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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Riverty Group GmbH, Germany, represented by NLO Shieldmark B.V., (Kingdom of the) 
Netherlands (“the Netherlands”). 
 
The registrant of the disputed domain name is Thomas Winkler, Germany (the “Respondent”).   
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <rivertycasino.nl> is registered with SIDN through NAMECHEAP, INC.   
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on March 5, 2026.  
On March 6, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to SIDN a request for registrar verification in connection 
with the disputed domain name.   
 
On March 9, 2026, SIDN 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 March 10, 2026, providing the information 
disclosed by SIDN, and inviting the Complainant to amend the Complaint in this light.  The Complainant filed 
an amended Complaint on April 30, 2026.   
 
The Center verified that the Complaint as amended satisfies the formal requirements of the Dispute 
Resolution Regulations for .nl Domain Names (the “Regulations”). 
 
In accordance with the Regulations, articles 5.1 and 16.4, the Center formally notified the Respondent of the 
Complaint and the proceedings commenced on May 1, 2026.  In accordance with the Regulations, 
article 7.1, the due date for Response was May 21, 2026.  The Center did not receive any response.  
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on May 26, 2026.   
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The Center appointed Thijs van Aerde as the panelist in this matter on June 5, 2026.  The Panel finds that it 
was properly constituted.  The Panelist has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration of 
Impartiality and Independence, as required to ensure compliance with the Regulations, article 9.2. 
 
 
4. Factual Background 
 
The following facts are undisputed. 
 
The Complainant, Riverty Group GmbH, is a German financial technology company that provides financial 
services, including payment solutions, debt collection, and “buy now, pay later” services.  The Complainant is 
the owner of multiple trademark registrations for the mark RIVERTY, including in the European Union, where 
the trademark has been registered since 2022 for, inter alia, financial services, credit risk protection, and 
debt collection.  The Complainant’s financial services enable consumers to purchase goods and services 
from third parties and defer payment, which is subsequently settled on credit with Riverty.   
 
- The Complainant's trademark registrations include, inter alia, the European Union word mark 
RIVERTY, registration number 018573534, in classes 35, 36, 38, 41, 42 and 45, applied for on  October 8, 
2021, and registered as of February 2, 2022.   
 
- The Complainant further holds European Union trademark registration for the figurative 
mark                               , registration number 018765994, in classes 35, 36, 38, 41, 42 and 45, applied for 
on September 23, 2022, and registered as of February 21, 2023. 
 
The disputed domain name <rivertycasino.nl> was registered on February 6, 2026, by the Respondent. 
 
At the time of filing the Complaint, the disputed domain name resolved to a website stating (translated into 
English):  “Riverty Casino is operated by Riverty Gaming Nederland B.V., a company registered with the 
Chamber of Commerce under number 87654321, located at […]Amsterdam.  Riverty Gaming Nederland 
B.V. is licensed by the Gaming Authority under reference number 1004/01.006.173, valid from 01-10-2025. 
Riverty Casino is supervised by the Ksa.“  Searches conducted in the registers of both the Dutch Chamber of 
Commerce (KvK) and the Dutch Gambling Authority (Kansspelautoriteit) show that no such company or 
licence exists. 
 
The website explicitly referenced the Complainant's trademark by stating that users can pay for gambling via 
Riverty or AfterPay.  According to the Complainant this information is incorrect:  Riverty Casino does not use 
the Complainant's payment services, and users of the website cannot pay with Riverty.  The Complainant 
has not authorized such use of its trademark or its payment systems, nor has it provided any payment 
integration to the operator of the disputed domain name. 
 
Shortly before or simultaneously with the filing of the Complaint, the Complainant contends that it sent a 
cease-and-desist letter to the administrative contact listed in the ICANN WhoIs database.  The Complainant 
contends that the Respondent replied by providing the transfer authorization code for the disputed domain 
name, but refused to provide any undertaking not to use the RIVERTY trademark in the future.  Despite 
further reminders, the Respondent ceased responding. 
 
At the time of the decision, both “www.rivertycasino.nl” and “rivertycasino.nl” returned a “503 Service 
Unavailable” status. 
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5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Regulations for it to 
become the registrant of the disputed domain name instead of the Respondent.   
 
Notably, the Complainant contends the following.   
 
As to the first element, the Complainant submits that the disputed domain name incorporates its well-known 
RIVERTY trademark in its entirety.  The addition of the word “casino” does not dispel confusion;  if anything, 
it suggests that the Complainant operates or endorses an online gambling service.  The Respondent's use of 
the RIVERTY trademark directly on the website - falsely claiming payment integration with Riverty - further 
reinforces the likelihood of confusion. 
 
As to the second element, the Complainant submits that the Respondent has no rights to or legitimate 
interests in the disputed domain name.  The Respondent was never authorized to use the RIVERTY 
trademark, has no trademark rights of its own in RIVERTY or RIVERTY CASINO, and is not known by that 
name.  The use of the disputed domain name in connection with an unlicensed online casino operated under 
a fictitious Dutch legal entity cannot constitute a bona fide offering of goods or services. 
 
As to the third element, the Complainant submits that the Respondent registered and used the disputed 
domain name in bad faith.  The Respondent made a series of false and unauthorized claims - including 
fictitious licensing, a non-existent Dutch company, and false payment integration with the Complainant's 
services - with the purpose of misleading consumers into believing that the website is affiliated with the 
Complainant.  The Respondent's conduct following receipt of the cease-and-desist letter, namely providing 
the transfer authorization code while refusing to commit to refraining from future use of the trademark, further 
evidences bad faith. 
 
The Complainant requests that the Panel order that the Complainant becomes the registrant of the disputed 
domain name <rivertycasino.nl>. 
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions.   
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
Pursuant to article 2.1 of the Regulations, the Complainant must prove each of the following three elements:   
 
a) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to:  I) a trademark, trade name or 
geographical indication protected under Dutch law in which the Complainant has rights;  or II) a personal 
name registered in the General Municipal Register (Gemeentelijke Basisadministratie) of a municipality in the 
Netherlands, or the name of a Dutch public legal entity or the name of an association or foundation 
registered in the Netherlands under which the Complainant undertakes public activities on a permanent 
basis;  and  
b) the Respondent has no rights to or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name;  and  
c) the disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.   
 
The Respondent did not provide a response to the Complaint.  Therefore, based on article 10.3 of the 
Regulations, the Panel decides the dispute on the basis of the Complaint.  In that case, the Complaint shall 
be granted, unless the Panel considers it to be without basis in law or in fact. 
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A. Identical or Confusingly Similar 
 
It is well accepted that the first element functions primarily as a standing requirement.  The standing 
(or threshold) test for confusing similarity involves a reasoned but relatively straightforward comparison 
between the Complainant’s trademark protected under Dutch law and the disputed domain name.  See also 
WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7.1  
 
The Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark for the purposes of the Regulations.   
 
The Complainant has sufficiently established that it is the owner of several RIVERTY trademarks protected 
under Dutch law within the meaning of article 2.1(a)(I) of the Regulations. 
 
The disputed domain name <rivertycasino.nl> reproduces the Complainant's RIVERTY trademark in its 
entirety, combined with the word “casino” and the country-code Top-Level Domain (“ccTLD”) “.nl”.  It is well 
established in proceedings under the Regulations that the Top-Level Domain is disregarded for the purpose 
of this comparison.  The addition of the word “casino” does not prevent the RIVERTY mark from being 
recognizable within the disputed domain name.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.   
 
The Panel finds that the first element of the Regulations has been established. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Article 3.1 of the Regulations provides a list of circumstances in which the Respondent may demonstrate 
rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name. 
 
Although the overall burden of proof in .NL proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized that 
proving a respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in a domain name may result in the difficult 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 (although the burden of 
proof always remains on the complainant).  If the respondent fails to come forward with such relevant 
evidence, the complainant is deemed to have satisfied the second element.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, 
section 2.1.   
 
Having reviewed the available record, the Panel, taking into account that the Respondent has not submitted 
a Response, finds that the Complainant has established a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights 
or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.   
 
None of the three illustrative circumstances enumerated in article 3.1 of the Regulations is present in the 
facts of this case.   
 
The website hosted at the disputed domain name purported to offer licensed online casino services under a 
Dutch legal entity named “Riverty Gaming Nederland B.V.“, while falsely representing to users that payment 
could be made via Riverty.  Searches in the registers of the Dutch Chamber of Commerce (KvK) and the 
Dutch Gambling Authority (Kansspelautoriteit) confirm that neither the company nor the licence exists.  The 
Panel finds that such systematic deception of consumers is wholly incompatible with any bona fide offering of 
goods or services, and that no legitimate interest can arise from such use.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, 
section 2.13.1.  
 

 
1 Given that the Regulations is based largely on the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (“UDRP”), the Panel considers 
UDRP precedent, and thus WIPO Overview 3.1, to be relevant to the present proceeding and will refer to it where appropriate (see, e.g., 
Action Bolaget Electrolux v. Beuk Horeca B.V., WIPO Case No. DNL2008-0050). 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DNL2008-0050
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Second, nothing in the record indicates that the Respondent is or has ever been commonly known by the 
name “rivertycasino”.  The WhoIs information for the disputed domain name lists only the personal name 
“Thomas Winkler”.  The Respondent has not submitted any evidence to the contrary. 
 
Third, the Respondent cannot claim any legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name 
within the meaning of article 3.1(c) of the Regulations.  The Complainant has confirmed that it has not 
granted the Respondent any licence, authorization, or permission to use the RIVERTY trademark or to 
register a domain name incorporating that trademark, and no relationship - whether commercial, contractual, 
or otherwise - exists between the parties.  The Respondent's conduct upon receipt of the cease-and-desist 
letter is equally telling:  rather than asserting any legitimate interest in or use of the disputed domain name, 
the Respondent provided the transfer authorization code while simultaneously refusing to commit to 
refraining from future use of the RIVERTY trademark.  This conduct is wholly inconsistent with any claim to a 
legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name. 
 
The Panel finds that the second element of the Regulations has been established. 
 
C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith 
 
In light of its considerations under Section 6.B, the facts presented by the Complainant, and the lack of a 
response by the Respondent, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name has been registered and is 
used in bad faith. 
 
The Panel notes that, for the purposes of article 2.1(c) of the Regulations, article 3.2 of the Regulations 
establishes circumstances, in particular, but without limitation, that, if found by the Panel to be present, shall 
be evidence of the registration or use of a domain name in bad faith.   
 
In the present case, the Panel notes the following. 
 
The disputed domain name was registered on February 6, 2026, well after the Complainant's RIVERTY 
trademark had been registered in the European Union (as of February 2, 2022) and had become 
internationally established.  The Complainant's RIVERTY trademark enjoys significant recognition in the 
Netherlands.  Given the distinctive character and the recognition of the RIVERTY mark at the time of 
registration of the disputed domain name and the references to the Complainant’s payment services on the 
website accessible via the disputed domain name, the Panel finds it inconceivable that the Respondent was 
unaware of the Complainant and its trademark.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.2.  The registration of 
the disputed domain name must therefore be regarded as having been made in bad faith, with knowledge of 
the Complainant's rights.  The Respondent's choice of the ccTLD “.nl” further supports this conclusion:  the 
website was specifically designed to target Dutch consumers, referencing a Dutch legal entity, a Dutch 
Chamber of Commerce registration number, and a Dutch Gambling Authority licence.  The selection of a 
TLD corresponding to the Complainant's primary market of activity is a relevant circumstance in assessing 
bad faith.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.1. 
 
The use of the disputed domain name reinforces this conclusion.  The Respondent operated a website 
purporting to offer licensed online casino services while making a series of demonstrably false and 
unauthorized claims:  (i) asserting registration with the Dutch Gambling Authority under a fabricated licence 
number;  (ii) presenting itself as operating under the non-existent Dutch legal entity “Riverty Gaming 
Nederland B.V.“;  and (iii) falsely stating that users could pay via Riverty.  The use of a domain name for per 
se illegitimate activity is manifestly considered evidence of bad faith.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, 
sections 3.1.4 and 3.4.  By creating the misleading impression that the Complainant endorses the website, 
the Respondent clearly attempted to attract, for commercial gain, Internet users by creating a likelihood of 
confusion with the Complainant's trademark, within the meaning of article 3.2(d) of the Regulations. 
 
 
 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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Finally, the Respondent's conduct following receipt of the cease-and-desist letter, providing the transfer 
authorization code while refusing to commit to refraining from future use of the RIVERTY trademark and 
subsequently ceasing all communication, provides no credible explanation for its choice of the disputed 
domain name and further supports a finding of bad faith.  The Panel also notes that at the time of the 
decision, the website had been taken offline, returning a “503 Service Unavailable” status - a deactivation 
that occurred in close temporal proximity to the cease-and-desist correspondence, and which is consistent 
with the Respondent's awareness of the unlawful nature of its conduct.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, 
section 3.2.1. 
 
In sum, the combination of (i) the Respondent's registration of the disputed domain name in February 2026 
with knowledge of the Complainant's well-known RIVERTY trademark;  (ii) the use of the disputed domain 
name in connection with a fictitious, unlicensed online casino falsely presenting itself as affiliated with the 
Complainant's payment services;  and (iii) the Respondent's provision of the transfer authorization code 
while refusing to commit to refraining from future use of the RIVERTY trademark, the deactivation of the 
website, and the subsequent cessation of all communication following the Complainant's cease-and-desist 
letter, leads the Panel to conclude that the disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad 
faith within the meaning of articles 2.1(c) and 3.2(d) of the Regulations. 
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element of the Regulations. 
 
 
7. Decision 
 
For all the foregoing reasons, in accordance with articles 1 and 14 of the Regulations, the Panel orders that 
the Complainant becomes the registrant of the disputed domain name <rivertycasino.nl> instead of the 
Respondent. 
 
 
/Thijs van Aerde/ 
Thijs van Aerde 
Panelist 
Date:  June 18, 2026 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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