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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 the following trademark consisting of the word element “JCDECAUX":

e international trademark for “JCDECAUX" No. 803987, registered on November 27, 2001, inter alia for class 35, in various

countries.

The Complainant is a market leader in outdoor advertising. The Complainant has over 1 million advertising panels in more than 80
countries and employs over 12,000 employees.

The disputed domain name registration has been created by the Respondent on January 12, 2026 and is currently inactive.


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.

As the Respondent did not file an administratively compliant Response, pursuant to paragraph 14(b) of the Rules for Uniform
Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the "Rules"), the Panel may draw such conclusions therefrom as it considers appropriate.
The Panel accepts the contentions of the Complainant as admitted by the Respondent.

Taking the statements and documents submitted by the Complainant under careful consideration, the Panel concludes that the
Complainant has established all the elements entitling it to claim the transfer of the disputed domain name.

. Identical or Confusingly Similar disputed domain name

The Complainant has, to the satisfaction of the Panel, shown the disputed domain name to be confusingly similar to a trademark in
which the Complainant has rights within the meaning of paragraph 4(a)(i) of the Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy”).

The Complainant has shown that it has valid trademark rights in “JCDECAUX".



The disputed domain name consists of a slightly modified version of the Complainant’s trademark. The letter “A” is replaced by the
letter “E”. Additionally, the letter “S” is added at the end of the domain name.

The trademark consists of the Complainant’s founders last name “Decaux”. The pronunciation of this (French) name does not
change significantly with the modifications in the disputed domain name. Neither visually, the disputed domain name does not differ
significantly from the trademark.

The addition of the gTLD suffix “.COM” is not sufficient to escape the finding that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar
to the Complainant's trademarks and does not change the overall impression of the designation as being connected to the
trademark of the Complainant.

Thus, the overall impression of the disputed domain name is therefore confusingly similar to the Complainants’ trademark.

Il. No Rights or Legitimate Interests of the Respondent in the disputed domain name

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

While the overall burden of proof in UDRP proceedings lies with the Complainant, the burden of proof shifts to the Respondent
where the Complainant establishes a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests. If the Respondent
fails to provide evidence for its rights or legitimate interests, the Complainant is deemed to have satisfied paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the
Policy (WIPO Case No. D2004-0110 — Belupo d.d. v. WACHEM d.o.0.; WIPO case no. D2003-0455 - Croatia Airlines d.d. v. Modern
Empire Internet Ltd.).

The Complainant has established prima facie proof that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain
name.

The Respondent is not a licensee of the Complainant, nor has the Complainant granted any permission or consent to use its
trademarks in a domain name. Further, the Respondent cannot be identified as “jcdeceuxs” or a similar name in the Whois database.
This indicates that the disputed domain name does not correspond to the name of the Respondent. There is also no indication, that
the Respondent is otherwise commonly known under this name.

Summarised, Complainant has established the necessary prima facie proof and there is no evidence for a use of the disputed
domain name for any bona fide offer of goods or services or a legitimate non-commercial or fair use. Therefore, the Respondent has
no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.

[ll. The disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in Bad Faith

The Respondent has also registered and is using the disputed domain name in bad faith within the meaning of para. 4 (a)(iii) of the
Policy by intentionally attempting to attract internet users to their website by creating a likelihood of confusion with the
Complainant's trademark for commercial gain.

The Respondent has registered the disputed domain name in bad faith within the meaning of para. 4 (a)(iii).

The Complainants’ trademark “JCDECAUX” is distinctive, which makes a coincidental registration of a similar domain unlikely.
Additionally, the trademark is well-known internationally, that it is not plausible that the Respondent might have registered a domain
name similar to the trademark without knowing of it (Please see WIPO Case No. DCC2017-0003, JCDecaux SA v. Wang Xuesong,
Wangxuesong). The trademark was registered in 2001 — 25 years before the registration of the domain by the Respondent.



Therefore, the Panel concludes that the Respondent has registered the disputed domain name in bad faith within the meaning of
para. 4 (a)(iii) of the Policy.

The Respondent is using the disputed domain name in bad faith within the meaning of para. 4 (a)(iii).

The Respondent's passive holding of the disputed domain name by itself may not allow any conclusions to be drawn as to whether
the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in good or bad faith (see para. 7.8 WIPO Case No. D2000-0003 -
Telstra Corporation Limited v. Nuclear Marshmallows). However, despite the passivity of the Respondent, the circumstances of the
individual case must be assessed and can lead to the conclusion of bad faith (see para. 7.9 WIPO Case No. D2000-0003 - Telstra
Corporation Limited v. Nuclear Marshmallows).

The similarities between the disputed domain name and the trademark as well as the trademarks international prominence and
distinctiveness suggest that the disputed domain name is being used to attract users that have mistyped or misspelled the
Complainants trademark. Considering this, it is not possible to think of any alternative plausible actual or contemplated active use
of the domain name by the Respondent that would not be illegitimate (using this criterion: para. 7.12 (v.) WIPO Case No. D2000-
0003 - Telstra Corporation Limited v. Nuclear Marshmallows).

Therefore, the Panel is convinced, that the holding and use of the domain name constitute a case of bad faith under para. 4(a)(iii) of
the Policy.
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