While it is a very difficult task to make changes to a Dispute Resolution Mechanism that has been very successful since its inception, the UDRP has undergone several revisions, and this latest revision gives us the opportunity to comment. Regarding most of the points reviewed by the team responsible for that review, I support them and make the following observations regarding these specific points.
Providing UDRP-Related Information for Registrars: We would recommend that ICANN prepare an FAQ for registrars, in consultation with UDRP stakeholders. We also recommend that ICANN sponsor an optional "UDRP Bootcamp" webinar to better inform registrars how to process UDRP complaints and transfer orders. At this point, I recommend focusing efforts on providing courses to Latin American countries and other countries that do not use or have very limited use of the UDRP.
Identifying Dissenting Panelists: We would recommend that the Rules be amended to require that dissenting panelists be identified in all decisions. Yes, I agree with the identification of dissenting panelist.
Educational Materials We would recommend the creation and publication of educational material for use by all parties, and which may be made available on each Provider's website and on ICANN's own website. I also recommend to provide the ccTLD of Central America and other Latin America countries where the UDRP has been adopted but not use it with educational material.
Registrars to Provide Additional Notice Although the UDRP has been generally successful in providing notice of a dispute to respondents, the process can be easily improved with a small Appeals Layer As a result of the extensive investigations, consultations, and deliberations by the Project Team, we believe that although an appeals procedure can provide enhanced stability to the UDRP and on the whole appears to be a workable concept, complex procedural issues would need to be worked out. As a result, we would recommend that the concept of an appeals layer be considered in a “Secondary Track” in Phase 2 wherein the ICANN Community can deliberate the different facets and considerations of an appeals layer.
In my opinion appeals layer will be beneficial with limited standards, such as the procedure will be only to provide evidence that the first panelist did not review, it can be an appeal with a 3-member panel for only decisions taken by a sole panelist.
Since Appeals, could also be a legal mechanism of abuse, can be implemented in the UDRP with some restrictions.
True cancellation of a domain name, can be a good resolution. I agree with the recommendation to be discussed in a secondary track in phase 2.
