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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Carry-On Trailer, Inc., United States of America, represented by Erise IP, P.A., United 
States of America. 
 
The Respondent is Ahmed Amdlouss, ticno, Morocco. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <carryontrailer.store> is registered with NameCheap, Inc. (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on August 6, 2026.  On 
August 7, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in connection 
with the disputed domain name.  On August 7, 2026, 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 (Unknown Respondent) and contact information in the Complaint.  The Center sent 
an email communication to the Complainant on August 11, 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 August 14, 2026. 
 
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended 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 August 25, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 5, the due date 
for Response was September 14, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any response.  Accordingly, the Center 
notified the Respondent’s default on September 22, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Christian Schalk as the sole panelist in this matter on October 1, 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.  
The language of the proceeding is English. 
 
 
4. Factual Background 
 
Founded in 1996, the Complainant describes itself as a leading trailer brand in the United States of America, 
offering a large variety of trailers for commercial use, recreation, as well as associated trailer parts.  Since at 
least as early as 2001, the Complainant has continuously and prominently advertised the Complainant’s goods 
in the United States of America under the trademark CARRY-ON TRAILER.  The Complainant owns several 
U.S. trademark registrations for the term CARRY-ON TRAILER and variations thereof, including: 
 
- United States of America word and device trademark registration No. 3150593 for CARRY-ON TRAILER 
CARGO, registration date October 3, 2006, covering goods in International Class 12;   
 
- United States of America word and device trademark registration No. 3167545 for CARRY-ON TRAILER 
CARGO, registration date November 7, 2006, covering goods in International Class 12; 
 
- United States of America trademark registration No. 6867298 for CARRY-ON TRAILER, registration date 
October 4, 2022, covering goods in International Classes 6, 9 and 12; 
 
- United States of America trademark registration No. 6867299 for CARRY-ON, registration date October 4, 
2022, covering goods in International Classes 6, 9, and 12; 
 
- United States of America word and device trademark registration No. 7475487 for CARRY-ON TRAILER, 
registration date August 13, 2024, covering goods in International Class 6, 9, and 12; 
 
Since March 1, 1999, the Complainant has owned and has operated its website under the domain name <carry-
ontrailer.com>.   
 
The Respondent registered the disputed domain name on June 15, 2026.  The disputed domain name resolves 
to a website which offers for sale various types of carry-on trailers and features the Complainant’s word and 
device trademark CARRY-ON TRAILER and the Complainant’s branding elements in a prominent manner. 
 
 
5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Policy for a transfer of 
the disputed domain name.  In particular, the Complainant alleges that the disputed domain name is identical or 
confusingly similar to the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER marks.  It argues that only a mere side-by-side 
comparison of the disputed domain name with the Complainant’s trademarks is necessary to establish the 
identity or near identity between the disputed domain name and the Complainant’s trademark rights and refers in 
this context to Rockwool Int’l A/S v. usrockwool.com, WIPO Case No. D2013-1022, to support this argument.  
The Complainant then adds that a straightforward comparison of the disputed domain name and the 
Complainant’s registered CARRY-ON TRAILER marks demonstrates that they are effectively identical, since the 
disputed domain name consists solely of the Complainant’s registered CARRY-ON TRAILER United States 
trademark registration No. 6867298 in its entirety, with the omission of the hyphen and addition of the generic 
Top Level Domain (gTLD) “.store” and that the latter is disregarded when comparing the disputed domain name 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2013-1022
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with the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER mark, since it is a technical requirement and cites in this context 
Skyscanner Limited v. Milen Radumilo, WIPO Case No. D2022-0068 and refers also to WIPO Overview of WIPO 
Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1“), section 1.11.1. 
 
The Complainant alleges also that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed 
domain name.  The Complainant states that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name 
approximately 25 years after the Complainant first acquired trademark rights in its CARRY-ON TRAILER 
trademarks and nearly 30 years after the Complainant registered and began operating its genuine domain name, 
<carry-ontrailer.com>.  The Complainant explains also that the disputed domain name resolved to a website that 
falsely purports to be the Complainant’s official website.  The Complainant argues that this website prominently 
displays the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER trademark, reproduced elements of the Complainant’s 
branding elements, and purports to offer Complainant’s goods for sale.  The Complainant is, therefore, 
convinced that the infringing website is a fraudulent website intended to deceive consumers into believing they 
are interacting with the Complainant when this is not the case.  According to the Complainant, a comparison of 
the Complainant’s genuine website with the infringing website demonstrates that the Respondent intentionally 
designed the latter to resemble the Complainant’s official online presence and to impersonate the Complainant.  
Therefore, the Complainant argues, that such behavior is precisely the type of conduct that UDRP panels have 
held that it cannot establish rights or legitimate interests and that it is likely to deceive consumers into believing 
that the disputed domain name, the infringing website, and the goods purportedly offered thereon are sponsored 
by, affiliated with, or otherwise associated with Complainant, when they are not.   
 
The Complainant states also that the Respondent is not commonly known by the disputed domain name by the 
name “Carry-On Trailer”, that there is no evidence that the Respondent owns any trademark or other intellectual 
property rights corresponding to the disputed domain name, has never been affiliated with, sponsored by, or 
authorized by the Complainant to use the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER trademarks or any other of the 
Complainant’s intellectual property.  The Complainant continues in this context, that the Respondent is not an 
authorized dealer, distributor, reseller, or licensee of the Complainant and has never been granted permission to 
register or use a domain name incorporating any of the Complainant’s trademarks.   
 
The Complainant argues further that in this case the fair use doctrine is not available as a defense to 
Respondent’s use of Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER marks, since the Respondent uses these marks as 
the dominant portion of the disputed domain name and directly copies Complainant’s trademarks and branding 
throughout the infringing website in a manner intended to create the false impression that the infringing website 
is owned, operated, sponsored, or endorsed by the Complainant and that such behavior falls well outside the 
scope of nominative fair use.   
 
Furthermore, the Complainant states there is no evidence that, before receiving notice of this dispute, the 
Respondent used or prepared to use the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide, good-faith 
offering of goods or services under the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER marks.  The disputed domain name 
has been registered by the Respondent, according to the Complainant, in order to operate a website that creates 
a misleading impression of association with the Complainant.  The Complainant concludes that all this shows 
that the Respondent is not making a legitimate non-commercial or fair use of the disputed domain name but 
rather a use of it for commercial gain with intent to mislead unsuspecting consumers into thinking that the 
Complainant is the source or origin of the goods offered in the infringing website operating at the disputed 
domain name.   
 
Moreover, the Complainant alleges that the disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith.  
The Complainant argues in this context that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name without 
authorization, using the entirety of the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER trademark, further selected 
the“.store” gTLD to reinforce the false impression that the disputed domain name identifies the Complainant’s 
official online store, used the disputed domain name to direct users to the infringing website, which prominently 
reproduces elements of the Complainant’s branding and website appearance, and falsely holds itself out as 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2022-0068
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
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Complainant’s official website.  The Complainant mentions in this context that the Respondent is also operating 
one or more fraudulent Facebook accounts impersonating the Complainant and that Facebook, upon report by 
the Complainant, has in the meantime removed these advertisements.  The Complainant reports further that the 
Respondent’s impersonation has already caused actual confusion, since the Complainant received inquiries 
from customers asking whether the infringing website is legitimate or otherwise affiliated with the Complainant.  
The Complainant is convinced that such inquiries further demonstrate that the Respondent registered and is 
using the disputed domain name to mislead consumers into believing that the infringing website is operated, 
sponsored, or endorsed by the Complainant.  For all this, the Complainant believes that the Respondent, in bad 
faith, is intentionally attempting to lead unsuspected customers to purchase its products by fraudulently holding 
itself out to be the Complainant, or a licensee or authorized distributor of goods offered under the Complainant’s 
CARRY-ON TRAILER marks and associated branding, that the Respondent is using the disputed domain name 
and the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER marks to impersonate the Complainant for commercial gain since 
the Respondent created and used fraudulent Facebook accounts, paid social media advertisements, and the 
infringing website demonstrates a coordinated effort to divert consumers seeking the Complainant and induce 
them to purchase purported CARRY-ON TRAILER products from the Respondent.   
 
Finally, the Complainant argues that the Respondent has also sought to hide their identity on the ICANN Lookup 
database by registering the disputed domain name through the Registrar and having its personal information 
redacted, which, in his opinion, further supports an inference of the Respondent’s bad faith actions.  The 
Complainant refers in this context to WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.6 to support this argument.   
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions. 
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
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 and the disputed domain name (see WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7). 
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has established trademark rights in CARRY-ON TRAILER and that the 
entirety of this trademark is reproduced within the disputed domain name (see WIPO Overview 3.1, section 
1.2.1).  The omission of the hyphen between the words “CARRY” and “ON” does not alter this finding.   
 
Furthermore, the gTLD “.store” in the disputed domain name is viewed as a standard registration requirement 
and as such is disregarded under the first element confusing similarity test (see WIPO Overview 3.1, section 
1.11.1).   
 
Accordingly, the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER 
trademarks for the purposes of the Policy (see WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7).   
 
For all these reasons, the Panel finds that the first element is established under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Based on the submissions and materials filed in this case, the Panel finds that the Respondent does not have 
rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.   
 

https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
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Although the overall burden of proof in UDRP proceedings is on the complainant, UDRP 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). 
 
Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy provides a list of circumstances in which the Respondent may demonstrate rights or 
legitimate interests in the disputed domain name. 
 
However, the Respondent has not provided any evidence of circumstances specified in paragraph 4(c) of the 
Policy or of any other circumstances giving rise to rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.  
Specifically, the Panel finds no evidence that the Respondent has been or is commonly known by the disputed 
domain name.  The Respondent is neither affiliated with the Complainant nor has a license to use its trademark.  
The Respondent has also not rebutted the Complainant’s allegations and has not provided the Panel with any 
explanations as to the Respondent’s rights or legitimate interests. 
 
In this case, the Respondent used the disputed domain name to connect it with a website which features the 
Complainant’s trademarks and branding elements, pretends to offer the Complainant’s products and which 
appearance is very similar to the Complainant’s official website.  Hence, Internet users arriving at the website to 
which the disputed domain name resolves could believe that they are browsing through the Complainant’s 
website while this is not the case.  Such behavior cannot constitute a bona fide sale of goods or services, nor a 
legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name.   
 
Therefore, the Panel is convinced that the only reason for the Respondent to register the disputed domain name 
was, on balance, to capitalize on the Complainant’s goodwill by redirecting Internet traffic intended for the 
Complainant away from it to the disputed domain name.  Such behavior cannot constitute a bona fide or 
legitimate use of the disputed domain name (see also Bright Imperial Ltd. v. Cleiton da Silva Pardim, WIPO 
Case No. D2013-1548;  Carrefour SA v. Pedro Castro;  Luis Villanueva;  Lorenzo Lara;  Samuel Naranjo;  
Alberto Caceres;  Antonio Alvarez;  Pablo Silva;  Enrique Revuelta;  Miguel Farias;  Alejandro Villalba;  Nicolas 
Ferreyra;  Julio Rivas;  Marcos Villanueva;  Eugenio Cabrera, WIPO Case No. D2024-4736 and more general 
WIPO Overview 3.1, sections 2.5.1 and 2.13). 
 
For all these reasons, the Panel finds the second element of the Policy has been established. 
 
C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith 
 
The Complainant contends that the Respondent registered and is using the disputed domain name in bad faith.  
The Policy, paragraph 4(b) sets forth four non-exclusive circumstances, which evidence bad faith registration 
and use of domain names: 
 
(i) circumstances indicating that the respondent has registered or has acquired the domain name primarily for 
the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the domain name registration to the complainant who is 
owner of the trademark or service mark or to a competitor of the complainant, for valuable consideration in 
excess of the respondent’s documented out-of-pocket costs directly related to the domain name;   
 
(ii) the respondent has registered the domain name in order to prevent the owner of the trademark or service 
mark from reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name, provided that the respondent has engaged in a 
pattern of such conduct;   
 

https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2013-1548
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2024-4736
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
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(iii) the respondent has registered the domain name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the business of a 
competitor;  or 
 
(iv) by using the domain name, the respondent has intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, 
Internet users to its website or other online location, by creating a likelihood of confusion with the complainant’s 
mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of its website or location or of a product or 
service on its website or location.   
 
According to the materials brought before the Panel, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name has been 
registered and is being used by the Respondent in bad faith.   
 
The Panel finds that the Respondent must have been aware of the Complainant’s trademark and its services 
when he registered the disputed domain name.  Given the fact that the Respondent connected the disputed 
domain name with a website which among others features the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER trademark 
in a prominent manner, it appears more likely than not that the Respondent was aware of the Complainant’s 
brands at the time of registration of the disputed domain name. 
 
The Respondent’s behavior constitutes also use of the disputed domain name in bad faith.   
 
The disputed domain name resolves to a website which looks like the Complainant’s official website.  It features 
not only the Complainant’s CARRY-ON TRAILER trademark in a prominent manner but pretends also to be the 
Complainant and offer for sale the Complainant’s products.  This constitutes fraudulent behavior since Internet 
users arriving on this website could easily believe that they have reached the Complainant’s website while this is 
not the case.  Because of this deception, there is a strong likelihood that Internet users would order products 
from such website because they believe that they are the Complainant’s products.  In a worst case scenario, it 
could be that they neither receive any products nor they get their money back, they have spent.  Although such 
deceived Internet users would then certainly come to the conclusion, that such a website is a fake one and 
unrelated with the Complainant, they may become also hesitant to order products from the Complainant’s official 
website.  This would damage the Complainant’s reputation.  If the Complainant’s potential customers would then 
also prefer to search for certain goods rather on websites of the Complainant’s competitors, this would also 
seriously harm the Complainant’s business. 
 
Therefore, the Panel concludes that the Respondent’s primary motive in relation to the registration and use of 
the disputed domain name was to capitalize on, or otherwise take advantage of, the Complainant’s trademark 
rights, by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s mark with the intent to unlawfully profit 
therefrom (see also WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4 and there especially, First ScotRail Limited v. Mark 
Thomson, WIPO Case No. D2013-1623;  Swarovski Aktiengesellschaft v. WhoisGuard Protected / Peter D. 
Person, WIPO Case No. D2014-1447;  Booking.com BV v. Chen Guo Long, WIPO Case No. D2017-0311). 
 
The Respondent has also sought to hide its identity on the ICANN Lookup database by registering the disputed 
domain name through the Registrar and having its personal information redacted, which further supports an 
inference of Respondent’s bad faith actions (see WIPO Overview 3.1, Section 3.6).   
Furthermore, the Respondent has failed to take part in the present proceedings. 
 
Accordingly, in light of the circumstances, the Panel finds that the Respondent has been engaged in the bad 
faith registration and use of the disputed domain name and therewith the establishment also of the third element 
of the Policy.   
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2013-1623
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2014-1447
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2017-0311
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
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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 <carryontrailer.store> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Christian Schalk/ 
Christian Schalk 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  October 14, 2026 
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