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6805183 Canada, Inc. v. Malik humair ahmed
Case No. D2026-3912

1. The Parties
The Complainant is 6805183 Canada, Inc. c/o Walters Law Group, United States of America (“U.S.”).

The Respondent is Malik humair ahmed, Pakistan.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <rabbitscams.online> is registered with GoDaddy.com, LLC (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on September 1,
2026. On September 2, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar
verification in connection with the disputed domain name. On the same day, 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 (Registration Private, Domains by Proxy, LLC) and
contact information in the Complaint. The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on
September 4, 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 amendment to the
Complaint on September 4, 2026.

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 September 7, 2026. In accordance with the Rules,
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was September 27, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any
response. Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on September 28, 2026.

The Center appointed Rebecca Slater as the sole panelist in this matter on October 7, 2026. The Panel
finds that it was properly constituted. The Panel has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration
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of Impartiality and Independence, as required by the Center to ensure compliance with the Rules, paragraph
7.

4. Factual Background

The Complainant operates a video platform on the Internet, including through its website at the domain name
<rabbitscams.com> (registered September 29, 2009).

The Complainant owns U.S. Trade Mark Registration No. 4678500 for RABBITS CAMS word mark in Class
38 (registered January 27, 2015) (the “Trade Mark”). The Complainant also owns a U.S. trade mark
registration No. 3296130 for RABBIT'S REVIEWS word mark (registered September 25, 2007).

The Complainant contends that it has used the RABBITS CAMS trade mark in commerce since at least
October 1, 2010, but does not provide any evidence of its commercial profile or trading history, or otherwise
of the reputation or public recognition of its claimed unregistered trade mark.

The Respondent is an individual apparently located in Pakistan. The Respondent did not submit a response,
and, consequently, little information is known about the Respondent.

The disputed domain name was registered on December 20, 2025. The disputed domain name resolves to
a website which offers anonymous video chat, voice chat and adult-oriented chat room services.

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:

. The disputed domain name is identical to the Trade Mark. The disputed domain name fully and
solely incorporates the Trade Mark. The addition of the generic Top-Level Domain (“gTLD”) “.online” is a
standard registration requirement and does not distinguish the disputed domain name from the Trade Mark.
. The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name. The
Respondent has no connection or affiliation with the Complainant. The Respondent has not received any
authorization, licence or consent, express or implied, to use the Trade Mark in the disputed domain name or
in any other manner. The Respondent is not commonly known by the Trade Mark and holds no trade marks
corresponding to the disputed domain name. The website at the disputed domain name displays a logo
almost identical to the Complainant’s logo, which features the outline of a rabbit’'s head with a single eye.
The website also offers adult entertainment services in direct competition with the Complainant’s streaming
video services. This does not give rise to rights or legitimate interests.

. The disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad faith. The disputed domain
name was registered long after the Complainant obtained both registered and common law rights in the
Trade Mark. Given the Respondent’s website features a logo nearly identical to the Complainant’s, it is more
probable than not that the Respondent knew of the Trade Mark when it registered the disputed domain
name. The Respondent uses the disputed domain name to divert Internet traffic from the Complainant’s
website to a commercial website offering competing adult entertainment streaming services. This is an
intentional attempt to attract Internet users for commercial gain by creating a likelihood of confusion with the
Trade Mark. The footer of the Respondent’s website contains the copyright statement “© 2026 Rabbits
Cams. All rights reserved.”, which reproduces the Trade Mark. The Respondent did not reply to the
Complainant’s cease-and-desist letter, and the Respondent concealed its identity behind a Whols privacy
service.
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B. Respondent

The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions.

6. Discussion and Findings

To succeed, the Complainant must demonstrate that all the elements enumerated in paragraph 4(a) of the
Policy have been satisfied, namely:

. the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trade mark or service mark in which
the Complainant has rights;

. the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name; and

. the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

The onus of proving these elements is on the Complainant.
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 trade mark 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 trade mark or service mark for the purposes of the Policy.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1.

The entirety of the Trade Mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name. Accordingly, the disputed
domain name is identical to the Trade Mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

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.

The Complainant has not authorized the Respondent to use the Trade Mark and there is no evidence that
the Respondent is commonly known by the disputed domain name.
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The Panel notes that the composition of the disputed domain name carries a high risk of implied affiliation.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.5.1. The Complainant has not authorized the Respondent to use the Trade
Mark and there is no evidence that the Respondent has ever been commonly known by the disputed domain
name.

The evidence provided by the Complainant indicates that the disputed domain name has been used to
either: (a) impersonate the Complainant and its business; or (b) to create the incorrect impression that the
Respondent is affiliated with the Complainant in order to take an unfair advantage of such an impression.
Panels have held that the use of a domain name for illegal activity (here, claimed passing off) 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

The Panel notes that, for the purposes of paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy, paragraph 4(b) of the Policy sets
out a list of non-exhaustive circumstances that may indicate that a domain name was registered and used in
bad faith, but other circumstances may be relevant in assessing whether a respondent’s registration and use
of a domain name is in bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.1.

Having reviewed the record, the Panel finds the Respondent’s registration and use of the disputed domain
name constitutes bad faith under the Policy.

The disputed domain name was clearly acquired with knowledge of the Complainant and the Trade Mark,
given the composition of the disputed domain name and the content of the website at the disputed domain
name. This supports a finding that the Respondent has registered the disputed domain name to attract, for
commercial gain, Internet users to its website by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Trade Mark.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4.

Panels have held that the use of a domain name for illegal activity (here, claimed passing off) constitutes bad
faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.4.

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 <rabbitscams.online> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Rebecca Slater/
Rebecca Slater

Sole Panelist

Date: October 20, 2026
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