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Case	administrator
Organization Iveta	Špiclová	(Czech	Arbitration	Court)	(Case	admin)

Complainant
Organization ARCELORMITTAL	S.A.

Complainant	representative

Organization Nameshield	(Laurent	Becker)

Respondent
Organization Repossessed	by	Go	Daddy

The	Panel	is	not	aware	of	any	related	proceedings.

Complainant	is,	inter	alia,	proprietor	of	the	valid	International	registration	947686	for	Arcelormittal	registered	on	August	3,	2007.

FACTS	ASSERTED	BY	THE	COMPLAINANT	AND	NOT	CONTESTED	BY	THE	RESPONDENT:

The	Complainant	is	the	largest	steel	producing	company	in	the	world	and	is	the	market	leader	in	steel	for	use	in	automotive,
construction,	household	appliances	and	packaging	with	operations	in	more	than	60	countries.	The	disputed	domain	name	was
registered	on	August	9,	2018	and	redirects	to	the	Registrar's	page.	

NO	ADMINISTRATIVELY	COMPLIANT	RESPONSE	HAS	BEEN	FILED.

The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	disputed	domain	name	is	identical	or	confusingly	similar	to	a
trademark	or	service	mark	in	which	the	Complainant	has	rights	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(i)	of	the	Policy).

OTHER	LEGAL	PROCEEDINGS

IDENTIFICATION	OF	RIGHTS

FACTUAL	BACKGROUND

PARTIES	CONTENTIONS

RIGHTS

https://udrp.adr.eu/


The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	Respondent	to	have	no	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	respect
of	the	disputed	domain	name	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(ii)	of	the	Policy).

The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	disputed	domain	name	has	been	registered	and	is	being	used
in	bad	faith	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of	the	Policy).

The	Panel	is	satisfied	that	all	procedural	requirements	under	UDRP	were	met	and	there	is	no	other	reason	why	it	would	be
inappropriate	to	provide	a	decision.

The	disputed	domain	name	is	almost	identical	to	the	trademark	ARCELORMITTAL	of	the	Complainant	since	the	only
differences	refer	to	the	addition	of	an	existing	letter	"L"	at	the	end	and	the	removal	of	one	of	two	letters	"t"	before.	The	visual	and
the	phonetical	similarity	is	still	very	high.	The	Panel	therefore	considers	the	disputed	domain	name	to	be	confusingly	similar	to
the	trademarks	in	which	the	Complainant	have	rights	in	accordance	with	paragraph	4(a)(i)	of	the	Policy.

The	Complainant's	assertions	that	the	Respondent	is	not	commonly	known	by	the	disputed	domain	name	and	is	not	affiliated
with	nor	authorised	by	the	Complainant	are	sufficient	to	constitute	a	prima	facie	showing	of	absence	of	rights	or	legitimate
interest	in	the	disputed	domain	name	on	the	part	of	the	Respondent.	The	evidentiary	burden	therefore	shifts	to	the	Respondent
to	show	by	concrete	evidence	that	it	does	have	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	that	name.	The	Respondent	has	made	no	attempt
to	do	so.	The	Panel	therefore	finds	that	the	Respondent	does	not	have	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	the	disputed	domain
name.

In	view	of	the	non-disputed	assessment	that	the	Complainant	is	the	world´s	biggest	steel	producing	company,	the	Respondent
must	have	been	well	aware	of	the	Complainant	and	its	trademarks	when	registering	the	disputed	domain	name.	The
Complainant	had	not	authorized	the	Respondent	to	make	use	of	its	mark.	This	Panel	does	not	see	any	conceivable	legitimate
use	that	could	be	made	by	the	Respondent	of	this	particular	disputed	domain	name	without	the	Complainant's	authorization.

It	is	the	consensus	view	of	panels	(following	the	decision	Telstra	Corporation	Limited	v.	Nuclear	Marshmallows,	WIPO	Case	No.
D2000-0003,	<telstra.org>)	that	the	apparent	lack	of	active	use	of	the	domain	name	without	any	active	attempt	to	sell	or	to
contact	the	trademark	holder	(passive	holding),	does	not	as	such	prevent	a	finding	of	bad	faith.	Examples	of	what	may	be
circumstances	found	to	be	indicative	of	bad	faith	include	that	no	response	to	the	complaint	has	been	filed.	Accordingly,	the
Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	the	disputed	domain	name	has	been	registered	and	is	being	used	in
bad	faith	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of	the	Policy)	by	registering	a	confusingly	similar	domain	name	being	aware
of	the	trademarks	of	Complainant.	The	Panel	therefore	considers	the	disputed	domain	name	has	been	registered	and	used	in
bad	faith	in	accordance	with	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of	the	Policy	under	the	present	circumstances.

Accepted	
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