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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Latham & Watkins LLP, United States of America (“United States”), internally 
represented. 
 
The Respondent is Zac Gold, United States.   
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <lathamwatkings.com> is registered with NameCheap, Inc. (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on November 9, 
2023.  On November 10, 2023, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar 
verification in connection with the disputed domain name.  On November 10, 2023, 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 (Privacy service provided by Withheld for Privacy 
ehf) and contact information in the Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant 
on November 13, 2023, 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 amended 
Complaint on November 13, 2023.   
 
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended 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 November 15, 2023.  In accordance with the Rules, 
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was December 5, 2023.  The Respondent did not submit any 
response.  Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on December 6, 2023.   
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The Center appointed Kathryn Lee as the sole panelist in this matter on December 8, 2023.  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 
 
The Complainant is a law firm with around 3,200 attorneys across 30 offices in 14 countries.  The 
Complainant has been ranked for its superior services in legal publications such as The American Laywer, 
MergerMarket, and Chambers and Partners.  The Complainant has used the LATHAM & WATKINS 
trademark since it was founded in Los Angeles, California in 1934, and owns a number of trademark 
registrations to the term, including the following in the United States:  Trademark Registration Number 
2413795 registered on December 19, 2000, Trademark Registration Number 4986824 registered on June 
28, 2016, and Trademark Registration Number 4976906 registered on June 14, 2016.   
 
The Respondent appears to be an individual with an address in the United States. 
 
The disputed domain name was registered on July 5, 2023, and does not resolve to any active website.   
 
 
5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Policy for transfer of 
the disputed domain name.   
 
First, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the mark in which 
the Complainant has rights.  The Complainant states that the disputed domain name is identical to the 
Complainant’s mark aside from the lack of the ampersand – which cannot be a part of a domain name – and 
the addition of the letter “g”.  In this regard, the Complainant argues that given the fame of the Complainant’s 
mark, the disputed domain name is clearly a play on the mark, and that the Respondent engaged in 
typosquatting.   
 
The Complainant also contends that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed 
domain name and confirms that it has not authorized or licensed rights to the Respondent in any respect.   
 
Finally, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name was registered and used in bad faith.  The 
Complainant contends that the Respondent knew or should have known about the Complainant’s mark given 
its trademark registrations and extensive use.  The Complainant also contends that there can be no possible 
good faith reason for the Respondent’s registration of the disputed domain name since the disputed domain 
name has no apparent meaning other than as a misspelling and reference to the Complainant’s trademark.  
Further, the Complainant contends that the Respondent’s use of a proxy service and its typosquatting are 
additional evidence of the Respondent’s bad faith.   
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions. 
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6. Discussion and Findings 
 
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 
Selected UDRP Questions, Third Edition, (“WIPO Overview 3.0”), section 1.7. 
 
Based on the available record, the Panel finds the Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark 
or service mark for the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.0, section 1.2.1. 
 
The Panel finds the mark is recognizable within the disputed domain name.  As the disputed domain name 
contains the Complainant’s mark in its entirety and the disputed domain name only omits the ampersand and 
adds an extra letter (the letter “g”), the disputed domain name remains confusingly similar when viewed in a 
side-by-side comparison.  Also, previous UDRP panels have concluded that a domain name that merely 
adds a letter to a famous mark constitutes typosquatting and does not change the visual similarity between 
the disputed domain name and the Complainant’s trademark (Philip Morris USA Inc. v. Luca Brignoli, WIPO 
Case No. D2014-1180 (<marlborom.com>), Accenture Global Servs.  Ltd.  v. Kranthi Kumar K, WIPO Case 
No. D2019-1073 (<acceanture.com>), and Lennar Pacific Properties Management, Inc., Lennar Corp.  v. 
Bayerl Alice, WIPO Case No. D2020-1424 (<llennar.org>).  Accordingly, the disputed domain name is 
confusingly similar to the mark for the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.0, section 1.7.   
 
Based on the available record, 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 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 3.0, 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.   
 
Based on the available record, 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 
establishes circumstances, in particular, 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.   
 
 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2014-1180
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2019-1073
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2020-1424
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
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In the present case, the Panel notes that the Respondent likely knew of the Complainant and the 
Complainant’s trademark when registering the disputed domain name.  Given the well-known status of the 
Complainant’s mark, and that the disputed domain name reproduces the Complainant’s mark only with the 
omission of the ampersand and an additional letter, it is difficult to conceive of a situation in which the 
Respondent registered the disputed domain name simply by chance.  Further, a simple Internet search 
would have yielded numerous results on the Complainant.  Besides, the Respondent has not provided any 
explanation for having registered the disputed domain name, and with no response to claim otherwise, the 
Panel finds that it is more probable that the Respondent learned of the availability of the disputed domain 
name and registered it in order to take unfair advantage of the similarity with the Complainant’s mark, 
creating a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s mark.   
  
The Panel notes that the disputed domain name does not resolve to any active websites.  
 
Panels have found that the non-use of a domain name would not prevent a finding of bad faith under the 
doctrine of passive holding.  Having reviewed the available record, the Panel finds the non-use of the 
disputed domain name does not prevent a finding of bad faith in the circumstances of this proceeding.  
Although panelists will look at the totality of the circumstances in each case, factors that have been 
considered relevant in applying the passive holding doctrine include:  (i) the degree of distinctiveness or 
reputation of the complainant’s mark, (ii) the failure of the respondent to submit a response or to provide any 
evidence of actual or contemplated good-faith use, and (iii) the respondent’s concealing its identity or use of 
false contact details (noted to be in breach of its registration agreement).  WIPO Overview 3.0, section 3.3.  
Having reviewed the available record, the Panel notes the distinctiveness and reputation of the 
Complainant’s trademark, the typosquatting nature of the disputed domain name , the lack of any response 
from the Respondent, and the Respondent’s use of a privacy service, and finds that in the circumstances of 
this case the passive holding of the disputed domain name does not prevent a finding of bad faith under the 
Policy. 
 
Based on the available record, 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 <lathamwatkings.com> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Kathryn Lee/ 
Kathryn Lee 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  December 22, 2023  
 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
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