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1. The Parties
The Complainant is Equifax Inc., United States of America (“USA” or “United States”), represented by The
GigaLaw Firm, Douglas M. Isenberg, Attorney at Law, LLC, USA.
The Respondent is Domain Admin, Privacy Protect, LLC (PrivacyProtect.org), USA / Domain Admin,
TotalDomain Privacy Ltd, Panama.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar
The disputed domain name <freezequifax.com> is registered with PDR Ltd. d/b/a PublicDomainRegistry.com
(the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on June 28, 2022.
On June 29, 2022, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On June 30, 2022, the Registrar transmitted by email to the
Center its verification response disclosing registrant and contact information for the disputed domain name,
which differed from the named Respondent and contact information in the Complaint. The Center sent an
email communication to the Complainant on June 30, 2022, providing the registrant and contact information
disclosed by the Registrar, and inviting the Complainant to submit an amendment to the Complaint. The
Complainant sent an email communication to the Center on July 1, 2022, confirming that the Complainant
does not wish to make substantive amendments to the Complaint but does wish to add the newly identified
registrant as respondent to the Complaint.
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amendment to the Complaint satisfied the formal
requirements of the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy” or “UDRP”), the Rules for
Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for
Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Supplemental Rules”).
In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2 and 4, the Center formally notified the Respondent of the
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on July 4, 2022. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 5,
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the due date for Response was July 24, 2022. The Respondent did not submit any response. Accordingly,
the Center notified the Respondent’s default on July 25, 2022.
The Center appointed James Wang as the sole panelist in this matter on July 27, 2022. The Panel finds that
it was properly constituted. The Panel has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration of
Impartiality and Independence, as required by the Center to ensure compliance with the Rules, paragraph 7.

4. Factual Background
The Complainant is a global provider of information solutions and human resources business process
outsourcing services for businesses, governments and consumers.
The Complainant is a member of Standard & Poor’s 500 Index, and its common stock is traded on the New
York Stock Exchange under the symbol EFX.
The Complainant employs approximately 13,000 people in 25 countries.
The Complainant’s registrations for the EQUIFAX trademark in the United States include the following:
Reg. No. 1027544 (first used in commerce on March 4, 1975; registered on December 16, 1975) for
use in connection with “insurance risk information reporting services concerning potential policy holders.”
Reg. No. 1045574 (first used in commerce on March 4, 1975; registered on August 3, 1976) for use in
connection with “conducting investigations and reporting on individuals and firms concerning credit,
character and finances in connection with insurance, credit, employment, and claims reporting services.”
Reg. No. 1644585 (first used in commerce on March 4, 1975; registered on May 14, 1991) for use in
connection with, inter alia, “providing on-line access to computer databases containing information relating to
applicants for insurance, credit, mortgage loans, and employment.”
The Complainant is the registrant of the domain name <equifax.com>, which was registered on February 21,
1995.
The disputed domain name was registered on January 17, 2016. The disputed domain name directs to a
web page that includes pay-per-click (“PPC”) links for services such as “Credit Scores”, “Credit Reports”, and
“Security Freeze”, and is offering the disputed domain name for sale.

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant
The Complainant contends as follows:
The disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to the EQUIFAX trademark in which the
Complainant has rights.
The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name. The
Respondent has failed to create a bona fide offering of goods or services, has never been commonly known
by the disputed domain name, and has never acquired any trademark or service mark in the disputed
domain name.
The disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith.
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The Complainant requested that the disputed domain name be transferred to the Complainant.
B. Respondent
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions.

6. Discussion and Findings
According to paragraph 4(a) of the Policy, the Complainant must prove that:
(i) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the
Complainant has rights; and
(ii) the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name; and
(iii) the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar
The Complainant has provided evidence that it is the registrant of multiple EQUIFAX trademark registrations
in the United States.
The disputed domain name incorporates the entirety of the EQUIFAX trademark. As the EQUIFAX
trademark is recognizable within the disputed domain name, the disputed domain name is confusingly similar
to the Complainant’s EQUIFAX trademark. The term “freez” (apparently an intentional misspelling of
“freeze”) added into the disputed domain name does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity. See WIPO
Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Selected UDRP Questions, Third Edition (“WIPO Overview 3.0”),
sections 1.7 and 1.8.
The Panel therefore finds that the Complaint has satisfied paragraph 4(a)(i) of the Policy.
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests
Proving a respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in a domain name may result in the often impossible
task of “proving a negative”, requiring information that is often primarily within the knowledge or control of the
respondent. As such, where a complainant makes out a prima facie case that the respondent lacks rights or
legitimate interests, the burden of production on this element shifts to the respondent to come forward with
relevant evidence demonstrating rights or legitimate interests in the domain name. If the respondent fails to
come forward with such relevant evidence, the complainant is deemed to have satisfied the second element.
See WIPO Overview 3.0, section 2.1.
According to the Complaint, the Complainant has never assigned, granted, licensed, sold, transferred or in
any way authorized the Respondent to register or use the Complainant’s EQUIFAX trademark in any
manner. Nor has the Respondent been commonly known by the disputed domain name, or acquired any
trademark or service mark in the disputed domain name. The Respondent submitted no response to these
allegations of the Complainant.
Moreover, prior UDRP panels have held that the use of a complainant’s mark to redirect users (e.g., vis-à-vis
the PPC links exhibited on the disputed domain name redirecting users to third-party commercial sites)
would not support a claim to rights or legitimate interests. See WIPO Overview 3.0, section 2.5.3. In the
instance of this proceeding, some of the links (e.g., “Credit Scores”, “Credit Reports” and “Security Freeze”)
resolve Internet users to credit and/or loan deals in direct competition with Complainant, illustrating the intent
of Respondent to use the disputed domain name to capitalize on the reputation and goodwill associated with
Complainant’s EQUIFAX trademark.

page 4
The Panel finds that the Complainant has made a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights or
legitimate interests, and the Respondent failed to come forward with relevant evidence demonstrating rights
or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.
The Panel therefore finds that the Complaint has satisfied paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy.

C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith
The Complainant has provided evidence that the Complainant and its EQUIFAX trademark are well known
worldwide.
Given the high reputation and the distinctive nature of the Complainant’s trademark EQUIFAX, it would be
inconceivable that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name without knowledge of the
Complainant’s trademark at the time of the registration. The Panel therefore agrees with the Complainant’s
contention that the disputed domain name was registered in bad faith.
The Complainant has also provided evidence that the disputed domain name included a banner suggesting
the disputed domain name may be for sale that, when clicked upon, would resolve to a web page offering the
disputed domain name for sale, which indicates that the Respondent has an intent to profit in some fashion
from or otherwise exploit the Complainant’s trademark. The Panel’s finding is reinforced given the presumed
commercial gain the Respondent derives via “click-through” revenue from the PPC links displayed at the
disputed domain name. The Panel agrees with the Complainant’s contention that the Respondent is using
the disputed domain name in bad faith. See WIPO Overview 3.0, sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.4.
The Panel therefore finds that the Complaint has satisfied paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy.

7. Decision
For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with paragraphs 4(i) of the Policy and 15 of the Rules, the Panel
orders that the disputed domain name <freezequifax.com> be transferred to the Complainant.

/James Wang/
James Wang
Sole Panelist
Date: August 10, 2022

