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1. The Parties 
 
Complainant is Schylling Inc., United States of America (“United States”), represented by The GigaLaw Firm, 
Douglas M. Isenberg, Attorney at Law, LLC, United States. 
 
Respondent is BROOKE ERIN MANNING, Brooke Wood LLC, United States. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <schyllingofficial.com> (the “Domain Name”) is registered with Spaceship, Inc. 
(the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on September 9, 
2026.  On September 9, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar 
verification in connection with the Domain Name.  On September 10, 2026, the Registrar transmitted by 
email to the Center its verification response disclosing registrant and contact information for the Domain 
Name which differed from the named Respondent (Redacted for Privacy Purposes, Privacy service provided 
by WITHHELD FOR PRIVACY LLC.) and contact information in the Complaint.  The Center sent an email to 
Complainant on September 11, 2026, providing the registrant and contact information disclosed by the 
Registrar, and inviting Complainant to submit an amendment to the Complaint.  Complainant filed an 
amendment to the Complaint on September 11, 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 Respondent of the Complaint, 
and the proceedings commenced on September 15, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 5, the 
due date for Response was October 5, 2026.  Respondent did not submit any response.  Accordingly, the 
Center notified Respondent’s default on October 7, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Robert A. Badgley as the sole panelist in this matter on October 13, 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 
 
According to the Complaint: 
 
“Complainant, founded in 1974 by Jack Schylling, is an award-winning toy company whose products such as 
NeeDoh, LAVA Lamp, Big Wheel, Schylling hand puppets, Party Puppies, Classic Tin Kaleidoscope, Learn 
to Play Harmonica and a variety of other toys satisfy curiosity, encourage discovery, and help people find 
their best mellow and chill mood.” […] 
 
“Complainant distributes products directly to customers in the United States and Canada; via more than 
5,000 independent toy and gift stores; in more than 200 larger retailers including Walmart, Target, Amazon, 
Barnes & Noble, Fred Meyer and many more; and via international distributors.” 
 
“As a private company, Complainant does not disclose financial data, but its annual revenue is far greater 
than $100 million.” […] 
 
“Complainant’s ‘NeeDoh’ products were launched in 2017 and are small, squeezable items filled with a non-
toxic, dough-like compound that returns to its original shape after being manipulated. As described in a 
Wikipedia entry, the NeeDoh products ‘experienced a dramatic surge in popularity beginning in late 2025 and 
accelerating through early 2026…. fueled in large part by TikTok, where ASMR-style squeeze videos, 
collection showcases, and “NeeDoh hunting” content proliferated.’  […]  An article in Psychology Today from 
April 19, 2026, said, ‘Toy stores can’t keep [NeeDoh toys] in stock for longer than 30 minutes once word gets 
out that there has been a recent shipment.’” 
 
Annexed to the Complaint are several other media articles discussing Complainant and its products. 
 
Complainant has owned the domain name <schylling.com> since 1996, and uses that domain name to host 
its commercial website and feature its products. 
 
The Complainant owns the United States trademark registration No. 5549499, SCHYLLING, registered on 
August 28, 2018.   
 
The Domain Name was registered on May 4, 2026.  The Domain Name resolves to a website stating that  
it is “The ONLY Official Home of NeeDoh®.”  The site also states:  “Don’t settle for fakes. Shop 100% 
authentic squishes at the only authorized store.”  According to Complainant, these claims are false. 
 
Respondent’s website also features Complainant’s NeeDoh logo, and states:  “Schyllingofficial.com is the 
brand’s primary direct-to-customer store.”  The site also states that Respondent is not a mere reseller of 
Complainant’s products;  rather the site claims to be “the source” of the products.  Respondent’s site also 
uses photos of Complainant’s products identical to those found on Complainant’s website. 
 
Complainant cites several instances where customers who visited Respondent’s website believed that it was 
affiliated with Complainant, and they made purchases but received fake items or no items at all.  In addition, 
Complainant alleges:  “At least one security vendor has reported that the Disputed Domain Name is being 
used in connection with spam.” 
 
Respondent has not denied any of Complainant’s allegations or disputed any of Complainant’s evidence. 
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5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Policy for a transfer of the 
Domain Name.   
 
B. Respondent 
 
Respondent did not reply to Complainant’s contentions. 
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy lists the three elements which Complainant must satisfy with respect to the 
Domain Name: 
 
(i) the Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which 
Complainant has rights;  and 
(ii) Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name;  and 
(iii) the Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 
 
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar 
 
The Complainant has a United States registration for the trademark SCHYLLING. 
 
The Panel finds that the Domain Name is confusingly similar to Complainant’s mark.  The Domain Name 
incorporates the SCHYLLING mark and adds the descriptive word “official”.  Despite this additional word, the 
Panel finds that Complainant’s mark is recognizable within the Domain Name.   
 
Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(i). 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Pursuant to paragraph 4(c) of the Policy, Respondent may establish its rights or legitimate interests in the 
Domain Name, among other circumstances, by showing any of the following elements: 
 
(i) before any notice to you [Respondent] of the dispute, your use of, or demonstrable preparations to 
use, the Domain Name or a name corresponding to the Domain Name in connection with a bona fide offering 
of goods or services;  or 
(ii) you [Respondent] (as an individual, business, or other organization) have been commonly known by 
the Domain Name, even if you have acquired no trademark or service mark rights;  or 
(iii) you [Respondent] are making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the Domain Name, without 
intent for commercial gain to misleadingly divert consumers or to tarnish the trademark or service mark at 
issue.   
 
The Panel concludes that Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name.   
Respondent has not come forward to dispute Complainant’s allegations and evidence.  It is obvious from 
Respondent’s website, which falsely claims that Respondent is the “source” of Complainant’s products and 
falsely claims to be the “official” site of Complainant, as well as the extensive use of Complainant’s logos and 
photos taken from Complainant’s website, that Respondent targeted Complainant and its marks in order to 
sell products purporting to be genuine products made by Complainant.  Such blatant impersonation of 
Complainant is manifestly illegitimate.   
 
The Panel concludes that Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(ii). 
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C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith 
 
Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy provides that the following circumstances, “in particular but without limitation,” 
are evidence of the registration and use of the Domain Name in “bad faith”: 
 
(i) circumstances indicating that Respondent has registered or has acquired the Domain Name primarily 
for the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the Domain Name registration to Complainant 
who is the owner of the trademark or service mark or to a competitor of that Complainant, for valuable 
consideration in excess of its documented out of pocket costs directly related to the Domain Name;  or 
(ii) that 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 Respondent has 
engaged in a pattern of such conduct;  or 
(iii) that Respondent has registered the Domain Name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the business 
of a competitor;  or 
(iv) that by using the Domain Name, Respondent has intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial 
gain, Internet users to Respondent’s website or other online location, by creating a likelihood of confusion 
with Complainant’s mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of Respondent’s website 
or location or of a product or service on Respondent’s website or location. 
 
The Panel concludes, on this undisputed record, that Respondent has registered and used the Domain 
Name in bad faith.  The Panel incorporates its discussion above in the “Rights or Legitimate Interests” 
section.  On this undisputed record, the Panel finds that Respondent has targeted the Complainant’s mark 
and engaged in bad faith registration and use of the Domain Name within the meaning of the above-quoted 
Policy paragraph 4(b)(iv). 
 
Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(iii).   
 
 
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 Domain Name <schyllingofficial.com> be transferred to Complainant. 
 
 
/Robert A. Badgley/ 
Robert A. Badgley 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  October 23, 2026 
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