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DOMAIN NAME DISPUTE 

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL 

DECISION 

 

CIIDRC case number: 2291-CDRP          Decision date: October 27, 2020 

Panelist: Douglas M. Isenberg, Esq. 

 

Complainant: Lenovo (Beijing) Limited 
 
Registrant: David Chan 
 
Domain name in dispute: <lenovo.ca> 
 
CIIDRC case number: 2291-CDRP 
 

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 

The history of this proceeding, according to the information provided by the Centre, is as 

follows: 

1. On September 18, 2020, the above-named Complainant filed a Complaint pursuant to the 

Policy and Resolution Rules. 

2. CIRA was notified of this proceeding on September 18, 2020, and on the same date, CIRA 

transmitted its verification response confirming Registrant’s identity. CIRA also confirmed 

that the disputed domain name was placed on a Registrar LOCK. 

3. On September 22, 2020, CIIDRC confirmed compliance of the Complaint with CIRA’s 

requirements under Resolution Rule 3.2, and commencement of the dispute resolution 

process. 

4. Pursuant to Resolution Rule 4.4, CIIDRC notified the Respondent of this administrative 

proceeding and forwarded the Complaint to the Registrant on September 22, 2020. 

5. The Respondent failed to file its response by the due date of October 12, 2020. 
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6. The Complainant in this administrative proceeding has elected for a Panel consisting of a 

single member. 

7. CIIDRC appointed Douglas M. Isenberg as a single-member panel in the above-referenced 

matter on October 16, 2020. 

2. ELIGIBLE COMPLAINANT 
 

Paragraph 1.4 of the CDRP states: “The person initiating a Proceeding (the ‘Complainant’) must, at 

the time of submitting a complaint (the ‘Complaint’), satisfy the Canadian Presence Requirements 

for Registrants (the ‘CPR’) in respect of the domain name that is the subject of the Proceeding 

unless the Complaint relates to a trade-mark registered in the Canadian Intellectual Property Office 

(‘CIPO’) and the Complainant is the owner of the trade-mark.” 

 

Complainant states that it satisfies the CPR because “at the time of filing, the Complaint is the 

owner of several Canadian trademark registrations for LENOVO and LENOVO & Design (being 

TMA647153, TMA677538, TMA1036205).” 

 

As a result, the Panel finds that, based on the Complaint, Complainant is an eligible complainant 

under paragraph 1.4 of the CDRP. 

 

3. FACTS ALLEGED BY THE PARTIES 

 

Complainant states that it is “a leading multinational technology company that designs, develops, 

manufactures and sells computers and related goods and provides IT services”; that it “was 

established in China in 1984 (then doing business as Legend (Beijing) Ltd.)”; that it “has been the 

entity charged with controlling the production, character, and quality of the computer related goods 

and services in domestic and international markets, including Canada, within the broader holding 

group parent company of Lenovo Group Limited (formerly Legend Group Ltd.)”; and that it adopted 

the LENOVO trademark in 2002. 

Complainant states that it registered the domain name <lenovo.com> on September 9, 2002; that 

it filed a Canadian trademark application for LENOVO associated with various computer-related 

goods and services on February 20, 2003; that Lenovo Group published a press release announcing 

the adoption of the LENOVO Trademark including in association with the Complainant’s PC products 

and IT services on April 23, 2003; and that Lenovo Group published a press release announcing 

the formal change of its English corporate name to Lenovo Group Limited on April 2, 2004. 
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Complainant provides a schedule showing that it is the owner of seven trademark registrations in 

Canada for marks that consist of or contain LENOVO (the “LENOVO Trademark”), the oldest of 

which, TMA647153, was filed on February 20, 2003 (as stated above) and registered on September 

1, 2005. 

Complainant states that the Disputed Domain Name was created on May 19, 2004; that the 

Disputed Domain Name “automatically resolves to the domain ‘tech-1-click.com/lenovo/store’, 

which displays a webpage… that contains links to (alleged) LENOVO-branded products on the 

Amazon.com website” where “[t]he Registrant earns a fee when users purchase such products 

using those links.” 

Complainant states that it sent a demand letter to Registrant regarding the Disputed Domain Name 

on July 13, 2020, but that Registrant never responded to the letter. 

As noted above, the Registrant did not submit a Response. 

 

4. CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

 Complainant 

Complainant contends that the Disputed Domain Name is Confusingly Similar to a trademark or 

service mark in which the Complainant has rights because the Disputed Domain Name “merely 

consists of and wholly incorporates the word LENOVO”; Complainant had rights in the LENOVO 

Trademark prior to the date of registration based on Complainant’s usage of and application to 

register the LENOVO Trademark in Canada; and Complainant continues to have such rights based 

on its existing trademark registrations in Canada. 

Complainant contends that Registrant has no legitimate interest in the Disputed Domain Name as 

described in the Policy because “there is not and has never any authorized relationship or 

agreement between the Complainant and the Registrant”; “[s]ince 2019, the Domain Name has 

redirected visitors to the Registrant Website (teck-1- click.com/lenovo), which contains pay-per-

click links to purported Amazon products”; “[t]he Registrant cannot have a legitimate interest in 

the Domain Name because it is an exact match for the Complainant’s trademark and there is no 

agreement between the parties permitting the Registrant’s use of the mark”; “[t]he Domain Name 

is not clearly descriptive in Canada in the English or French language of the Registrant’s goods, 

services or business, or other elements contemplated by paragraph”; “[t]he Domain Name is also 

not understood in Canada to be the generic name for any products or services offered by the 
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Registrant”; “[t]he Registrant has not used the Domain Name in Canada in good faith in association 

with a non-commercial activity”; “[t]he Domain Name does not comprise the legal name of the 

Registrant, David Chan, as provided by the Registrant to CIRA”; and “[t]he Domain Name is not 

the geographical name of the location of the Registrant’s non-commercial activity or place of 

business.” 

Complainant contends that the Registrant has registered the domain name in bad faith as described 

in the Policy because, inter alia, “[t]he LENOVO Mark is a highly-distinctive, coined term” and 

“[t]hus, it ought to be inferred that the Registrant had constructive knowledge of the mark prior to 

registering the Domain Name, and that it registered the Domain Name to capitalize on the goodwill 

of the LENOVO Mark by intentionally creating the impression of a false association”; “[t]he content 

of a website located at a domain name can support a finding of a likelihood of confusion” and, here, 

“the Domain Name has historically directed users to websites that contain advertisements and 

sponsored links to the same types of computer products and services sold by the Complainant”; 

and a “false impression is reinforced by the Registrant’s unauthorized use of the Complainant’s 

product photographs.” 

 Respondent 

As noted above, the Registrant did not submit a Response. 

5. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

 

In accordance with Paragraph 3.1 of CDRP, the onus is on the Complainant to prove: 

1) the Registrant’s dot-ca domain name is Confusingly Similar to a Mark in which the 

Complainant had Rights prior to the date of registration of the domain name and 

continues to have such Rights; 

2) the Registrant has no legitimate interest in the domain name as described in the Policy; 

and 

3) the Registrant has registered the domain name in bad faith as described in the Policy. 

To consider each of these requirements in turn. 

1) Confusingly Similar 

With respect to paragraph 3.1(a) of the CDRP, it is obvious based on Complainant’s reference to 

its Canadian trademark registrations and its use of the LENOVO Trademark that Complainant has 
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rights in the LENOVO Trademark. Complainant argues that it acquired common law trademark 

rights in the LENOVO Trademark prior to the date on which the Disputed Domain Name was created 

and, further, that its subsequently issued trademark application, TMA647153, which was filed prior 

to date on which the Disputed Domain Name was created, gives it “rights in the mark from the date 

of application and thereafter.” TWENGA v. privacy protected, BCICAC Case No. DCA-1351-CIRA.  

The Panel agrees. 

Paragraph 3.3 of the CDRP states: “In determining whether a domain name is ‘Confusingly Similar’ 

to a Mark, the Panel shall only consider whether the domain name so nearly resembles the Mark in 

appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the Mark as to be likely to be mistaken for the Mark.”  

It is apparent that the Disputed Domain Name contains the AURORA Trademark in its entirety.  

“[I]n cases where a domain name incorporates the entirety of a trademark, or where at least a 

dominant feature of the relevant mark is recognizable in the domain name, the domain name will 

normally be considered confusingly similar to that mark” WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on 

Selected UDRP Questions, Third Edition (“WIPO Overview 3.0”), section 1.7.1 

Accordingly, the Panel finds that Complainant has met its burden of proof with respect to paragraph 

3.1(a) of the CDRP. 

2) No Legitimate Interest 

With respect to paragraph 3.1(b) of the CDRP, regarding a lack of legitimate interests, the Panel is 

satisfied that the Complainant has established, on a balance of probabilities, that the Registrant 

does not have a legitimate interest in the Disputed Domain Name. By failing to submit a Response, 

the Registrant has not made any attempt to rebut Complainant’s allegations or argue that it has a 

legitimate interest in the Disputed Domain Name under any of the six elements described in 

paragraph 3.4 of the CDRP, nor is there any evidence that demonstrates Registrant has a legitimate 

interest in the Disputed Domain Name.  See, e.g., Cointreau v. Netnic Corporation, CIRA Case No. 

00180 (“[t]here is no evidence from the ‘customer’ about its ‘interest’ in the Domain Name”); and 

General Motors LLC v. Tony Wilson, CIRA Case No. 00182 (“the Complainant has provided some 

evidence that the Registrant has no legitimate interest in the Domain Name and this evidence has 

not been rebutted by the Registrant”). 

 
1 Although WIPO Overview 3.0 addresses the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (“UDRP”), Paragraph 3.2(l) of 
the CIRA Domain Name Dispute Resolution Rules expressly allows references to “dispute resolution proceedings which apply 
to domain names registered under any other top‐level domain which the Complainant considers persuasive.” 
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Accordingly, the Panel finds that Complainant has met its burden of proof with respect to paragraph 

3.1(b) of the CDRP. 

3) Bad Faith 

The Panel evaluates whether the Complainant has established that Registrant has registered the 

Disputed Domain Name in bad faith, as defined by the CDRP. Pursuant to paragraph 3.5 of the 

CDRP, the following “shall be evidence that a Registrant has registered a domain name in bad 

faith”: 

(a) the Registrant registered the domain name, or acquired the Registration, primarily 

for the purpose of selling, renting, licensing or otherwise transferring the Registration to the 

Complainant, or the Complainant’s licensor or licensee of the Mark, or to a competitor of the 

Complainant or the licensee or licensor for valuable consideration in excess of the 

Registrant’s actual costs in registering the domain name, or acquiring the Registration; 

(b) the Registrant registered the domain name or acquired the Registration in order to 

prevent the Complainant, or the Complainant’s licensor or licensee of the Mark, from 

registering the Mark as a domain name, provided that the Registrant, alone or in concert 

with one or more additional persons has engaged in a pattern of registering domain names 

in order to prevent persons who have Rights in Marks from registering the Marks as domain 

names; 

(c) the Registrant registered the domain name or acquired the Registration primarily for 

the purpose of disrupting the business of the Complainant, or the Complainant’s licensor or 

licensee of the Mark, who is a competitor of the Registrant; or 

(d) the Registrant has intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, Internet 

users to the Registrant’s website or other on-line location, by creating a likelihood of 

confusion with the Complainant’s Mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or 

endorsement of the Registrant’s website or location or of a product or service on the 

Registrant’s website or location. 

The Panel is persuaded that bad faith exists pursuant to paragraph 3.5(d), given that Complainant 

has stated, and Registrant has not denied, that the Disputed Domain Name “automatically resolves 

to the domain ‘tech-1-click.com/lenovo/store’, which displays a webpage… that contains links to 

(alleged) LENOVO-branded products on the Amazon.com website” where “[t]he Registrant earns a 

fee when users purchase such products using those links.” The Panel agrees with the decision cited 
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by Complainant, KEEN, Inc.; KEEN Canada Outdoor, ULC v. Daniel Joseph, Case No. DCA-00280-

CIRA, finding bad faith where “the Registrant is using the Domain Name to generate referral fees 

by resolving the Domain Name to a website featuring the Complainant’s products and thereafter 

taking the end user to Amazon.”  See also, e.g., Compagnie Generale des Etablissements Michelin 

v. Jason Hughes, Case No. DCA-1812-CIRA (finding bad faith where “the Disputed Domain Name 

‘resolve[s] to a separate website… which advertises the sale of, and operates as an e-commerce 

site for, a wide variety of auto parts, including Michelin tires, alongside the products of 

[Complainant’s] direct competitors”); and Americana International Ltd. v. Bench Clothing Store 

Inc., CIRA Case No. 00238 (finding bad faith where the disputed domain name was used to sell 

clothing in competition with complainant, because “the Registrant would appear to be motivated 

by commercial gain to attract to its websites internet users who are searching for the Complainant’s 

products” and “[i]t has done so by creating a likelihood of confusion not only in its choice of domain 

name, but also in the presentation of information on its website”). 

In light of the above, the Panel finds that Complainant has met its burden of proof with respect to 

paragraph 3.1(c) of the CDRP. 

6. DECISION and ORDER 

 

For the above reasons, in accordance with Paragraph 4 of CDRP, Paragraph 12 of the Resolution 

Rules, the Panel orders that the Disputed Domain Name <lenovo.ca> be transferred to 

Complainant, Lenovo (Beijing) Limited. 

 

Made as of October 27, 2020. 

 

SIGNATURE OF PANEL 

 

____________________________ 

Douglas M. Isenberg, Esq. 

 


