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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is The Village Company, LLC, United States of America (“United States” or “U.S.”), 
represented by Fredrikson & Byron, P.A., United States. 
 
The Respondent is Yang Lou, China. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <the-mrbubbles.com> is registered with Dynadot Inc (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on August 19, 2026.  
On August 19, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in 
connection with the disputed domain name.  On August 30, 2026, the Registrar transmitted by email to the 
Center its verification response confirming that the Respondent is listed as the registrant and providing the 
contact details. 
 
The Center verified that 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 August 31, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 
5, the due date for Response was September 20, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any response.  
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on September 21, 2026.   
 
The Center appointed Anna Carabelli as the sole panelist in this matter on September 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. 
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4. Factual Background 
 
As per the evidence provided with the Complaint, the Complainant is a U.S. corporation headquartered in 
Minnesota, that specializes in the manufacture and retail sale of bath and body care products. 
 
Specifically, the Complainant manufactures and markets a line of bubble bath products for children under the 
Mr. Bubble brand, which features the name “Mr. Bubble” generally accompanied by a design depicting a 
pink, cheerful, round, smiling anthropomorphic bubble surrounded by soap bubbles. 
 
The brand was created in 1961 and was acquired in 2008 by the Complainant, which has been using and 
promoting it ever since.   
 
The Complainant is the owner of trademark registrations for MR. BUBBLE and for the associated character, 
including the following:   
 
- United States Registration No. 761076 for MR. BUBBLE (word) registered December 3, 1963, in 
international class 3;   
 
- United States Registration No. 2338710 for MR. BUBBLE (word) registered April 4, 2000, in 
international classes 3 and 28;   
 
- United States Registration No. 2740656 for MR. BUBBLE (word) registered July 22, 2003, in 
international class 3;   
 
- United States Registration No. 3199301(figurative) registered January 16, 2007, in international class 
3; 
 
- United States Registration No. 4207684 (figurative) registered September 11, 2012, in international 
class 3. 
 
The Complainant also owns the domain name <mrbubble.com> and uses it to redirect Internet users to a Mr. 
Bubble brand page on its main website at <thevillagecompany.com/pages/mr-bubble>. 
  
The disputed domain name was registered on December 22, 2024.  As per the evidence provided with the 
Complaint, the disputed domain name resolved to an active website that prominently featured the 
Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE trademark and copied the Complainant’s official product images, logos, and 
descriptions.  At the time of this decision, the disputed domain name redirects to an active website at the 
domain name <mrbubbleco.com> (hereinafter the Target Website).   
 
The Panel reviewed the Target Website and found that it prominently features the Complainant’s MR. 
BUBBLE trademark and purportedly promotes and sells “MR BUBBLE” branded products.   
It also includes the following text on its home page:  “EST. 1961. Mr. Bubble Has Been America's Favorite 
Bubble Bath for 65 Years. The playful, trusted bubble bath that parents across the U.S. have relied on to 
make tub time fun since 1961.”  The website also includes the following copyright notice:  “© 2026 
mrbubbleco.com All rights reserved.”  
 
Furthermore, in the “About Us” section, the Target Website describes the brand’s origins, mission, and vision 
in the first person, while the “Contact Us” section lists the Complainant’s contact information.   
 
A check on ICANN Lookup revealed that no information is available about the registrant, whose details have 
been redacted. 
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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.   
 
Notably, the Complainant contends that: 
 
- As a result of its extensive and continuous use dating back 1961, the MR. BUBBLE brand enjoys 
significant reputation and is well known; 
 
- the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s trademark MR. BUBBLE in 
which the Complainant has rights.  The disputed domain name incorporates the Complainant’s trademark in 
its entirety.  The addition of the article “the” at the beginning of the Complainant’s trademark does not lessen 
the confusing similarity; 
 
- the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.  In this regard the 
Complainant contends that:  (i) the Complainant has not authorized or somehow given consent to the 
Respondent to register and use the disputed domain name;  and (ii) the Respondent’s use of the disputed 
domain name is neither a bona fide offering of goods or services nor a legitimate noncommercial or fair use.  
Rather, the Respondent is using the website at the disputed domain name to attempt to impersonate or pass 
off as the Complainant; 
 
- the disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith, to attract for commercial gain 
Internet users to the Respondent’s website by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant.  The 
Respondent is using the Complainant’s trademarks and other intellectual property throughout the disputed 
website, for the purpose of passing off/impersonating the Complainant. 
 
Based on the above the Complainant requests 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 
 
Paragraph 15(a) of the Rules instructs the Panel to decide the Complaint based on the statements and 
documents submitted and in accordance with the Policy, the Rules and any rules and principles of law that it 
deems applicable.   
 
Under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy, the Complainant must prove each of the following:   
 
(i) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the 
Complainant has rights; 
 
(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.   
 
Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy sets out four illustrative circumstances, which for the purposes of paragraph 
4(a)(iii) of the Policy, shall be evidence of registration and use of a domain name in bad faith.   
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Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy sets out three illustrative circumstances, any one of which, if found by the Panel, 
shall be evidence of the Respondent’s rights to or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name for the 
purposes of paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy above.   
 
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.  WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on 
Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7. 
 
The Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark or service mark for the purposes of the Policy.  
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1. 
 
The mark is recognizable within the disputed domain name.  Accordingly, the disputed domain name is 
confusingly similar to the mark for the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.   
 
Although the addition of other terms, here the article “the” followed by a hyphen, may bear on assessment of 
the second and third elements, the Panel finds the addition of such term does not prevent a finding of 
confusing similarity between the disputed domain name and the mark for the purposes of the Policy.  
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.   
 
The addition of the Top-Level Domain, such as “.com”, is viewed as a standard registration requirement and 
as such is typically disregarded under the first element confusing similarity test.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 
1.11.1.   
 
The Panel finds the first element of the Policy has been established. 
 
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.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 
2.1. 
 
Having reviewed the available record, the Panel finds the Complainant has established a prima facie case 
that the Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.  The Respondent has 
not rebutted the Complainant’s prima facie showing and has not come forward with any relevant evidence 
demonstrating rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name such as those enumerated in the 
Policy or otherwise. 
 
Furthermore, the composition of the disputed domain name (incorporating the Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE 
mark) creates a risk of Internet confusion. 
 
 
 
 

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
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
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According to the uncontested evidence in the Complaint, the disputed domain name resolved to an active 
website prominently featuring the Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE mark and copying the Complainant’s official 
products, logos and description.  The website reflected no information concerning the relationship (or lack 
thereof) to the Complainant (WIPO Overview 3.1, sections 2.8 and 2.13.2) and suggested an intention to 
impersonate/pass off as the Complainant. 
 
The same intent is evident on the Target Website to which the disputed domain name currently redirects, 
which also:  (i) prominently features the Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE trademark, (ii) purportedly promotes 
and sells “MR BUBBLE” branded products, and (iii) contains misleading information (as described above in 
Section 4), so that the overall impression created by the Target Website is still one of an impersonation of 
the Complainant. 
 
Such use does not constitute a bona fide offering of goods or services or a legitimate noncommercial or fair 
use.   
 
Panels have held that the use of a domain name for illegal activity, like passing off/impersonation, can never 
confer rights or legitimate interests on a respondent.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.13.1   
 
The Panel finds the second element of the Policy has been established. 
 
C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith 
 
For the purposes of paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy, paragraph 4(b) of the Policy establishes circumstances 
but without limitation, that, if found by the Panel to be present, shall be evidence of the registration and use 
of a domain name in bad faith.   
 
In the present case, the Panel notes that the Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE mark had been used and 
registered well before the Respondent registered the disputed domain name incorporating the Complainant’s 
trademark. 
 
On the balance of probability, the Respondent knew or should have known about the Complainant’s 
trademark when registering the disputed domain name.   
 
The composition of the disputed domain name, comprising the Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE mark, reveals 
the Respondent’s intent to target the Complainant and to create a likelihood of confusion with the 
Complainant’s MR. BUBBLE mark, with the aim of attracting Internet users for commercial gain.   
 
The Respondent's past and current use of the disputed domain name also demonstrates bad faith. 
 
Use of a domain name incorporating a trademark by an unauthorized third party to redirect Internet users to 
a competitor’s or the complainant’s website is evidence of bad faith under paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy.  
See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4 (“Panels have moreover found the following types of evidence to 
support a finding that a respondent has registered a domain name to attract, for commercial gain, Internet 
users to its website by creating a likelihood of confusion with the complainant’s mark: (i) actual confusion,   
…(iv) redirecting the domain name to a different respondent-owned website, even where such website 
contains a disclaimer, (v) redirecting the domain name to or mimicking the complainant’s (or a competitor’s) 
website, and (vi) absence of any conceivable good faith use”).   
 
Both the content of the website to which the disputed domain name originally pointed and the content of the 
website to which it currently redirects, indicate the Respondent’s intent to impersonate/pass itself off as the 
Complainant. 
 
Panels have held that the use of a domain name for illegal activity here, claimed as passing 
off/impersonation, constitutes bad faith.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.4.   
 

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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Considering the foregoing, the Panel finds the Respondent’s registration and use of the disputed domain 
name constitute bad faith under the Policy.   
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element 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 <the-mrbubbles.com> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Anna Carabelli/ 
Anna Carabelli 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  October 12, 2026 
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