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There	are	no	other	legal	proceedings	the	Panel	is	aware	of	which	are	pending	or	decided	and	which	relate	to	the	disputed
domain	name.

The	Complainant	is	–	among	others	-	the	owner	of	the	international	trademark	registration	n°1024160	AMUNDI,	registered	on
September	24,	2009,	and	of	several	domain	names	including	the	trademark	"AMUNDI",	like	<amundi.com>	which	has	been
registered	on	August	26,	2004.

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

The	Complainant	is	the	first	European	asset	manager	in	terms	of	assets	under	management	(EUR	1,425	billion),	with	offices	in
37	countries	worldwide	and	over	100	million	retail,	institutional	and	corporate	clients.	The	Complainant	is	the	owner	of	the
trademark	"AMUNDI",	registered	at	an	international	level,	and	of	the	domain	name	<amundi.com>,	both	registered	before	the
disputed	domain	name.

The	Respondent	has	registered	<amundi-groupe.com>	on	October	6,	2020	and	–	as	of	this	day	–	the	latter	has	been	used	in
connection	with	parking	page	containing	commercial	links.

OTHER	LEGAL	PROCEEDINGS

IDENTIFICATION	OF	RIGHTS

FACTUAL	BACKGROUND

https://udrp.adr.eu/


The	Complainant	affirms	that	(i)	the	disputed	domain	name	is	almost	identical	to	its	trademark,	(ii)	that	the	Respondent	has	no
right	nor	legitimate	interest	in	it	and	(iii)	that	the	domain	owner	acted	in	bad	faith.

The	Respondent	did	not	reply	to	such	observations.

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).

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.

1.	The	Complainant	has,	to	the	satisfaction	of	the	Panel,	shown	that	the	disputed	domain	name	is	identical	or	confusingly	similar
to	the	Complainant's	trademarks	(within	the	meaning	of	paragraph	4(a)(i)	of	the	Policy).	In	particular,	the	Panel	finds	that	the
disputed	domain	name	is	almost	identical	to	the	Complainant's	trademark	"AMUNDI".

In	this	regard,	it	shall	be	noted	that	<amundi-groupe.com>	exactly	reproduces	the	trademark	"AMUNDI",	with	the	mere	addition
of	the	verbal	portion	"groupe"	(French	for	"group"),	which	is	generally	considered	a	descriptive	term	frequently	associated	to
companies	and	enterprises	such	as	the	Complainant.

When	a	disputed	domain	name	consists	of	the	Complainant's	full	trademark	followed	by	a	descriptive	term,	it	is	very	likely	to
confuse	consumers,	who	might	erroneously	believe	that	the	domain	is	somehow	connected	with	the	Complainant's	business.

The	Complainant	also	mentioned	previous	WIPO	and	CAC	decisions	confirming	the	confusing	similarity	of	domain	names	in
cases	very	similar	to	the	present	one	(see,	in	particular,	CAC	Case	No.	103252,	AMUNDI	ASSET	MANAGEMENT	v.	lili	sidi
<amundiam.com>;	WIPO	Case	No.	D2020-1251,	Amundi	Asset	Management	v.	David	Joel	Claude	Zachara,	I	Visa	Services	Co
ltd	<amundi-financeemissions.com>	and	WIPO	Case	No.	D2019-1950,	Amundi	Asset	Management	v.	Jean	René	<amundi-
invest.com>).

2.	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	Panel	finds	that	the	Complainant	successfully	submitted	prima	facie	evidence	that	the	Respondent	has	made	no	use	of,	or
demonstrable	preparations	to	use,	neither	of	the	disputed	domain	name	in	connection	with	a	bona	fide	offering	of	goods	or
services,	nor	is	making	a	legitimate	non-commercial	or	fair	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name,	nor	is	commonly	known	under	the
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disputed	domain	name.	This	prima	facie	evidence	was	not	challenged	by	the	Respondent,	which	did	not	file	any	Response	to
the	complaint	filed	by	Amundi	Asset	Management.

As	a	matter	of	fact,	there	are	no	arguments	why	the	Respondent	could	have	own	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	the	disputed
domain	name.	"AMUNDI"	definitely	is	a	distinctive	sign	used	by	the	Complainant	both	as	business	name	and	as	trademark	in
order	to	denote	its	services.	Therefore,	the	Panel	accepts	the	contentions	of	the	Complainant	that	the	Respondent	has	no	such
rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	<amundi-groupe.com>.

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

The	Panel	finds	that	the	Complainant	successfully	submitted	prima	facie	evidence	that	the	Respondent	has	made	no	use	of,	or
demonstrable	preparations	to	use,	neither	of	the	disputed	domain	name	in	connection	with	a	bona	fide	offering	of	goods	or
services,	nor	is	making	a	legitimate	non-commercial	or	fair	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name.

As	a	matter	of	fact,	the	existence	of	pay	per	click	advertising	on	the	website	is	an	indication	of	commercial	gain.	The
Respondent	has	taken	no	positive	steps,	to	the	knowledge	of	the	Panel,	to	displace	the	possible	likelihood	of	confusion	through
the	use	of	a	name	corresponding	closely	to	a	trademark	held	by	and	existing	website	operated	by	the	Complainant	(see,	among
others,	WIPO	Case	no.	D2013-1409).

As	indicated	in	many	CAC	and	WIPO	decisions,	the	Complainant´s	AMUNDI	trademark	is	deemed	well-known	and	highly
distinctive.	In	this	regard,	it	is	hard	to	believe	that	the	Respondent	was	not	aware	of	the	registration	and	the	use	of	the
Complainant´s	trademarks	before	the	registration	of	the	disputed	domain	name.

In	the	absence	of	a	response	from	the	Respondent	and	given	the	reputation	of	the	Complainant	and	its	trademarks,	the	Panel
infers	that	the	Respondent	had	the	Complainant's	trademarks	"AMUNDI"	in	mind	when	registering	the	disputed	domain	name.
Consequently,	the	Panel	believes	that	the	same	was	registered	and	is	being	used	in	bad	faith.

Accepted	
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