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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 holds numerous trademark registrations for MELBET, including:

e Uganda trademark registration number 2020/067008 registered on 22 July 2020;
e European Union trademark registration number 019060714 registered on 9 November 2024; and
e International trademark registration number 1833913 registered on 4 December 2024.

The Complainant is a company registered in Cyprus. It owns trademark registrations for MELBET. The Complainant also owns the
domain name <melbet.com>, which resolves to its official website www.melbet.com. Since 2012, the Complainant or its licensees
have operated the online gaming and casino platform, MELBET via the www.melbet.com website. MELBET has a strong online

presence and over 400,000 daily users worldwide.

The Respondent registered the disputed domain name on 10 February 2022 using a privacy service. The disputed domain name
resolves to a website that offers online betting.

The Respondent did not file a Response to the Complaint.


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 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.

Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy requires the Complainant to prove each of the following three elements:

i. the disputed domain is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the Complainant has
rights;
ii. the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name; and
iii. the disputed domain name has been registered and used in bad faith.

A. Confusing similarity

The disputed domain name is made up of the Complainant’s trademark, MELBET, a hyphen, the word “azerbaycan” and the top-level
domain “. com”.

The Complainant’s trademark MELBET is clearly recognisable in the disputed domain name. Adding a hyphen to that mark plus a
word that sounds similar to the country name, Azerbaijan, does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity. The top-level suffix,
“.com” is a standard registration requirement and can be disregarded when assessing whether the disputed domain name is
confusingly similar to the Complainant’s trademark.

The Panel finds that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s trademark and that the requirements of
paragraph 4(a)(i) of the Policy have been met.

B. NO RIGHTS OR LEGITIMATE INTERESTS

The Complainant has provided evidence of its use of the name MELBET since 2012, and of its trademark registration in Uganda in
2022. Both predate the registration of the disputed domain name. The Complainant states it has not licensed or authorised the
Respondent to register or use the disputed domain name, and it is not affiliated with the Respondent.

The Complainant has established a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interest in the disputed domain



name. The burden of proof now shifts to the Respondent to show that he has relevant rights.

The Respondent has not filed a Response nor rebutted any of the Complainant’s assertions. There is no evidence that the
Respondent is known by the dispute domain name or owns any corresponding registered trademarks. Incorporating the
Complainant’s trademark into a domain name that is used for a website that falsely suggests an affiliation with the Complainant is
neither a bona fide offering of goods and services, nor legitimate non-commercial or fair use of the disputed domain name.

The Panel finds that the Respondent has no right or legitimate interest in the disputed domain name and that the requirements of
paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy have been met.

C. REGISTERED AND BEING USED IN BAD FAITH

Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy identifies circumstances that evidence registration and use of domain name in bad faith. This includes
at Paragraph 4(b)(iv) that “by using the domain name, you have intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, Internet
users to your website or other online location, by creating a likelihood of confusion with the complainant’s mark as to the source,
sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of your website or location or of a product or service on your website or location.”

The Complainant has been using the name MELBET since 2012. Given the distinctiveness of the Complainant's mark and its
reputation, it is reasonable to infer that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name with full knowledge of the
Complainant's trademark.

The website linked to the disputed domain name <melbet-azerbaican.com>, mimics the Complainant’s official website and refers to
“Melbet Azerbaijan”. It includes the caption: “Melbet Azerbaijan - official website of the bookmaker”. The website uses the MELBET
name extensively and gives users the option to register and make their first deposit by credit card. The overall impression is that the

Respondent intended to create an association with the MELBET mark to cause confusion among Internet users and so profit
commercially from the Complainant’s brand and strong online presence.

Considering all these factors and the evidence submitted with the Complaint, the Panel finds that the Respondent registered and
has used the disputed domain name in bad faith and that the requirements of paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy have been met.
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