
1 
 

Domain Name: agreema.com  
 

15075-UDRP 

     

DOMAIN NAME DISPUTE 

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL 

DECISION 

 

CIIDRC case number: 15075-UDRP Decision date: May 27, 2021 

Domain Name:  agreema.com (the “Disputed Domain Name”) 

Panel:   Melvyn J. Simburg 

Complainant:   Agreema Inc. 

Complainant’s representative:  Joel Kapongo 

Respondent:  Scott Walton 

 

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
The procedural history of this case was set out in a letter from the Canadian International Internet Dispute 

Resolution Centre to the Panel:  

1.1   On March 29, 2021 the above-named Complainant filed a Complaint pursuant to the Uniform 

Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy”), and the Rules for the Uniform Domain Name Dispute 

Resolution Policy (“UDRP Rules”) via the online platform of the Canadian International Internet Dispute 

Resolution Centre (the “Centre” or the “CIIDRC” or the “Provider”), which automatically made applicable the 

CIIDRC Supplemental Rules for Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Supplemental Rules”).  

1.2  CIIDRC checked the Complaint and determined that it satisfied the formal requirements of the 

UDRP Policy and Rules, and the CIIDRC Supplemental Rules. CIIDRC also confirmed receipt of the required 

filing fee.  

1.3  On March 30, 2021, CIIDRC transmitted by email to the Registrar, GoDaddy.com, LLC, a request 

for Respondent's verification in connection with the Disputed Domain Name. On the same day, the Registrar 
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responded advising of the identity of the Respondent. In addition, the Registrar confirmed that the domain 

name <agreema.com> had been placed in a Registrar LOCK.  

1.4  In accordance with Rule 4(f), CIIDRC declared the commencement date of the dispute resolution 

process to be March 31, 2021. 

1.5  Pursuant to UDRP Rule 4 and Supplemental Rule 5, CIIDRC notified the Registrant of this 

administrative proceeding and forwarded to the Respondent on March 30, 2021 a Notice of the Proceeding, a 

link to a copy of the Complaint, and login information. 

1.6  The due date for Respondent’s Response was April 20, 2021. On April 19, 2021, the Respondent 

requested an additional 4 days to respond to the Complaint. The extension was granted in accordance with 

UDRP Rule 5(b): “Provider shall automatically grant the extension and notify the Parties thereof. This extension 

does not preclude any additional extensions that may be given further to 5(d) of the Rules.” On April 26, 2021, 

the Respondent presented a medical note from Lakeland Regional Health and requested a further 2-week 

extension to respond to the Complaint. CIIDRC granted the requested extension. The Respondent filed its 

response on May 10, 2021, which was processed on May 13, 2021. Complainant then filed a Reply on May 14, 

2021, followed by a Supplemental Response by Respondent filed May 21, 2021 and a Sur-Reply from 

Complainant dated May 21 and processed May 25, 2021 by CIIDRC. 

1.7  The Domain Name was registered in March 2007. 

1.8  The Complainant and Respondent have elected to use a Panel consisting of a single-member.  

1.9  On May 17, 2021 CIIDRC appointed Melvyn J. Simburg, as the single-member Panel.  

1.9 On May 18, 2021 Melvyn J. Simburg accepted the appointment. As required by paragraph 7 of the 

UDRP Rules, the Panelist has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration of Impartiality and 

Independence, as there are no circumstances known to him that would prevent him from so acting. The Panel 

finds that it is properly constituted. 

1.10  CIIDRC set May 31, 2021 as the due date for the Panel’s decision. 

2 FACTS ALLEGED BY THE PARTIES 

• Complainant Alleges: 

 2.1 Complainant’s business was incorporated under the name Relomigo, Inc. on April 4, 2019. It 

provided software that customers used to manage employee relocation, including a feature that included signing 

leases remotely. At the end of February 2020, Complainant launched an all-in-one eSignature platform for in-
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person, online, and real-time remote agreements. This new product offering was targeted to lawyers, real-estate 

agents, and corporations that perform business-critical signings (e.g., sales contracts, employee agreements, 

notarizations, etc.). In order to avoid confusion with its existing offering, Complainant decided to name this new 

offering, "Agreema". 

 2.2  Complainant discovered that the domain name “agreema.com” was already registered, but the 

domain was “parked” and not in use. Complainant registered "agreema.co" and "agreema.ca" on June 24, 

2020, and agreema.io on March 12, 2021. Because Complainant’s clientele were going to the wrong website, 

being confused by agreema.com, Complainant sought to purchase that domain and finally was able to get in 

direct contact with Respondent on March 11, 2021. Respondent acknowledged that he had received inquiries 

from agents of Complainant, but had not responded. Respondent informed Complainant that Respondent was 

an entrepreneur who develops businesses based on document management and business process automation.  

 2.3  Complainant revealed to Respondent that it would be launching a US-focused business in the 

summer of 2021, that its product-offering would be using technical infrastructure identical to the Complainant's 

current offering within Canada, but the US business would be marketed as a notarization solution. Respondent 

subsequently obtained a notary license on April 20, 2021. 

 2.4  Complainant contends that Respondent then demanded that in exchange for the Disputed Domain 

Name, he would like: (1) "Co-founder- like" equity in Agreema Inc, (2) Public association with Agreema Inc 

online (e.g., showing on his Linked-In profile that he does strategic partnerships for the Complainant), (3) Some 

form of monetary compensation. The Complainant decided to resume the conversations on March 16, 2021, but 

ultimately decided that it did not want Respondent associated with Complainant’s business. Instead, 

Complainant remained willing to purchase the disputed domain from Respondent for monetary payment only. 

 2.5  Complainant noticed that Respondent had changed the website for agreema.com from a parked 

status to redirect searchers landing on agreema.com to land on agreema.ca. Complainant alleges that this 

action confused Complainant’s clients and search engines began to opt for choosing "agreema.com" over 

"agreema.ca" given that, in their view, they were essentially the same website. On March 21, 2021, without 

discussion on the topic between the parties, Respondent changed the disputed domain redirection from 

ageema.ca to snapdocs.com, which Complainant views as a competitor to the business Complainant will start in 

the U.S. 

 2.6  Complainant offered Respondent $1800 for the disputed domain, which Complainant deemed a 

fair-market value. However, the Respondent refused the offer and has since become unresponsive. 

• Respondent Alleges:  
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 2.7  Respondent alleges that he has used the domain agreema.com for at least 14 years as a means of 

marketing his personal (Scott Walton) services for processing transactions and providing digital automation, and 

as a way of facilitating transactions. Respondent is also a real estate agent and alleges that the website is used 

to promote his real estate services and now also his remote online notary services in Florida. Respondent 

intends to qualify as a mortgage broker and use the disputed domain for that service as well. 

 2.8  Respondent states that he never solicited, marketed or tried to sell the disputed domain.  

 2.9 Respondent admits that the disputed domain now directs to Snapdocs.com, which is a notary 

referral business. Respondent now has a listing on Snapdocs.com for his services in Polk City, Florida. The 

Disputed Domain Name redirects to the Snapdocs.com landing page for notaries rather than to Respondent’s 

listing, but it is possible to find Respondent’s listing by searching for a notary in Polk City, Florida. Nevertheless, 

the listings are not arranged by proximity to Polk City and Mr. Walton’s link is not likely to appear in the first 

pages of listings. 

 2.10 Respondent alleges Complainant’s use of “Agreema” as a business mark did not begin before 

December 22, 2020. 

3 CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

• Complainant Contends: 

3.1  The trademark on which the complaint is based is "Agreema". The mark is used by Agreema Inc to 

provide web/software related services, including, but not limited to e-signature solutions, notarization solutions, 

smart contracts (i.e., contracts on the blockchain), document management solutions, and similar services. 

3.2 Complainant applied for registration of the "Agreema" trademark with the Canadian Intellectual 

Property Office on March 11, 2021. Additionally, the Complainant asserts common law trademark rights starting 

at least on June 24, 2020 when "agreema.co" and "agreema.ca" were registered by the Complainant. 

3.3  The disputed domain, "agreema.com", is identical to the trademark of the Complainant (i.e., 

"Agreema") and is quite similar to the domain names currently owned and operated by the Complainant, i.e., 

"agreema.ca" and "agreema.co". Given that the applicable TLD is disregarded under the confusing similarity 

test, the disputed domain infringes on the Complainant's trademark. 

3.4  Respondent has no legitimate interest in the disputed domain. Respondent was not using the 

domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services, or in preparation to do so. 

3.5  Respondent does not use the Disputed Domain Name for a website for his services. At the time 

Complainant contacted Respondent, the domain was parked. At the time of filing the complaint, the 
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Respondent used the Disputed Domain Name to redirect traffic first to the Complainant's website and then to 

another website that is a potential competitor of Complainant. This has been damaging the Complainant's 

reputation not only in views of its clients and customers, but also in terms of search engine rankings. 

Permanent redirects placed on the Disputed Domain Name cannot be described as use or demonstrable 

preparations to use the Disputed Domain Name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services.  

3.6  Respondent has not acquired trademark rights in “Agreema” or “Agreema.com.” 

3.7  Respondent has not been known by the domain name. Respondent has not listed Agreema in any 

of his experiences or interest on LinkedIn; nor does Respondent have any social media accounts referring to 

Agreema. Also, if Respondent truly valued the domain name as an actual business identifier, he would not be 

redirecting it to the Complainant or a third party that is competing with the Complainant. 

3.8  By redirecting the Disputed Domain Name, Respondent is attempting to either coerce the 

Complainant into agreeing to his unreasonable demands or ruin the Complainant's business reputation. 

3.9  Respondent misleads consumers and tarnishes the Agreema trademark. By the permanent 

redirects, it is not clear to Internet users visiting the Respondent's website that it is not operated by the 

Complainant. The redirecting has been tarnishing the Complainant reputation because it conveys the 

impression that the Complainant, which touts security and privacy to its clients, cannot control its own website 

and this manifestly disrupts the business of the Complainant. Furthermore, these redirections tarnish the 

Complainant trademark, particularly in the view of non-sophisticated internet users who find it difficult to 

differentiate TDLs. (See, Dell Inc. v. Chong Sam Lee; Claim Number: FA1910001865104 source: 

https://www.adrforum.com/domaindecisions/1865104.htm). 

3.10  Respondent is not making a fair use of the Disputed Domain Name and Respondent has 

registered and used other domain names to redirect to third-party, trademark-protected domains in order to 

associate himself with the third-party’s business when in fact Respondent has no such association. These 

include “fulltext.com” and “patient.bio.” Respondent falsely claims that the third parties acquired Respondent’s 

similarly-named companies and falsely claims that Respondent provides services to the third parties. 

3.11  On March 13, 2021, shortly after Complainant reached out to Respondent, an unknown party 

registered “agreema.net.” Complainant suspects Respondent registered this domain to further interfere with 

Claimant’s domains and business. 

3.12  Respondent registered the Disputed Domain Name before the Complainant’s trademark rights had 

accrued, but Respondent presents a special circumstance that allows bad faith use to be found. Complainant 

cites WIPO Case No. D2014-0605 (https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2014-0605.), 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2014-0605
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FORUM's Claim Number FA2101001927311 (https://www.adrforum.com/DomainDecisions/1927311.htm.), 

WIPO Case No. D2019-2542 (WIPO Domain Name Decision: D2019-2542) 

• Respondent Contends: 

3.13  The Respondent contends that although the disputed domain is similar to Complainant’s mark, 

Respondent has owned the domain for 14 years. In addition, Respondent’s business is in Florida while 

Complainant’s business is in Canada and Complainant is not doing business in the U.S. 

3.14  Respondent uses the disputed domain for legitimate purposes as described in Respondent’s 

factual allegations. 

3.15  Respondent is not using the Disputed Domain Name in bad faith, but to promote Respondent’s 

personal real estate agent and notarial services.  

• Remedy Sought 

The Complainant requests the Domain Name be transferred to it. [edit as required] 

4 DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

4.1  Requirements 

In accordance with Paragraph 4 of the Policy, the onus is on the Complainant to prove: 

1. That the Domain Name is Identical or Confusingly Similar to a trademark or service mark in 

which the Complainant has rights: 

2. That the Registrant has no rights or legitimate interests in the Domain Name; and 

3. That the Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 

The Panel will consider each of these requirements in turn. 

4.2  Analysis 

4.2.1 That the Domain Name is Identical or Confusingly Similar to a Mark in which the 

Complainant has Rights 

 4.2.1.1 Complainant has filed an application for trademark registration, but has not yet received 

approval. The Complainant asserts common law rights in the mark. A trademark registration is not necessary to 

prove rights in a mark if sufficient evidence shows continuous use and the establishment of secondary meaning 

in the mark to establish common law rights.  See, Zee TV USA, Inc. v. Siddiqi, FA 721969 (Nat. Arb. Forum 

https://www.adrforum.com/DomainDecisions/1927311.htm


7 
 

Domain Name: agreema.com  
 

15075-UDRP 

July 18, 2006) (finding that the complainant need not own a valid trademark registration for the ZEE CINEMA 

mark in order to demonstrate its rights in the mark under Policy 4(a)(i)); see also, Artistic Pursuit LLC v. 

calcuttawebdevelopers.com, FA 894477 (Nat. Arb. Forum Mar. 8, 2007) (finding that Policy 4(a)(i) does not 

require a trademark registration if a complainant can establish common law rights in its mark).  

 4.2.1.2 Complainant contends use of its mark since February 2020 or at least since obtaining in June 

2020 the domain names agreema.ca and agreema.co. Claimant has provided little evidence of use and public 

acceptance of the mark as an indicator of services provided by Claimant. Respondent contends Claimant’s 

public use of the mark actually began about December 22, 2020. Both Claimant and Respondent seem to 

assume that a domain name can create trademark rights. This is not correct. Neither use as a website nor as 

an email address creates trademark rights; the mark must be used in connection with the sale or marketing of 

goods or services associated with the name. Assuming Respondent’s characterization to be accurate, 

Claimant’s common law use of the “Agreema” mark did predate Complainant’s filing of this complaint and 

therefore satisfies the timing requirement for filing. 

4.2.1.3 A domain name is confusingly similar to a mark if the domain name so nearly resembles the 

mark in appearance, sound or the ideas suggested by the mark as to be likely mistaken for the mark. In 

assessing the domain name, the gTLD suffix is ignored. It is the narrow resemblance that is applied. The 

Disputed Domain Name incorporates the entire words of the dominant features of Complainant’s mark. 

4.2.1.4 The test of confusing similarity is whether the average Internet user, with an imperfect 

recollection of the mark, who wishes to access a website operated by Complainant, either by entering a domain 

name including the mark into the address bar of an Internet browser or by entering the key terms of the domain 

name into an Internet search engine, would likely be confused as a matter of first impression. Internet users 

who wish to access a website operated by the Complainant, either by entering a domain name including the 

trademark into the address bar of the Internet browser, or by entering the key term of the domain name into an 

Internet search engine, would likely find the Disputed Domain Name as a matter of first impression. 

Complainant has presented evidence of its own customers’ confusion between the two websites. 

4.2.1.5 The Panel concludes that the Disputed Domain Name is confusingly similar to a mark in which 

Complainant has rights, because in the present complaint the mark and the registered domain name are 

identical. For purposes of this analysis, it does not matter in which jurisdiction the trademark rights exist. 

4.2.2 That the Respondent has No Rights or Legitimate Interest in the Domain Name 

4.2.2.1 Respondent has not shown that he has used the Disputed Domain Name in connection with a 

bona fide offering of goods or services. That is, he has not used the website to sell goods or services in the 

name of Agreema. Similarly, Respondent has not shown preparations to use the Disputed Domain Name for 
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sale of such services or to promote a business named “Agreema.” Clear, contemporaneous evidence of bona 

fide pre-complaint preparations is required, but no such evidence has been submitted by Respondent. 

4.2.2.2 Neither Respondent nor Respondent’s business is commonly known by “Agreema.” 

4.2.2.3 Respondent has used “agreema.com” as part of an email address. That is a legitimate use, 

but is not considered a business use of “agreema.” Also, use of the Disputed Domain Name for a website that 

is parked or is set to redirect to a different website, is not considered a use of the Disputed Domain Name for 

business purposes. Nevertheless, holding a domain name for potential future use or sale is not necessarily 

illegitimate under the Policy.  

4.2.2.4 The question comes down to whether the Respondent has been making a legitimate use or 

fair use of the Disputed Domain Name without intent for commercial gain to misleadingly divert customers or to 

tarnish the “Agreema” mark at issue. In this case, Respondent has removed the domain from “parked” status 

and redirected it first to Complainant’s website, and then to a website Complainant considers to be a competitor 

of Complainant in a market Complainant seeks to enter. Doing so means the Respondent has retained control 

over the redirection in a manner that has created a real or implied ongoing threat to the Complainant. If 

Respondent had left the website parked, Respondent could have argued that he had a fair use and a lack of 

intent to unfairly profit from the Complainant’s mark.  

4.2.2.5 Analysis of this “legitimate use” inquiry must be based on the use taking place at the time of 

filing the complaint. Earlier use will be considered in connection with the next Policy element. The Panel 

concludes that at the time of the complaint’s filing, Respondent’s use of the Disputed Domain Name was not a 

legitimate use of the Disputed Domain Name, but rather an attempt to exert influence on or negatively affect 

Complainant’s “Agreema” service mark and Complainant’s business. 

4.2.3 That the Respondent has Registered and Used the Domain Name in Bad Faith 

4.2.3.1 It is undisputed that the Respondent registered the Disputed Domain Name some 14 or more 

years ago and that Complainant’s trademark’s first use was within this last year. In addition, at the time of the 

trademark’s first use, Complainant was aware of Respondent’s existing use of the Disputed Domain Name as a 

“parked” website. Under these conditions, it requires very special circumstances for a Complainant to be able 

to show bad faith by Respondent that would be sufficient for the Panel to find bad faith in registration and use. 

4.2.3.2 Complainant has shown two instances of another abusive domain name use by Respondent. 

This is sufficient to show a pattern of abuse, but does not affect analysis of Respondent’s original registration of 

the Disputed Domain Name because Complainant’s mark did not exist at the time of Respondent’s registration. 

Complainant is suspicious that Respondent has in bad faith registered the domain name “agreema.net.” 

Certainly, such a registration would be with knowledge of Complainant’s trademark, but the Panel cannot take 
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into account an unproven suspicion of Complainant’s. Nor can the Panel address as part of this proceeding 

registration of a domain name that is not a part of this proceeding; Complainant would have had to seek to 

amend to add the other domain name or bring a separate complaint. 

 4.2.3.3 Because of the length of time between the registration of the Disputed Domain Name and 

Complainant’s first trademark use, Complainant cannot show that the Disputed Domain Name was registered 

or acquired in bad faith. Instead, Complainant must depend on a violation of Paragraph 4(a)(iii) by showing 

actual bad faith, such as Respondent’s use of the Disputed Domain Name to intentionally attract for 

commercial gain, Internet users to Respondent’s 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 

Respondent’s website or services. Alternatively, Complainant can show other bad faith uses such as illegal or 

wrongful use of the Disputed Domain Name or the related website. But in either circumstance, the bad faith 

must be of a kind that would impute a finding that the Disputed Domain Name “has been registered and is 

being used in bad faith.” 

 4.2.3.4 Respondent could have shown good faith by use of an appropriate disclaimer, but failure to 

use such a disclaimer is not in itself demonstration of a bad faith use.  

 4.2.3.5 Respondent has claimed a legitimate business purpose in his original registration. Although 

Respondent has not actually used the Disputed Domain Name for the business purposes stated, that does not 

mean Respondent has used the domain name for bad faith purposes and that the registration was in bad faith. 

As described in section 4.2.2, the Respondent has wrongfully used the Disputed Domain Name to redirect 

traffic first to the Complainant’s website and subsequently to a potential competitor of Complainant’s. 

Nevertheless, a violation of part 4(a)(ii) does not automatically establish a violation of part 4(a)(iii). The 

Respondent’s wrongful use prevents Respondent from relying on a “legitimate interest” in the Disputed Domain 

Name, but does not demonstrate an attempt to wrongfully “attract for commercial gain, Internet users to 

Respondent’s website or other online location.” To the contrary, Respondent has not requested payment and 

has refused previously offered payment for the Disputed Domain Name. Claimant has not presented evidence 

of a “pay per click” or other form of commercial gain to Respondent from Respondent’s website redirections. 

 4.2.3.6 It is clear that Respondent has acted in commercially wrongful ways. Nevertheless, this forum 

is not the proper forum to address potential tort or other claims. This forum is limited to ordering transfer or 

cancellation of a domain name that meets all the elements of section 4(a) of the Policy. Because Respondent 

has held the Disputed Domain Name for 14 years, asserts reasonable commercial marketing and business 

purposes for intended use of the domain, has not sought to extort the trademark holder and has not offered the 

domain for sale (but only seems to require a high price to transfer the Disputed Domain Name), and because 

Complainant selected its trademark despite knowledge of the existence of the Disputed Domain Name’s pre-

existence, the Panel concludes that part 4(a)(iii) of the Policy has not been proved. The Panel is not addressing 
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“agreema.net,” which is not before the Panel. The cases cited by Complainant provide evidence in those cases 

more compelling than this one of a Respondent’s having registered or acquired the applicable domain name in 

bad faith. 

4.2.4 Reverse Domain Name Hijacking 

 4.2.4.1 Respondent has alleged that Complainant is engaging in Reverse Domain Name Hijacking. 

 4.2.4.2 Although Complainant knew that Respondent had registered the Disputed Domain Name 

before Complainant adopted its trademark, that does not mean that Complainant knew it would not be able to 

prevail in this proceeding. The Panel concludes that Complainant did not engage in Reverse Domain Name 

Hijacking. 

4 DECISION and ORDER 
For the above reasons, in accordance with Paragraph 4 of the Policy, Paragraph 15 of the Rules, and Rule 10 

of the Supplemental Rules, the Panel orders that: The Complaint is denied. 

 

 

Made as of May 27, 2021 

 

SIGNATURE OF PANEL 

 

 

______________________ 

 Melvyn J. Simburg 

 

 

 

 

 


