 Sämtliche Registrierungen durch Nic.at erfolgen im guten Glauben auf 
die Rechtmäßigkeit des Anspruchs. Der Antragsteller erklärt, die ein-
schlägigen gesetzlichen Bestimmungen zu beachten und insbesondere nie-
manden in seinen Kennzeichenrechten und Wettbewerbsrechten (Namensrecht, 
Markenrecht, UWG etc) zu verletzen. Nic.at führt keine diesbezügliche 
Prüfung der beantragten Domains durch, behält sich aber gleichwohl das 
Recht vor, Anträge im Fall offensichtlicher Rechtsverletzung oder bei 
missbräuchlicher Inanspruchnahme der Dienstleistungen von Nic.at abzu-
lehnen. Der Antragsteller verpflichtet sich, Nic.at im Falle der Inan-
spruchnahme durch in ihren Rechten verletzte Dritte schad- und klaglos 
zu halten, wenn die Rechtsverletzung auf die vom Antragsteller beantrag-
te Domain-Delegation zurückzuführen ist. ..... 

Punkt 3.8.: Widerruf einer Registrierung. 
Die Registrierung kann unter folgenden Bedingungen von Nic.at widerrufen 
werden: Aufgrund wiederholter technischer Probleme mit dieser Domain 
trotz erfolgter Ermahnung des Inhabers (zB Nameserver sind nicht funkti-
onsfähig), Nichtbezahlung des Entgelts, mangelhafte Angaben zum Domain-
Inhaber (siehe 1.3.), einer rechtswirksamen gerichtlichen Entscheidung 
sowie auf Anweisung einer zuständigen Behörde. 
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WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center
 

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION

Telstra Corporation Limited v. Nuclear Marshmallows

Case No. D2000-0003

 

1. The Parties

1.1 The Complainant is Telstra Corporation Limited, a company incorporated in Australia, with its registered office in Melbourne,
Australia. The Respondent is Nuclear Marshmallows. Nuclear Marshmallows is an unregistered business name of an
unidentifiable business entity. The address of the Respondent as contained in the domain name registration is a post office box in
Gosford, NSW, Australia. The administrative and billing Contact provided for the domain name registered by the Respondent is a
Michael Jenkins.

 

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

2.1 The domain name that is the subject of this Complaint is <telstra.org>. The Registrar of this domain name is Network
Solutions, Inc of Herndon, Virginia, USA.

 

3. Procedural History

Issuance of Complaint

3.1
A Complaint made pursuant to the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy implemented by the Internet Corporation for
Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) on October 24, 1999 ("Uniform Policy"), and under the Rules for Uniform Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy implemented by ICANN on the same date ("Uniform Rules"), was submitted electronically to the World
Intellectual Property Organization Arbitration and Mediation Center ("WIPO Center") on January 4, 2000. A paper original of the
Complaint together with annexures and the required fees were forwarded by courier under cover of a letter of the same date, and
received by the WIPO Center on January 10, 2000. An Acknowledgment of Receipt was sent by the WIPO Center to the
Complainant, by facsimile and email dated January 10, 2000.

3.2
A copy of the Complaint was dispatched by courier to the Registrar on 5 January, 2000, and delivered to the Registrar on 7
January, 2000. By email to the WIPO Center on 7 January, 2000, the Registrar confirmed that it is the Registrar of the domain
name <telstra.org>; confirmed that the current registrant of that domain name is the Respondent, Nuclear Marshmallows;
informed that the administrative, technical, zone and billing Contact for the Respondent is Michael Jenkins; and provided a postal
and a email address, and a telephone and a facsimile number, for the Contact. The Registrar also supplied the terms of the
domain name service agreement between it and the Respondent. Amongst other things, that agreement provides that the
Respondent agrees to be bound by the domain name dispute policy incorporated therein. The policy incorporated into the
agreement is the Uniform Policy.

Notification to Respondent

3.3
Having verified that the Complaint satisfied the formal requirements of the Uniform Policy and the Uniform Rules, the WIPO
Center issued to the Respondent on January 12, 2000, a Notification of Complaint and Commencement of Administrative
Proceeding (including a copy of the filed Complaint), to both the postal and email addresses of the Respondent, and to the
facsimile of the Respondent’s Contact, as provided by the Registrar. Copies of this  Notification of Complaint were sent to the
Complainant, the Registrar and ICANN on the same date.

3.4
On January 14, 2000, an email was received by the WIPO Center from the email address of Nuclear Marshmallows’ Contact,
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saying in full "cannot read attachment". On that day, the WIPO Center replied to the Contact by email, attaching the Notification of
Complaint in four different formats in four separate transmissions, and inviting the Contact to specify any other format required. No
response to these emails was received. Moreover, no response to the postal dispatch es of the Notification of Complaint to the
Respondent was received. Furthermore, all attempts to transmit the Notification of Complaint to the Respondent by facsimile
failed. Having reviewed the communications records in the case file, the Administra tive Panel finds that the WIPO Center has
discharged its responsibility under Paragraph 2(a) of the Uniform Rules "to employ reasonably available means calculated to
achieve actual notice to Respondent".

3.5
Having received no response from the Respondent within the specified time in the No tification of Complaint, on February 3, 2000,
the WIPO Center issued to both parties a Notification of Respondent Default. On February 4, 2000, the WIPO Center issued to
both parties a Notification of Appointment of Administrative Panel and Projected Decision Date. This Notification informed the
parties that the Administrative Panel would be comprised of a single Panelist, Dr Andrew Christie.

 

4. Factual Background

4.1
The Complaint asserted, and provided evidence in support of, and the Administrative  Panel finds established, the following facts.

Complainant’s Activities

4.2
The Complainant is the largest company listed on the Australian stock exchange, hav ing a market capitalisation of approximately
$A62 billion. It is the largest provider of telecommunications and information serv ices in Australia, with financial year 1998-99
revenue exceeding $A16 billion. The Complaint’s main activities, each of which is c arried out under or by reference to the
<TELSTRA> mark, are the provision of a fixed telephony network to residences and businesses across Australia; the provision of
local, long distance domestic and international telephone call services to over 7 m illion residential and business customers in
Australia; the provision of 78,000 public payphones in Australia; the operation of mobile telecommunications services to 3.4
million customers; the provision of a range of data, Internet and on-line services (including the largest Internet Service Provider in
Australia); the provision of wholesale services to other telecommunications carrier s and service providers; the provision of
directory information and connection services to over 520 million calls per annum; the publication and distribution of white pages
and yellow pages directories in hard-copy, CD-ROM and on-line formats; and the operation of over 80 retail outlets throughout
Australia.

Complainant’s Trading Name and Trademarks

4.3
The predecessor in title to the Complainant’s business can be traced back to 1901. In April 1993 the Complainant changed its
legal name to Telstra Corporation Limited. It has traded under the name <Telstra> outside Australia since that date, and within
Australia since July 1995. The Complainant is the proprietor of more than 50 registrations in Australia of trademarks consisting of
or containing the word <TELSTRA> (details of which are contained in Annexure 3 to the Complaint), including a number of
registrations in class 38 in respect of telecommunications services. The various tr ademark registrations and applications cover an
extensive range of goods and services, and span 17 of the 42 trademark classes. As well, the Complainant has registered, or
applied for registration of, a range of trademarks consisting of or containing the word <TELSTRA>, in a large number of countries,
such as Brunei, Cambodia, France, Germany, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Ireland, Japan, Kazakstan, Kiribati, Korea, Laos, Malaysia,
Mauritius, New Zealand, Papua New Guinea, People’s Republic of China, South Africa, Russian Federation, Saudi Arabia,
Singapore, Taiwan, The Philipines, Tonga, United Kingdom, United States of America,  Vanuatu, Vietnam and Western Samoa. In
addition, the Complainant has obtained a registered Community Trade Mark for a trademark including the word <TELSTRA>.
Details of the trademark registrations in countries outside Australia are set out i n Annexure 4 to the Complaint.

Complainant’s Domain Names and Web Sites

4.4 The Complainant is the registrant of the following domain names containing the word <TELSTRA>:

telstra.com
telstra.net
telstra.com.au
telstra-inc.com
telstrainc.com

4.5
The Complainant operates its principal web site at <telstra.com>. The site includes  electronic customer services for its fixed-line
and mobile-phone customers, news and entertainment services, and White Pages and Yellow Pages directories.

Respondent’s Identity and Activities

4.6
The Respondent is the registrant of the domain name <telstra.org>, the Registrar of  which is Network Solutions, Inc. This domain
name does not resolve to a web site or other on-line presence.

4.7
The postal address of the Respondent and its Contact, as contained in the Registrar ’s registry, is a post office box in a town in the
State of New South Wales, Australia. The registers of company names and business names in Australia do not disclose a



WIPO Domain Name Decision: D2000-0003

3 of 6 08.10.2007 14:05

registration of a company name or business name for the Respondent’s name, Nuclear Marshmallows. Accordingly, it is not
possible to identify the legal entity conducting business in Australia under the Respondent’s name.

4.8
Prior to the issuing of the Complaint, the Complainant made substantial efforts to identify and contact the Respondent, using the
details then current on the Registrar’s registry. During the course of these attempts, some of the contact details of the Respondent
changed. The Complaint then renewed its efforts to contact the Respondent, using the changed contact details. These combined
efforts disclosed that the street and post box addresses of the Respondent were for  persons unassociated with the Respondent,
and that the telephone number was for a person unassociated with the Respondent.

 

5. Relevant Provisions of the Uniform Policy

5.1
Paragraph 4(a) of the Uniform Policy sets out the three elements which must be present for a proceeding to be brought against
the Respondent, and which the Complainant must prove to obtain a remedy. It provides as follows:

a. Applicable Disputes.
You [the Respondent] are required to submit to a mandatory administrative proceeding in the event that a third party (a 
"complainant") asserts to the applicable Provider, in compliance with the Rules of Procedure, that

(i) your domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the complainant has rights; and

(ii) you have no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name; and

(iii) your domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

In the administrative proceeding, the complainant must prove that each of these thr ee elements are present.

5.2
Paragraph 4(b) of the Uniform Policy identifies, in particular but without limitation, four circumstances which, if found by the
Administrative Panel to be present, shall be evidence of the registration and use o f a domain name in bad faith. The precise
wording of this paragraph is as follows:

b. Evidence of Registration and Use in Bad Faith. For the purposes of Paragraph 4(a)(iii), the following circumstances, in 
particular but without limitation, if found by the Panel to be present, shall be ev idence of the registration and use of a domain 
name in bad faith:

(i) circumstances indicating that you have registered or you have acquired the domain name primarily for the purpose of selling, 
renting, or otherwise transferring the domain name registration to the complainant who is the owner of the trademark or service 
mark or to a competitor of that complainant, for valuable consideration in excess o f your documented out-of-pocket costs directly 
related to the domain name; or

(ii) you have registered the domain name in order to prevent the owner of the trademark or service mark from reflecting the mark 
in a corresponding domain name, provided that you have engaged in a pattern of such  conduct; or

(iii) you have registered the domain name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the business of a competitor; or

(iv) by using the domain name, you have intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, Internet users to your web site or 
other on-line location, by creating a likelihood of confusion with the complainant's mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, 
or endorsement of your web site or location or of a product or service on your web site or location.

5.3 It is worthy of note that each
of the four circumstances in paragraph 4(b), if found, is an instance of "registrat ion and use of a domain name in bad faith",
notwithstanding the fact that circumstances (i), (ii), and (iii) are concerned with  the primary intention or purpose of the registration
of the domain name, whilst circumstance (iv) is concerned with an act of use of the domain name. The significance of this point is
discussed in paragraph 7.10 below.

5.4
Paragraph 4(c) of the Uniform Policy sets out circumstances, in particular but without limitation, which, if found by the
Administrative Panel to be proved, demonstrate the Respondent’s rights or legitimate interests to the domain name for the
purposes of paragraph 4(a)(ii). The provisions of this paragraph are as follows:

c. How to Demonstrate Your Rights to and Legitimate Interests in the Domain Name in Responding to a Complaint. When 
you receive a complaint, you should refer to Paragraph 5 of the Rules of Procedure in determining how your response should be 
prepared. Any of the following circumstances, in particular but without limitation, if found by the Panel to be proved based on its 
evaluation of all evidence presented, shall demonstrate your rights or legitimate i nterests to the domain name for purposes of 
Paragraph 4(a)(ii):

(i) before any notice to you of the dispute, your use of, or demonstrable preparations to use, the domain name or a name 
corresponding to the domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services; or

(ii) you (as an individual, business, or other organization) have been commonly known by the domain name, even if you have 
acquired no trademark or service mark rights; or
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(iii) you are making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the domain name, without intent for commercial gain to misleadingly 
divert consumers or to tarnish the trademark or service mark at issue.

 

6. Parties’ Contentions

The Complaint

6.1
The Complainant contends that each of the three elements specified in paragraph 4(a ) of the Uniform Policy are applicable to this
dispute. In relation to element (i), the Complaint contends that the relevant part of the domain name in issue is <telstra>, and that
this is clearly identical with or confusingly similar to the various trademarks for  the word <TELSTRA> which are registered and
owned by the Complainant.

6.2
In relation to element (ii), the Complaint contends that the word <TELSTRA> is an invented word, and as such is not one traders
would legitimately choose unless seeking to create an impression of an association with the Complainant. The Complaint further
contends that it has not licensed or otherwise permitted the Respondent to use any of its trademarks, nor has it licensed or
otherwise permitted the Respondent to apply for or use any domain name incorporating any of those marks. Accordingly, the
Complainant contends that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name in issue.

6.3
In relation to element (iii), the Complainant contends that evidence of bad faith registration and use is established by the following
circumstances. First, the Respondent is in breach of the relevant Australian busine ss names registration legislation, by virtue of its
failure to register its trading name, Nuclear Marshmallows, as a business name. Secondly, the Respondent has provided false
address information for the purposes of its domain name registration, in breach of the Respondent’s warranty under paragraph
2(a) of the Uniform Policy. Thirdly, the trademark <TELSTRA> is one of the best known trademarks in Australia, and it is
inconceivable that the person or persons behind the Respondent would not be aware o f this fact. Fourthly, by virtue of the wide
spread use and reputation of the trademark <TELSTRA>, members of the public in Australia would believe that the entity owning
the domain name <telstra.org> was the Complainant or in some way associated with the Complainant. Fifthly, any realistic use of
the domain name must misrepresent an association with the Complainant and its goodwill, resulting in passing off, breaches of
Australian consumer protection legislation, and trademark infringements.

The Response

6.4 The Respondent did not file a Response to the Complaint.

 

7. Findings and Conclusions

Identical or Confusingly Similar Domain Name

7.1
The domain name in issue is <telstra.org>. The relevant part of this domain name is  <telstra>. The Administrative Panel finds that
this part of the domain name is identical to the numerous trademark registrations o f the word <TELSTRA> held by the
Complainant. In addition, the Administrative Panel finds that the whole of the domain name is confusingly similar to those
trademark registrations.

Respondent’s Rights or Legitimate Interests in the Domain Name

7.2
The Respondent has not provided evidence of circumstances of the type specified in paragraph 4(c) of the Uniform Policy, or of
any other circumstances giving rise to a right to or legitimate interest in the domain name. In light of (i) the fact that the
Complainant has not licensed or otherwise permitted the Respondent to use any of its trademarks or to apply for or use any
domain name incorporating any of those marks, and (ii) the fact that the word <TELSTRA> appears to be an invented word, and
as such is not one traders would legitimately choose unless seeking to create an impression of an association with the
Complainant, the Administrative Panel finds that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the domain name.

Domain Name Registered and Used in Bad Faith

7.3
It is less clear cut whether the Complainant has proved the third element in paragraph 4(a) of the Uniform Policy, namely that the
domain name "has been registered and is being used in bad faith" by Respondent. The Administrative Panel notes two things
about this provision. First, the provision contains the conjunction "and" rather th an "or". Secondly, the provision refers to both the
past tense ("has been registered") and the present tense ("is being used").

7.4
The significance of the use of the conjunction "and" is that paragraph 4(a)(iii) requires the Complainant to prove use in bad faith
as well as registration in bad faith. That is to say, bad faith registration alone is an insufficient ground for obtaining a remedy under
the Uniform Policy. This point is acknowledged in the Administrative Panel Decision in the WIPO Center Case No. D99-0001, the
first case decided under the Uniform Policy. In paragraph 6 of that Decision, the Administrative Panel refers to the legislative
history of the Uniform Policy, and in particular to the Second Staff Report on Implementation Documents for the Uniform Dispute
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Resolution Policy submitted to the ICANN Board at its meeting on October 24, 1999. That Report, at paragraph 4.5, contains the
following relevant statement and recommendation:

Several comments (submitted by INTA and various trademark owners) advocated various expansions to the scope of the 
definition of abusive registration. For example:

a. These comments suggested that the definition should be expanded to include cases  of either registration or use in bad faith, 
rather than both registration and use in bad faith. These comments point out that cybersquatters often register names in bulk, but 
do not use them, yet without use the streamlined dispute-resolution procedure is not available. While that argument appears to 
have merit on initial impression, it would involve a change in the policy adopted by the Board. The WIPO report, the DNSO 
recommendation, and the registrars-group recommendation all required both registrat ion and use in bad faith before the 
streamlined procedure would be invoked. Staff recommends that this requirement not be changed without study and 
recommendation by the DNSO.

7.5
From the fact that the ICANN Board accepted the approach recommended in the Second Staff Report, and thus adopted the
Uniform Policy in the form originally proposed, it is clear that ICANN intended that bad faith registration alone not give rise to a
remedy under the Uniform Policy. For a remedy to be available, the Complainant must prove both that the domain was registered
in bad faith and that it is being used in bad faith.

7.6
This interpretation is confirmed, and clarified, by the use of both the past and present tenses in paragraph 4 (a)(iii) of the Uniform
Policy. The use of both tenses draws attention to the fact that, in determining whether there is bad faith on the part of the
Respondent, consideration must be given to the circumstances applying both at the t ime of registration and thereafter. So
understood, it can be seen that the requirement in paragraph 4(a)(iii) that the domain name "has been registered and is being
used in bad faith" will be satisfied only if the Complainant proves that the regist ration was undertaken in bad faith and that the 
circumstances of the case are such that Respondent is continuing to act in bad fait h.

7.7
Has the Complainant proved that the domain name "has been registered in bad faith" by the Respondent? In light of the facts
established in paragraphs 4.6 to 4.8, the Administrative Panel finds that the Respondent does not conduct any legitimate
commercial or non-commercial business activity in Australia. In light of the facts established in paragraphs 4.6 to 4.8, the
Administrative Panel further finds that the Respondent has taken deliberate steps to ensure that its true identity cannot be
determined and communication with it cannot be made. Given the Complainant’s numerous trademark registrations for, and its
wide reputation in, the word <TELSTRA>, as evidenced by the facts established in paragraphs 4.2 to 4.5, it is not possible to
conceive of a plausible circumstance in which the Respondent could legitimately use  the domain name <telstra.org>. It is also not
possible to conceive of a plausible situation in which the Respondent would have be en unaware of this fact at the time of
registration. These findings, together with the finding in paragraph 7.2 that the Respondent has no rights or interests in the
domain name, lead the Administrative Panel to conclude that the domain name <telstra.org> has been registered by the
Respondent in bad faith.

7.8
Has the Complainant proved the additional requirement that the domain name "is being used in bad faith" by the Respondent?
The domain name <telstra.org> does not resolve to a web site or other on-line presence. There is no evidence that a web site or
other on-line presence is in the process of being established which will use the domain name. There is no evidence of advertising,
promotion or display to the public of the domain name. Finally, there is no evidence that the Respondent has offered to sell, rent
or otherwise transfer the domain name to the Complainant, a competitor of the Complainant, or any other person. In short, there is
no positive action being undertaken by the Respondent in relation to the domain name.

7.9
This fact does not, however, resolve the question. As discussed in paragraph 7.6, t he relevant issue is not whether the
Respondent is undertaking a positive action in bad faith in relation to the domain name, but instead whether, in all the
circumstances of the case, it can be said that the Respondent is acting in bad fait h. The distinction between undertaking a positive
action in bad faith and acting in bad faith may seem a rather fine distinction, but  it is an important one. The significance of the
distinction is that the concept of a domain name "being used in bad faith" is not l imited to positive action; inaction is within the
concept. That is to say, it is possible, in certain circumstances, for inactivity by the Respondent to amount to the domain name
being used in bad faith.

7.10
This understanding of paragraph 4(a)(iii) is supported by the actual provisions of the Uniform Policy. Paragraph 4(b) of the
Uniform Policy identifies, without limitation, circumstances that "shall be evidence of the registration and use of a domain name in
bad faith", for the purposes of paragraph 4(a)(iii). Only one of these circumstances (paragraph 4(b)(iv)), by necessity, involves a
positive action post-registration undertaken in relation to the domain name (using the name to attract custom to a web site or
other on-line location). The other three circumstances contemplate either a positive action or inaction in relation to the domain
name. That is to say, the circumstances identified in paragraphs 4(b)(i), (ii) and (iii) can be found in a situation involving a passive
holding of the domain name registration. Of course, these three paragraphs require additional facts (an intention to sell, rent or
transfer the registration, for paragraph 4(b)(i); a pattern of conduct preventing a  trade mark owner’s use of the registration, for
paragraph 4(b)(ii); the primary purpose of disrupting the business of a competitor,  for paragraph 4(b)(iii)). Nevertheless, the point
is that paragraph 4(b) recognises that inaction (eg. passive holding) in relation t o a domain name registration can, in certain
circumstances, constitute a domain name being used in bad faith. Furthermore, it must be recalled that the circumstances
identified in paragraph 4(b) are "without limitation" - that is, paragraph 4(b) expressly recognises that other circumstances can be 
evidence that a domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith.

7.11
The question that then arises is what circumstances of inaction (passive holding) o ther than those identified in paragraphs 4(b)(i),
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(ii) and (iii) can constitute a domain name being used in bad faith? This question cannot be answered in the abstract; the question
can only be answered in respect of the particular facts of a specific case. That is  to say, in considering whether the passive
holding of a domain name, following a bad faith registration of it, satisfies the requirements of paragraph 4(a)(iii), the
Administrative Panel must give close attention to all the circumstances of the Resp ondent’s behaviour. A remedy can be obtained
under the Uniform Policy only if those circumstances show that the Respondent’s passive holding amounts to acting in bad faith.

7.12
The Administrative Panel has considered whether, in the circumstances of this parti cular Complaint, the passive holding of the
domain name by the Respondent amounts to the Respondent acting in bad faith. It concludes that it does. The particular
circumstances of this case which lead to this conclusion are:

(i) the Complainant’s trademark has a strong reputation and is widely known, as evidenced by its substantial use in Australia and
in other countries,

(ii) the Respondent has provided no evidence whatsoever of any actual or contemplated good faith use by it of the domain name,

(iii) the Respondent has taken active steps to conceal its true identity, by operat ing under a name that is not a registered business
name,

(iv) the Respondent has actively provided, and failed to correct, false contact det ails, in breach of its registration agreement, and

(v) taking into account all of the above, it is not possible to conceive of any pla usible actual or contemplated active use of the
domain name by the Respondent that would not be illegitimate, such as by being a passing off, an infringement of consumer
protection legislation, or an infringement of the Complainant’s rights under trademark law.

In light of these particular circumstances, the Administrative Panel concludes that  the Respondent’s passive holding of the domain
name in this particular case satisfies the requirement of paragraph 4(a)(iii) that the domain name "is being used in bad faith" by
Respondent.

 

8. Decision

8.1
The Administrative Panel decides that the Complainant has proven each of the three elements in paragraph 4(a) of the Uniform
Policy. Accordingly, the Administrative Panel requires that the domain name <telstra.org> be transferred to the Complainant.

 

 

Andrew F. Christie 
Presiding Panelist

Dated: February 18, 2000


