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PLAINTIFF ZUCCARINI'S RESPONSE TO THE INTERNET CORPOM TION

FOR ASSIGNED NAM ES AND NUM BERS, INC., OPPOSITION TO PLM NTIFF'S

M OTION TO COM PEL FURTHER INTERROGATORY RESPONSES

tNTRODUCTION

A. Newly Discovered Evidence Demonstrates ICANN Does Have a Policy That

Requires Network Solutinns to Prevent Dom ain Nam es W hich are the

Subjeet of Court Proeeedings, to Not Be Lost to The Registrant Through
Lack of Renewal.

Plaintiff John Zuccarini (çEzuccarini'') in this Response, presents to the Court critical

newly discovered evidence that clearly demonstrates the Internet Corporation for Assi> ed

Names and N'lmbers, Inc. (ç:lCANN''), and the other Defendants were negligent in allowing the

subject fourteen domain nnmes to be auctioned without authorization from the California Distrid

Court 1, Ofhce Depot, Inc. v. Zuccarini, (06-80356) 488 F. Supp. 261 920 - Dist. Court, ND

l
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Calfornia 2007.

This new evidence being ICANN'S, Expired Domain Deletion Policy, which cites

a .'domain name subject to litigation in a court of competent jurisdiction, '' is not subject to

cancellation of that domain name's registration, if not renewed by the registrant of the domain

nam e.

In addition, Zuccarini has found the Network Solutions, LLC CtNetwork Solutions'')

Dom ain Deletion Policy on the N etwork Solutions website
, which is though, much less explicit

in fulling explaining the ICANN Expired Domain Deletion Policy agreement that Network

Solutions has entered into with ICANN.

The discovery of this new evidence makes it even more important that ICANN be

eompelled to provide responsive and substantive answers to the First

propounded upon them .

ICANN requires all registrars it accredits to abide by the terms of the Expired Domain

Set of lnterrogatoties

Deletion Policy in the Registrar Accreditation Agreement that is entered into by a registrar with

ICANN. This would include of cotlrse
, N etwork Solutions.

There are two versions of ICANN'S Expired Domain Deletion Policy
, one dated

September 1 1, 2004 and an updated version dated M ay 1 1
, 201 1 (Exhibit A). The language

relevant to the issues of this action concerning the deletion of expired domain nnme is identical

in both the original 2004 version and the 201 1 version.

The September 2004 version can be fotmd on the ICANN website at

hûp://- .icann.org/ei registrrs/eddp-zlsepo4-enp
ahtm . The M ay 1 1, 201 1 version can be

found on the ICAN website at he ://- .icann.orFeiregistrrs/eddp.htm.

Below is the relevant text from ICANN 'S
, M ay 1 1, 201 1 Expired Domain Deletion Policy:
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J. 7.5 At the conclusion of the registration perioJ failure by or on llc/ctz!/' of the

Registered Name Holder to consent that the registration be renewed within the time spec6ed in

a second notice or reminder shall, in the absence of extenuating circumstances, result in

cancellation of the registration by the end of the auto-renew grlce period (although Registrar

may choose to cancel the name earlier).

3. 7.5. 1 Extenuating circumstances are Je
-/iaetl as: UDRP action, valid court order,

failure of a Registrar's renewal process (which does not include failure of a registrant to

respond), the domain name is used by a nameserver that provides DNS service to third-parties

(additional time may be required to migrate the records managed by the nameserver), the

registrant is subject to bankruptcy proceedings, payment dispute (where a registrant claims to

have paid for a renewal, or a discrepancy in the amount paid), billing dispute (where a

registrant disputes the amount on a :#p, domain name subject to litigation in a c/vr/ of

competentjurisdlction, or other circumstance as approved spec6cally by ICANN

3. 7.5.2 I'Fàerc Registrar chooses, under extenuating circumstances
, to renew a domain

name without the explicit consent ofthe registrant, the registrar must maintain a record ofthe

extenuating circumstances associated with renewing that specsc domain namefor inspection :y

ICANN  consistent with clauses 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 ofthis registrar accreditation agreement.

Network Solutions Expired Domain Deletion Policy (Exhibit B), can be found

on their w ebsite at hdp://- .networksolutions.coe suppoYdomal-deletion-policy/. Network

Solutions while referring to ''extenuating circumstances
, '' in their policy, does not fully detail

the instances in which ''extenuating circumstances '' exist and which would prevent the deletion

of a domain name that is the GGsubject to litigation in a court ofcompetentjurisdiction. '' This lack

of fully explaining the deuils of the Expired Domain Deletion Policy Network Solutions has
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entered into with ICANN, could in itself be considered negligent, as how would a registrant of

a dom ain name know fully what their rights are as it relates to the deletion of a dom ain name.

In consideration of this compelling new evidence, it is evident that the loss of the subjed

fourteen domain names through their registration at Network Solutions should never have

occurred, and that Network Solutions by wms negligent in allowing the fourteen domain names to

expire and proceed to the auctions conducted by Nnmelet
, LLC CûNameJet''). This loss of

registration being in direct violation of the Registrar Accreditation Agreem ent
, Network

Solutions entered into with ICANN .

This new evidence also showing ICA'NN negligent in not having com petent oversight

policies in place towards Network Solutions, especially knowing the llistory of the lack of due

diligence on the part of Network Solutions in pedbrming their duties as it relates to the improper

transfer of domain nnmes, as demonstrated in the sex.com cmse in, Kremen v. Cohen, 337 A JJ

1 024 (9th Cir. 2003,).

Further, this new evidence demonstrates the negligence on the part of Namelet
, as

Namelet being an extended entity in the domain nnme system , beholding to the policies of

ICANN to even exist and function as a company. W ithout ICANN, there could be no other entity

conducting a business related to domain names. In consideration of this circumstnnce it should be

incumbent upon Namelet to consider all the policies that ICANN requires registrars to enter into

with ICANN, and incorporate those policies into their own
. In this case an important policy, such

as the one as it relates to the deletion of domain names
, ms Nnmelet's entire business m odel is

framed arotmd the deletion of domain names and the subsequent auctioning of them
. By not

having a policy in place that mirrors ICANN'S
, Expired Domain Deletion Policy, Nnm elet is as

negligent as Network Solutions in allowing the fourteen dom ain nam es to be auctioned
.

4
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BACKG RO UND

Defendant ICAN N in their lntroduction to their Opposition to Com pel claim s Plaintiff

Zuccarini is ''knowingly burdening this Court and ICANN  with all-encompassing merits-based

discovery requests that are inappropriate in light OfICANN'S pending motion @led on March

22, 2011) to dismiss... '' Zuccarini disagrees with tlzis assertion, ms by filing his motion to compel

Zuccarini is only taking the steps necessary to try to m eet the Court's Novem ber 30, 201 1

deadline for completion of discovery.

Zuccarini m ade clear through email m essages sent to counsel for ICANN and prior to the

filing of the motion to compel the reasons for the filing of the motion, despite that fact that

Zuccarini had in prior motions not opposed the delay of discovery. Ihat being in

communications with the Court conceming procedurals matters, Zuccarini was informed the lack

of ruling on the motions to dismiss, and on the motions to delay discovery till the motions to

dismiss were ruled upon, were not considered by this Court ms remsons to delay discovery and not

meet the November 30, 201 1 discovery deadline.

RESPONSES TO ICANN'S SPECIFIC OPPOSITION TO INTERROGATORIES

1. Response to ICANN'S Claim  lnterrogatories are Overly Broad and Seek

Irrelevant Inform ation.

On page 6 of the ICANN'S Opposition, ICANN claims ''C. Plaintts Interrogatories Are

Ovcr/
.v Broad And Seek Irrelevant Information. '' ln the second paragraph of page 7, ICANN

states, ''As set forth in detail in ICANN'S pending Motion to Dismiss, PlaintW s amended

complaintfails to allege facts sum cient to establish that ICANN created aforeseeable zone of

risk ofharming Plaint?  (Mot. to Dismiss, Dk/. 19 at 14-1 7. ) In other words, Plaintt has not -

and cannot as a matter o
-/'ftzw -- demonstrate that ICANN owed him a #lz@ ofcare. '' Zuccarini
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disagrees with these assertions by ICANN, as ICANN'S Articles of Incom oration state broad and

encom passing responsibilities that have been em powered to ICANN by the United States

Govemment to administer the Intemet domain nnme system . Responsibilities and duties that

ICANN neglected and which caused harm to Zuccarini. (Exhibit B, copied exactly as it appears

on the IcANNwebsite at http..//www.icann.org/eWgeneral/articles.htm)

Contained in ICANN'S Articles of lncorporation, Revised November 21, 1998, Article 3.,

Item (iil), performing and overseeing functions related to the coordination of the Internet

domain name system (''DNS')... ''

Zuccarini believes Article 3.,Item (iit), ms specifically applied to this instnnt action,

demonstrates ICANN by not having in place protocol to mssure Network Solutions followed

ICANN'S Expired Domain Deletion Policy, to not cancel the registration of the subject fourteen

dom ain nnm es that were being held by a receiver 1 , Oy ce Depot, Inc. v. Zuccarini, (06-80356)

488 F. Supp. 2d 920 - Dist. Court, ND Calfornia 2007, ICANN hms breached and neglected the

duties placed upon them. Duties that extend to someone such as Zuccarini
, who seeks fair and

equitable treatm ent from any domain nam e registrar that ICANN accredits and oversees
.

lf ICANN is going to allow the domain name registrars it accredits and empowers to exist

and function, such as Network Solutions
, to haphazzudly apply or not apply the due diligence

necessary to asslzre parties who have an interest in a particular domain name that is the subjed of

an ongoing legal proceeding, to not loose that domain name through fraud
, or by simply lack of

renewal, this lack of policy and oversight by ICANN is negligent in itself
.

For the reasons set forth in the above
, Zuccarini believes he has shown ICANN hms

neglected a duty bestowed upon them by the United States Government
, and has created

a foreseeable zone of risk that harm ed the Plaintiffzuccarini by not having in place a protocol to
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asstlre Network Solutions followed the requirements of ICANN'S Expired Domain Deletion

Policy, to not have canceled the registration of the subject fourteen domain nnmes in, Oftlce

Depot, Inc. v. Zuccarini, (06-80356) 488 F. Supp. 261 920 - Dist. Court, ND Calfornia 2007. The

end result being the fourteen domain names proceeded to an automated lnternet auction

conducted by Nnmelet, from which Zuccarini and his beneficiaries received little if any benetk.

ln consideration of the above, Zuccarini contends his lnterrogatories are not overly broad

and seek relevant inform ation to further investigate ltis claims.

2. Response to ICANN Opposition to Interrogatory Nos. 1-5: lnform ation

Relating To Gperform ance Reviews'' Of Nearly 1,000 Accredited Registrars is

Irrelevant.

ICANN states that Zuccarini has not shown why information sought in lnterrogatories 1-

5 should be compelled. Zuccarini believes by ICANN not having any type of protocol in place to

assure Network Solutions followed the requirements of ICANN'S Expired Domain Deletion

Policy, ICANN has not fulfilled it's responsibilities as stated in ICANN'S Articles of

Incorporation, Revised November 21, 1998, Article 3
., Item (iil), peforming and overseeing

functions related to the coordination ofthe Internet domain name system (''DNS')... ''

How could ICANN perform and oversee the functions related to the coordination of the

lnternet domain name system, if ICANN does not monitor the actions of the domain name

registrars, as the registrars, not the registry ICANN, are the entities who pedbrm the fundions

necessary to allow any

Internet.

entity to acquire a dom ain name and use that dom ain nam e on the

Zucearini addresses ICANN'S First, Second and Third additional re% ons.

First: Zuccarini hms on pages 1-4 of his Introduction to this response addressed ICANN'S

claim related to the issue of duty, which Zuccarini believes ICANN hms neglected as it relates to
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this instant action.

Second; ICANN objects to compel Interrogatory Nos. 1-5 based on their believe that they

have nothing to do with the Plaintifl's allegations, are overly bmdensome and seek irrelevant

information. Zuccarini contends none of these objedions are susuinable, as such information is

necessary to show a possible pattern of neglect in ICANN'S oversight of the functions of the

domain nnme registrars it accredits, which in turn would show a lack of duty on ICANN'S part in

their fulfilling their responsibilities as stated in ICANN'S Articles of Incorporation
, Article 3.,

ltem (iiQ, performing and overseeing functions related to the coordination of the Internet

domain name system (''DNS'') ''

Third: ICANN contends lnterrogatory Nos. 1-5 have no time limitation and therefore are

overly broad and bmdensome. Zuccarini believes there should be no time limitation, especially

in light of Network Solutions problems as it relates to their performance in fulfilling their duties

as a domain name registrar going back over ten years in their notable improper transfer of the

domain name sex.com, from it's original owner Gary Kremen to Stephen Cohen
, which was

ultimately heazd in the action, Kremen v. Cohen, 337 AJ# 1024 (9th Cir. 2003.).

R esponse to ICANN O pposition to Interrogatory Nos. 6-9: Inform ation
Relating To ICANN'S Rperformance Reviews'' Of Network Solutions ls
lrrelevant.

ICANN contends that the information sought in lnterrogatory Nos. 6-9 is not relevant as it

relates to Network Solutions, and contends because Zuccarini is not a party to the Registrar

Accreditation Agreement he has no rights as a non-party.

Zuccarini disacees with Network Solutions mssertion that as a non-party
, or third party that

Zuccnrini has no rights. ICANN by recognizng the need to prevent the deletion of domain names

that are GGsubject to litlkation in a court ofcompetentjurisdiction, '' IC concedes it recognizes
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such actions and logically it must also then recognize the parties to such actions, as how can an

action exist without the parties to the action, as Zuccarini was a party 111, Om ce Depot, Inc. v.

Zuccarini, (06-80356) 488 A Supp. 2d 920 - Dist. Court, ND Calfornia 2007.

Zuccarini has also addressed issues raised in this opposition, in his response, 2. Response

to ICANN'S Claim Interrogatov Nos. 1-5: Information Relating To V er/br-lnce Reviews''

OfNeary 1,000 Accredited Registrars & Irrelevant

4. Response to ICANN Opposition to lnterrogatory Nos. 10-15: Inform ation

Regarding Am rm ative Defenses Not Yet Plead Cannot Be Com pelled.

Zuccarini inadvertently omitted the word lçnmended'' in lnterrogatory Nos. 10-15. ln a11

of lnterrogatory Nos. 10-15, the phrase *lplaintt's complaint'' should have read, Gplaintig's

amended complaint. ''

In consideration of ICANN'S

ICANN'S stating they have not yet

Interrogatory Nos. 10-15 as follows:

response to the directly above referenced issue and

answered the nmended complaint, Zuccarini repllrases

W ith reference to each affirm ative defense you alleged in yotzr M em orandum In

Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dk1. 19) and Reply Memorandllm ln Support of its Motion to

Dismiss ( Dkt. 40) to Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, please set forth a11 facts which support that

defense.

W ith reference to each affirmative defense you allege in yotzr M emorandlzm In

Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dk4. 19) and Reply Memorandum ln Support of its Motion to

Dismiss (Dkt. 40) to Plaintiff s Amended Complaint, please identify each person who has

knowledge relating to any fact supporting that defense.

12. W ith reference to each affirmative defense you allege in yotlr M emorandum ln

Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dk1. 19) and Reply Memorandum ln Support of its Motion to

9
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Dismiss (Dk1. 40) to Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, please identify each document relating to

that defense.

W ith reference to each denial set forth in yom  M em orandum In Support of its

Motion to Dismiss (Dk1. 19) and Reply Memorandllm In Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dkt.

40) to Plaintiffs Amended Complaint, plemse set forth each fact upon which you base that denial.

14. W ith reference to each denial set forth in yotzr M emorandum In Support of its

Motion to Dismiss (Dk1. 19) and Reply Memorandtlm In Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dk4.

40) to Plaintiff s Amended Complaint, please identify each person who has knowledge of any

fact relating to that denial.

15. W ith reference to each denial set forth in yolzr M emorandllm ln Support of its

Motion to Dismiss (Dkt. 19) and Reply Memorandum In Support of its Motion to Dismiss (Dkt.

40) to Plaintiff s Amended Complaint, please identify each docllment relating to that denial.

ICANN lastly states the M otion to Compel does not explain what additional information

could be compelled at this time.

10-15 are each self explanatory in the

inform ation requested. All the interrogatories request facts and documents specitk ally related to

ICANN'S aftirmative defenses and denials. In addition to identifying each person who has

knowledge of the affirmative defenses and denials in the revised Interrogatory Nos
. 10-15.

5. R esponse to ICANN Opposition to Interrogatoa  Nos
. 16-25: lnform ation

Regarding GHold Or Locked Status'' Policies For Domain Name Registrations

That Are Subject To Legal Proceedings ls Irrelevant.

Zuccarini believes the revised Interrogatory Nos.

ICANN again claims that Zuccarini has not established that ICA'NN has a duty to oversee

Network Solutions or any other registrars' actions so as to prevent the injury alleged.

Zuccarini has addressed this issue on pages 1-4 of his Introduction to this response and
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111, 2. Response to J'CA NN F.C Claim Interrogatory

V er/br-lzlce Reviews'' OfNearly 1,000 Accredited Registrars 1 Irrelevant

Nos. 1-5: fa./èrzzl//f/a Relating To

Specifically ICANN'S Articles of Incorporation, Revised November 21, 1998, bestow

upon ICANN their responsibilities and duties and stated in, Article 3., ltem (ii0, performing and

overseeing functions related to the coordination of the Internet domain name system

(''DNS') ''

lt would be im possible for ICANN to 11f111 their responsibilities and duties to perlbrm

and oversee the functions to coordinate the lnternet domain name system if it did not oversee the

actions and performance of the domain nnme registrars it accredits.

ICANN also contends Interrogatory Nos. 16-25 lack a relevant time period. Zuccarini

believes there should be no limit on the time period for such information requested, as any

information related to this issue would be relevant and cnzcial to determining the facts of the

allegations made in this instnnt action.

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#

#
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CONCLUSION

ln considemtion of the above, Plaintil Zuccarini respectfully requests that the Court order

ICA'NN to provide responsive answers to the First Set of Interrogatories and to revised lnterrogatory

Nos. 10-15.

Respectfully Submitted, this 2nd day of November, 201 1.

14j : '-y ,

JOHN Z CCAW NI, Pro Se

190 SW  Knnner Highway
Stuart, FL 34997

(772) 631-3887
raveclub@comcastnet
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1 HEM BY CERTIFY that a true and correct copy of the foregoing Plaintiff John

Zuccarini's Response to Defendant ICANN'S Opposition to Plainti/s Motion to Compel Further

lnterrogatory Responses, was served by first class mail, postage prepaid, on November 2, 201 1,

on a11 counsel or parties of record on the service list and by email to their respective addresses.

? ' - ..

f 

.( John zu-/carinik

SERW CE LIST

Network Solutions, LLC and N ame et, LCC

Jamie M . Roos
Stein Sperling Bennett De Jong Driscoll & Greefeig, PC

25 W est M iddle Lane
Rockville, M D 20851

jhertz@steinsperling.com

Tim othy B. Hyland
Stein Sperling Belmett Delong Driscoll & Greenfeig PC
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M iam i, FL 33131
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Case 2:11-cv-14052-JEM   Document 72   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/03/2011   Page 13 of 19



E xhibit A

Case 2:11-cv-14052-JEM   Document 72   Entered on FLSD Docket 11/03/2011   Page 14 of 19



Internet Corporation for Assigned Nam es and Num bers

Expired Dom ain Deletion Policy

11 May 2010

The Expired Domain Deletion Policy is an ICANN Consensus Policy applicable to alI IcANN-Accredited

Registrars. lt has been incorporated in the current (21 May 2009) RegistrarAccreditation Agreement as follows:

3.7.5At the conclusion of the registration period, failure by or on behalf of the Registered Name Holder to consent

that the registration be renewed within the time specifiet in a second notice or reminder shall, in the absence of
extenuating circumstances, result in cancellation of the registration by the end of the auto-renew grace periot

(although Registrar may choose to cancel the name earlier).

3.7.5.1 Extenuating circumstances are defined as: UDRP action, valid coud order, failure of a Registrar's renewal

process (which does not include failure of a registrant to respond), the domain name is used by a nameserver that
provides DNS service to third-parties (additional time may be required to migrate the records managed by the
nameserver), the registrant is subject to bankruptcy proceedings, payment dispute (where a registrant claims to
have paid for a renewal or a discrepancy in the amount paid), billing dispute (where a registrant disputes the!
amount on a bill), domaln name subject to litigation in a court of competent jurisdiction, or other circumstance as
approved specifically by ICANN.

3.7.5.2 Where Registrar chooses, under extenuating circumstances, to renew a domain name without the explicit

consent of the registrant, the registrar must maintain a record of the extenuating circumstances associated with
renewing that specific domain name for inspection by ICANN consistent with clauses 3.4.2 and 3.4.3 of this
registrar accreditation agreement.

3.7.5.3 In the absence of extenuating circumstances (as defined in Sedion 3.7.5.1 above), a domain name must
be deleted within 45 days of either the registrar or the registrant terminating a registration agreement.

3.7.5.4 Registrar shall provide notice to each new registrant describing the details of their deletion and auto-
renewal policy including the expected time at which a non-renewed domain name would be deletet relative to the

domains expiration tate, or a date range not to exceet ten (10) days in Iength. If a registrar makes any material
changes to its deletion policy during the perid  of the registration agreement, it must make at Ieast the same e#ort
to inform the registrant of the changes as it would to inform the registrant of other material changes to the

registration agreement (as defined in clause 3,7.7 of the registrars accreditation agreementl.''

3.7.5.5 If Registrar operates a website for domain name registration or renewal, details of Registrar's deletion and
auto-renewal policies must be clearly displayed on the website.
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3.7.5.6 lf Registrar operates a website for domain registration or renewal, it should state, both at the time of

registration and in a clear place on its website, any fee charged for the recovery of a domain name during the

Retemption Grace Periot.

3.7.5.7 In the event that a domain which is the subject of a UDRP dispute is deleted or expires during the course
of the dispute, the complainant in the UDRP dispute will have the option to renew or restore the name under the
same commercial terms as the registrant. lf the complainant renews or restores the name, the name will be placed
in Registrar HOLD and Registrar LOCK status, the WHOIS contact information for the registrant will be removed,

and the WHOIS entry will indicate that the name is subject to dispute. If the complaint is terminated, or the UDRP
dispute inds against the complainant, the name will be deleted within 45 days. The registrant retains the right
unter the existing retemption grace period provisions to recover the name at any time during the Retemption

Grace Period, and retains the right to renew the name before it is deleted.

For information on the effect of this policy on the 2001 version of the RM  see
hqp://- ,icann.org/en/registras/eddp-zlsepo4-enp,htm.
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E xhibitB
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Netw ork Solutions

Policies
Dom ain Deletion Policy

Domain names are registered for fixed periods that are subject to renewal. lf a customer has selected our ''auto-
renew'' feature for a domain name registration, we will attempt to automatically renew the domain name

registration approximately sixty (6û) to ninety (9û) days prior to the domain name registration expiration tate
(subject to the terms related to the uauto-renew'' feature found in our Service Agreement and on our web site). If a
Network Solutions reseller has selected the ''auto-renew'' feature on behalf of their customerts), we will attempt to
automatically renew the domain name approximately 15 days prior to the expiration date. If a customer has not
selected our ''auto-renewD feature for a domain name registration, we sent several communications to customers
and/or the agents acting on their behalf to alert them that their domain name registration services will expire on a
certain date. If a customer does not renew the domain name registration by the expiration date, the domain name

registration is subject to teletion at any time after that. ln an effort to help our customers avoid unintentional
deletion of their domain name registrationts), we may, but are not obligated to, provide our customers with a
''grace period'' after their domain name registration sewices expiration datets) (a ''grace period' begins on the day
after the date of expiration). We currently endeavor to provide a grace period that extends 35 days past the
expiration tate, to allow the renewal of domain name registration sepices. During this period a customer can
renew a domain name registration', however, a grace period is not guaranteed and can change or be eliminated at

any time without notice. Consequently, every customer who desires to renew his or her domain name registration
services should do so in advance of the expiration date to avoid any unintended domain name deletion.

If an expired domain name registration is not renewed during any grace period provided by us, pursuant to our
Service Agreement, rather than telete the domain name registration, we may, in our sole discretion, renew and
transfer the domain name registration to Network Solutions or to a third pady on the customer's behalf. This
renewal and transfer process is called a ''Direct Transfec'' We will not attempt to complete a Direct Transfer of a
domain name registration after expiration if the customer to whom the domain name is registered has notified us

by email at backordelepice@ne/orksolutions,com stating that he or she does not want us to proceed with such
a transfer, In this case, the tomain name registration will be deleted. A customer's failure to notify us that they do
not want us to complete a Direct Transfer constitutes that customer's consent to the Direct Transfer.

If an expired domain name registration is not renewed as outlined above, absent extenuating circumstances, we
will delete the domain name registration. Registry Operators may provide registrars with the ability to lredeem' a

deleted domain name registration for a customer, and we, in turn, may (but are not obligated to) provide customers
with an ability to redeem a particular domain name registration. Such a Redemption Graœ Period (RGP) is not
guaranteed and customers should renew their domain name registration services in advance of the domain name

registration expiration datets) to avoit deletion of tomain name registration services. Currently, some Registry
Operators provite an RGP for 30 days from the date of deletion. If we decide to provite the redemption service to

a customer, we charge a fee of $250 to redeem and renew a domain name registration during the RGP. If the
domain name registration is not redeemed by the expiration of the RGP, it is then placed on ''Pending Delete''
status for five atditional days, after which it is deletet ant the tomain name character string is then once again
available for registration.
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In the event that a domain name registration is the subject of a Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy
(UDRP) proceeding and expires or is teleted during the course of the dispute, the party that filed the UDRP
proceeding has the option to renew or restore the domain name registration unter the same commercial terms as
the original customer. If the case ultimately is terminated or the arbitrator inds against the filing party, the name
will be deleted within 45 tays.
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