Arbitration center #CAC-UDRP-107079

disputes| for internet disputes

Decision for dispute CAC-UDRP-107079

Case number CAC-UDRP-107079
Time of filing 2024-11-21 07:59:17
Domain names arcleormlttal.com

Case administrator

Organization Iveta Spiclova (Czech Arbitration Court) (Case admin)

Complainant

Organization ARCELORMITTAL

Complainant representative

Organization NAMESHIELD S.A.S.
Respondent
Name kosi matej

The Panel is not aware of any other legal proceedings which are pending or decided and which relate to the disputed domain name.

The Complainant is the owner of the international trademark n° 947686 ARCELORMITTAL registered on August 3, 2007.
Past Panel decisions has established that the trademark ARCELORMITTAL is considered well-known.

The Complainant also owns an important domain names portfolio, such as the domain name <arcelormittal.com> registered since
January 27, 2006.

The disputed domain name <arcleormlttal.com> was registered on November 18, 2024 and resolves to a registrar parking page.
Besides, MX servers are configured.

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 58.1 million tons crude steel made in 2023. It holds sizeable captive supplies of
raw materials and operates extensive distribution networks.


https://udrp.adr.eu/

The Complainant contends that the requirements of the Policy have been met and that the disputed domain name should be transferred
to it.

No administratively compliant Response has been filed.
The Complainant among other contends the following in support of the complaint.

The Complainant states that the disputed domain name <arcleormittal.com> is confusingly similar to its trademark ARCELORMITTAL
and its domain name associated.

The Complainant contends that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name <arcleormlttal.com>
and he is not related in any way with the Complainant. The Complainant does not carry out any activity for, nor has any business with
the Respondent.

Given the distinctiveness of the Complainant's trademark and reputation, it is reasonable to infer that the Respondent has registered the
domain name with full knowledge of the Complainant's trademark. Furthermore, the disputed domain name resolves to a parking page.
The Complainant contends that the Respondent has not demonstrated any activity in respect of the disputed domain name, and it is not
possible to conceive of any plausible actual or contemplated active use of the domain name by the Respondent that would not be
illegitimate, such as by being a passing off, an infringement of consumer protection legislation, or an infringement of the Complainant’s
rights under trademark law.

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).

This is typical case of typo squatting merely re-ordering the letters "EL" to "LE" in ARCELORMITTAL, it is found that the disputed
domain name <arcleormittal.com> is confusingly similar to Complainant’s trademark ARCELORMITTAL.

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 Palicy).

Given the circumstances of the case among other the well-known character of Complainant's trademark ARCELORMITTAL, it is
inconceivable to the Panel in the current circumstances that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name without prior
knowledge of the Complainant and the Complainant’s marks and domain names.

The Panel therefore finds that the disputed domain name was registered in bad faith.

The incorporation of a well-known mark into a domain name, coupled with an inactive website, may in itself be evidence of bad faith
registration and use.

It is not possible for the Panel to conceive of any plausible actual or contemplated active use of the domain name by the Respondent
that would not be illegitimate, such as by being a passing off, an infringement of consumer protection legislation, a phishing purposes
based on the related MX-records or an infringement of the Complainant’s rights under trademark law.

The Panel finds that the disputed domain has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

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 three essential issues under the paragraph 4(a) of the Policy are whether:

i. the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the Complainant has rights; and
ii. the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests with respect to the disputed domain name; and

iii. the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

2. The Panel reviewed carefully all documents provided by the Complainant. The Respondent did not provide the Panel with any
documents or statements. The Panel also visited all available websites and public information concerning the disputed domain name,

namely the WHOIS databases.

3. The UDRP Rules clearly say in its Article 3 that any person or entity may initiate an administrative proceeding by submitting a
complaint in accordance with the Policy and these Rules.

4. The Panel therefore came to the following conclusions:

a) The Complainant states and proves that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to its trademark and its domain names.
Indeed, the disputed domain name is merely a minor hardly noticeable miss-spelling of the Complainant's trademark.

The disputed domain name is therefore deemed confusingly similar.

b) The Respondent is not generally known by the disputed domain name and has not acquired any trademark or service mark rights in
the name or mark, nor is there any authorization for the Respondent by the Complainant to use or register the disputed domain name.
The Panel therefore finds that the Respondent does not have rights or legitimate interest with respect to the disputed domain name.

c) ltis clear that the Complainant's trademarks and website(s) were used by the Complainant long time before the disputed domain
name was registered.

The Panel finds it inconceivable that the Respondent was unaware of the Complainant's trademark and domain names at the time of
registering the disputed domain name and therefore finds that the disputed domain name was registered in bad faith.

The incorporation of a well-known mark into a domain name, coupled with an inactive website, may in itself be evidence of bad faith
registration and use.

The Panel therefore finds that the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

For the reasons stated above, it is the decision of this Panel that the Complainant has satisfied all three elements of paragraph 4(a) of
the Policy.
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