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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	trademarks	for	BASEUS,		inter	alia	the	European	Union	Trademark	BASEUS	018062510	in	class	7
applied	for	on	May	8,	2019	and	registered	on	October	18,	2019,	being	in	effect.

	

The	Complainant	is	a	Chinese	company,	active	worldwide,	inter	alia,	in	the	design	and	production	of	multi-interface	gallium	nitride	fast
chargers	for	mobile	phones	and	holds	over	1400	patent	applications.	

The	website	under	the	disputed	domain	name	refers	under	ABOUT	US	to	„Baseus“	as	„We“	and	is	advertising	charger	related	products
in	the	shop.	

The	disputed	domain	name	was	registered	on	March	11,	2024.

	

OTHER	LEGAL	PROCEEDINGS

IDENTIFICATION	OF	RIGHTS

FACTUAL	BACKGROUND

PARTIES	CONTENTIONS

https://udrp.adr.eu/


The	Complainant	contends	that	it	has	satisfied	each	of	the	elements	required	under	the	Policy	for	a	transfer	of	the	disputed	domain
name.		

The	Complainant,	inter	alia,	contends,	that	the	domain	name	contains	in	its	entirety	the	Complainant´s	mark	BASEUS,	whereas	the
element	„worldwide“	is	a	generic	term.	The	Respondent	was	not	authorized	by	the	Complainant	to	use	the	registered	BASEUS
trademark.	The	Respondent	has	no	legitimate	interest	in	the	domain	name	in	question,	since	he	bears	another	name.		he	domain	name
in	question	has	been	both	acquired	and	is	being	used	in	bad	faith	as	the	Complainant	was	well	known	already	at	the	time	of	the
registration	of	the	disputed	domain	name	and	the	website	under	the	disputed	domain	name	is	related	to	Complainant´s	business.

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.

The	Respondent,	after	the	time	limit	for	filing	a	Response	lapsed,	contacted	the	CAC	via	email	on	March	4,	2025,	stating	only	“How
much	are	you	willing	to	pay?”.	Not	further	contact	was	made	by	the	Respondent.

	

In	order	to	succeed	in	its	claim,	the	Complainant	must	demonstrate	that	all	of	the	elements	enumerated	in	paragraph	4(a)	of	the	Policy
have	been	satisfied:

(i)	The	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	domain	name;	and

(iii)	The	domain	name	has	been	registered	and	is	being	used	in	bad	faith.

	

A.	Identical	or	Confusingly	Similar

	

The	Complainant	has	established	the	fact	that	it	has	valid	trademark	rights	for	„BASEUS“	for	several	countries.

The	disputed	domain	name	is	confusingly	similar	to	the	distinctive	BASEUS	mark	of	the	Complainant	since	the	addition	of	the
descriptive	term	„worldwide“	does	prevent	a	finding	of	sufficient	confusing	similarity.

	

The	Panel,	therefore,	considers	the	domain	name	to	be	confusingly	similar	to	the	trademark	„BASEUS“,	in	which	the	Complainant	has
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rights	in	accordance	with	paragraph	4(a)(i)	of	the	Policy.

	

B.	Rights	or	Legitimate	Interests

	

The	Respondent	has	no	rights	in	the	disputed	domain	name	since	the	Respondent	was	not	authorised	by	the	Complainant	to	use	its
trademarks.	Furthermore,	the	Respondent	has	no	legitimate	interest	in	the	domain	name	since	there	is	no	indication	that	the
Respondent	is	commonly	known	by	the	name	“BASEUS”	or	„BASEUSWORLDWIDE“	nor	that	the	Respondent	is	using	the	domain
name	in	connection	with	a	bona	fide	offering	of	related	goods	or	services	since	the	website	under	the	disputed	domain	name	creates	the
impression	that	the	Complainant	is	selling	products	there	which	is	not	the	case.

The	Panel	therefore	finds	that	the	respondent	does	not	have	rights	or	legitimate	interests	in	the	domain	name.

	

C.	Registered	and	Used	in	Bad	Faith

	

The	reference	to	the	Complainant	and	related	products	on	the	website	under	the	disputed	domain	name	shows	that	the	Respondent
was	well	aware	of	the	Complainant	and	its	trademarks.	Furthermore,	the	Respondent	pretends	to	be	the	Complainant.	The	Complainant
has	not	authorized	the	Respondent	to	make	use	of	a	designation	that	is	identical	to	its	marks.	This	Panel	does	not	see	any	conceivable
legitimate	use	that	could	be	made	by	the	Respondent	of	this	particular	domain	name	without	the	Complainant’s	authorization.

The	circumstances	of	this	case	indicate	that	the	Respondent	registered	and	uses	the	disputed	domain	name	primarily	with	the	intention
of	attempting	to	attract,	for	commercial	gain,	Internet	users	to	its	potential	website	or	other	online	locations,	by	creating	a	likelihood	of
confusion	with	the	Complainant’s	mark	as	to	the	source,	sponsorship,	affiliation,	or	endorsement	of	such	website	or	location,	or	of	a
product	or	service	on	such	website	or	location.	The	Panel	therefore	considers	the	disputed	domain	name	to	have	been	registered	and
used	in	bad	faith	in	accordance	with	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of	the	Policy.	

The	Panel	therefore	considers	the	domain	name	to	have	been	registered	and	used	in	bad	faith	in	accordance	with	paragraph	4(a)(iii)	of
the	Policy.
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