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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is B & B Hotels France, France, represented by IP Twins, France. 
 
The Respondent is David Perkins, Worldwide Domains, United States of America (“United States”). 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <parkbbhotel.ph> is registered with DotPH (the “Registry”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on January 28, 2026.  
On the following day, the Center transmitted by email to Registry a request for registrar verification in 
connection with the disputed domain name.  On March 24, 2026, the Registry 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 (Privacy Protected by Registry) and contact information in the 
Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on March 25, 2026, providing the 
registrant and contact information disclosed by the Registrar, and inviting the Complainant to submit an 
amendment to the Complaint.  The Complainant filed an amended Complaint on March 27, 2026. 
 
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended Complaint satisfied the formal 
requirements of the dotPH Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy”), the .PH Uniform Dispute 
Resolution Implementation Rules (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for .PH (the 
“Supplemental Rules”). 
 
In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2(a) and 4(a), the Center formally notified the Respondent of the 
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on March 27, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 
5(a), the due date for Response was April 16, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any response.  
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on April 20, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Matthew Kennedy as the sole panelist in this matter on April 28, 2026.  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, established in 1990, operates in the hotel sector.  It handles around 950 hotels, mainly 
focused on the European market, but also in the Americas.  It has registered trademarks in multiple 
jurisdictions, including the following: 
 
− French trademark registration number 3182311 for BBHOTEL, registered from August 29, 2002 
specifying services in class 43;   
 
− French trademark registration number 3182313 for BB-HOTEL, registered from August 29, 2002, 
specifying services in class 43;   
 
− European Union trademark registration number 004767323 for a figurative B & B HOTELS mark, 
registered on December 12, 2006, specifying services in class 43;   
 
− International trademark registration number 1706737 for a figurative B&B HOTELS mark, registered 
on September 29, 2022, specifying goods and services in classes 9, 35, 38, 41, 42, and 43;  and  
 
− United States trademark registrations numbers 7483839, 7483840, and 7483841, each for a figurative 
B&B HOTELS mark, each registered on August 27, 2024, and each specifying goods and services in classes 
9, 35, 38, 41, 42, and 43.  These three registrations include disclaimers of the word “hotels”.   
 
The above trademark registrations are current.  The Complainant has also registered the domain name 
<hotel-bb.com> (registered on February 18, 1998) that it uses in connection with a website in English and 
other languages.  The Complainant also uses the domain names <hotel-bb.fr> (registered on May 24, 2000) 
and <bbhotel.fr> (registered on May 20, 2024) to redirect to the domain name <hotel-bb.com>.  The 
Complainant passively holds the domain name <bbhotel.eu> (registered on August 26, 2006).  The 
Complainant also operates social media accounts under the name “B&B Hotels”, including a Facebook page 
with over 110,000 followers, a TikTok account with over 40,000 followers, and an Instagram account with 
over 27,000 followers.   
 
The Respondent is identified as an individual and a domain-related trade name.   
 
The disputed domain name was created on October 27, 2023.  It does not resolve to any active webpage;  
rather, it is passively held.   
 
 
5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant claims that it has satisfied all three elements of the Policy for a transfer of the disputed 
domain name. 
 
The Complainant submits that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to its B&B HOTELS, BB-
HOTEL and BBHOTEL trademarks.  The addition of the term “park” is directly linked to the Complainant’s 
commercial activity, which makes the confusion even more likely to occur in the mind of a consumer, who 
would expect to find the Complainant or an affiliate, seeing the disputed domain name.   
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The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name.  The 
Respondent has never been authorized by the Complainant to use its trademarks in any manner.  The 
disputed domain name resolves to an error page. 
 
The disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith.  The Complainant enjoys a solid 
notoriety in numerous European countries.  It is very likely that the Respondent knew of the Complainant’s 
trademarks at the time of registration of the disputed domain name.  All results of an Internet search for “B&B 
Hotels” and “BBHotel” relate to the Complainant.  The non-use of the disputed domain name does not 
prevent a finding of bad faith under the doctrine of passive holding. 
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions. 
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy provides that the complainant must prove each of the following elements:   
 
(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. 
 
The burden of proof of each element is borne by the Complainant. 
 
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar 
 
It is well accepted that the first element of the Policy functions primarily as a standing requirement.  The 
standing (or threshold) test for confusing similarity involves a reasoned, but relatively straightforward, 
comparison between the disputed domain name and the Complainant’s marks.  See WIPO Overview of 
WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7.  1   
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has shown that it has rights in the trademarks BBHOTEL, BB-HOTEL, 
and in a figurative B&B HOTELS mark.   
 
Given that the figurative elements of the B&B HOTELS mark cannot be reflected in a domain name for the 
purposes of the first element of the Policy, the Panel will not take them into account in its assessment of 
identity or confusing similarity.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.10.  Similarly, given that the ampersand 
character (“&”) in this mark cannot be incorporated in a domain name for technical reasons, its functional 
equivalent is the substitution of the word “and”, or the deletion of the “&” character (as in this case).  For this 
reason, the Panel will not take the ampersand into account in its assessment of identity or confusing 
similarity.  See Hunton & Williams v. American Distribution Systems, Inc. et al., WIPO Case No. D2000-
0501;  Allen & Overy LLP v. Contact Privacy Inc. Customer 0156718042 / Adim Oxiano, AllenOvery Inc., 
WIPO Case No. D2020-0791. 
 
The disputed domain name wholly incorporates the BBHOTEL mark.  It also incorporates the functional 
equivalent of the textual element of the B&B HOTELS mark, but for the omission of the space before 
“HOTELS” and the plural “S”.  Despite the addition of the word “park”, the marks remain recognizable in the 

 
1The Panel considers it appropriate to refer to jurisprudence under the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (“UDRP”), 
including the WIPO Overview 3.1, as the substantive requirements of the dotPH Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy are identical 
to those of the UDRP. 

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=D2000-0501
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2000-0501
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2020-0791
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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disputed domain name.  The only additional element is the country code Top-Level Domain (“ccTLD”) 
extension for the Philippines (“.ph”) which, as a standard requirement of domain name registration, may be 
disregarded in the assessment of identity or confusing similarity.  See Microsoft Corporation v. Maganda 
Industries and/or Douglas Morris a.k.a.  Douglas Morrison, WIPO Case No. DPH2004-0001.  Accordingly, 
the Panel finds that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to both the above marks.  See WIPO 
Overview 3.1, sections 1.7, 1.8, and 1.11.1.  Following from the above, it is unnecessary to consider the BB-
HOTEL mark further for the purposes of the first element of the Policy. 
 
Therefore, the Panel finds that the Complainant has satisfied the first element of the Policy. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy 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 UDRP proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized 
that proving that 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. 
 
In the present case, the disputed domain name is passively held.  The Complainant submits that the 
Respondent has never been authorized by it to use its trademarks in any manner.  These circumstances do 
not indicate that the Respondent is using the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide offering 
of goods or services.  Nor is the Respondent making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed 
domain name within the terms of the Policy. 
 
Moreover, the Respondent’s name is listed in the Registry’s database as “David Perkins, Worldwide 
Domains”, no part of which resembles the disputed domain name.  There is no evidence that the 
Respondent has been commonly known by the disputed domain name. 
 
In summary, the Panel considers that the Complainant has made a prima facie case that the Respondent 
has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain names.  The Respondent failed to 
rebut that prima facie case because it did not respond to the Complainant’s contentions. 
 
Based on the record of this proceeding, the Panel finds that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate 
interests in respect of the disputed domain name.  The Complainant has satisfied the second element in 
paragraph 4(a) of the Policy. 
 
C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith 
 
The Panel notes that the third element of paragraph 4(a) of the Policy contains two requirements that apply 
conjunctively.  A complainant must show both that the disputed domain name has been registered in bad 
faith and also that it is being used in bad faith.  The former requires a demonstration that the Respondent 
knew, or should have known of the Complainant and/or the Complainant’s trademark at the time when it 
registered or acquired the disputed domain name and that it registered the disputed domain name with a bad 
faith intention targeting the Complainant and/or its mark. 
 
In the present case, the disputed domain name was registered in 2023, years after the registration of the 
Complainant’s earliest trademark registrations.  The disputed domain name wholly incorporates the 
BBHOTEL mark and BB-HOTEL mark (save for the hyphen) and also incorporates most of the textual 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DPH2004-0001
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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element of the B&B HOTELS mark, omitting the space before “HOTELS” and the plural “S”, and disregarding 
the ampersand.  Nevertheless, “B&B” (or its functional equivalent in a domain name, “BB”) is an abbreviation 
of the phrase “Bed & Breakfast”, which refers to a type of establishment offering overnight accommodation 
and breakfast.  “Hotel” is a dictionary word.  Given the semantic connection between these two components 
of the disputed domain name, it is unclear whether the mere fact of their combination indicates an awareness 
of the Complainant and/or either of its marks.   
 
The Complainant submits that its operations are mainly focussed on the European market, and it provides no 
information about operations in the United States, where the Respondent is based.  At the time of 
registration of the disputed domain name, the Complainant’s trademark applications for the figurative B&B 
HOTELS marks in the United States were merely pending.  There is no evidence on the record that the 
Complainant has actively used its BB-HOTEL mark, nor its BBHOTEL trademark either offline or online, 
other than in two domain names (an “.eu” domain name that may not be associated with an active website 
and a “.fr” domain name registered after the disputed domain name) and as part of three social media 
usernames (on Facebook, TikTok, and Instagram).  Although the Complainant shows that the top organic 
results of Internet searches for its trademarks “BBHOTEL” and “B&B HOTELS” mostly relate to properties 
that it handles, there is no evidence of the results of any Internet search for “ParkBBHotel”, as incorporated 
in the disputed domain name, either at the present time or in light of circumstances prevailing in 2023.   
  
The inclusion of the word “park” in the disputed domain name does not indicate a particular connection with 
the Complainant or the hotels that it handles.  This word may refer to a recreational area with grass and 
trees, indicating the location of a hotel, or it may refer to a parking lot that can be a part of hotels in general.  
There is no evidence that the Complainant uses either of its marks in conjunction with the word “park”.  
Accordingly, the Panel does not consider that the combination of “park” with “bbhotel” makes it any more 
likely that the Respondent knew of the Complainant when it registered the disputed domain name. 
 
The record does not disclose any circumstances that could shed light on the Respondent’s intention in 
registering the disputed domain name.  The Complainant is not a former registrant of the disputed domain 
name.  The choice of the ccTLD for the Philippines does not indicate any particular connection to the 
Complainant either.  The Respondent has made no active use of the disputed domain name, no offer to sell 
the disputed domain name, and no reference to the Complainant or the hotels that it handles on a webpage 
or elsewhere. 
 
Based on this record, the Panel is unable to find that the disputed domain name has been registered in bad 
faith.   
 
Therefore, the Complainant has not satisfied the third element in paragraph 4(a) of the Policy. 
 
 
7. Decision 
 
For all the foregoing reasons, the Complaint is denied. 
 
 
/Matthew Kennedy/ 
Matthew Kennedy 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  May 8, 2026 
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