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BEFORE NATIONAL INTERNET EXCHANGE OF INDIA

MR. VARUN SINGH, ADVOCAI.E,: SOLE ARBITRATOR

INDRP CASE NO. 2OOI

IN THE MAT'TER oF:-

Procedure

TTE, R OF:-

Arbitrationunderthe.INDomainnameDisputeResolutionPolicy
(INDRP),adoptedbytheNationallnternetExchangeoflndia
which sets out the legal ll'amework lbr resolution of dispute in

connectionwith'INdornainnalnc.andtheINDRPRulesof

A DI TH

Statutory Alert:
1 The authenti'tv of this stamp certificate should be venfied at'www.shcilestamp.com' or uslng e-stamo Mobile App of stock Holdrng

Any discrepaniy in tne oerairs o'n i'nlfd"eiih;te;d;;;;ail'aor"iin ii'!.*uliilel Mouip epE renders it invalid

z. ttre onus ot cnecking the legitimacy is on the users of the certificale'

i. ln case of any discrepancy please inform the ComPetent Authority'

Dispute relating to domain name <systelxbolaget'in> Uor,"' tt4L
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NT) A

System bolaget Aktiebolag

103 84 Stockholm,

Sweder-r
.Complainant

of domain name

Respondent to the

F':-

Njalla Okta LLC
Arthur L. EvelYn Building

Suite 5, Main Street, Charlestown' KN0802

Hmai I : whoi sl'systcmbolaget' in(Dnj al'la

Versus

Respondent seeking transfer

<systembolaget.in> liom the

Complainant. '

I

...Rcspondent

AWARI)

07.07.2025

Thepresentarbitratiotrproceedingsareinitiatedunderandin

accordance with the INDRP' ar-rd thc INDRP Rules ol

Procedure which are adopted by the National Internet

Exchange of India (NIXI) which governs the dispute in

connection with .tN domain name'

.I.heCornplainanthaslrledthesub.jcctCornplaintagainstthc
2

3 The Registrant/Respondent has registered the

<systembolaget.in> (hereinafter'disputed domain name')

with the domain name Registrar duly accredited with the

NIXI i.c.'l"ucorvs lnc', sincc l9'01 '2025'

Procedural historY

The consent of the Arbitrator was sought for in the present

matter by the NIXI vide ernail dated 13'05 '2025 and the

qffiff,'
4
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Arbitrator gave his consent along with his statement of

acceptance and declaration of impartiality vide his email

dated 13.05.2025.

I was appointed as an Arbitrator by the NIXI in the present

matter vide their email dated 2l'05 '2025 which email

containingthecomplaintandallrelevantdocumentswas

marked to the Respondent (whoi s+ system bolaget. i n@nj al. la)

aswell.TheArbitratorissuedanoticedated22.05.2025

underRule5(c)ofINDRPRulesofProccdurewherebythe

Respondent was directed to file its reply to the Complaint till

l8.06.2025andwrittensubmissionsby22.06,2025.-I.hesaid

noticeissuedbythepresentArbitratorwasmarkedviaemail

to the Complainant and to the Responclent' which email did

not bounce back. The Respondent was duly served with the

complaintanddocumentsvideemaildated2l.05,2025by

NIXI.'fhereatter, the notice 22'05'2025 of the Arbitrator was

alsodulyservedontheRespondentvideArbitrator,semail

dated 22.05.2025.

In the said Notice dated 22'05'2025' thc Complainant was

directedtoServeagainontheRespondentthesubject

complaint and all accompanying documents' including the

saidNoticeoftheArbitrator'sothattheRespondentis

provided with ample opportunity to file his reply'

.I.heComplainant,throughitslcarncdcounselvideernail

dated2S.o5.2025totheArbitratorwhichemailwasmarked

totheRespondentaswell,statedthattheyhadservedthe

Respondentwiththecomplaintviaemailandpost..fheemail

ol.thclcarnedCounsclcornplainarrtdated26.05.2025

showingtheserviceofthecomplaintontheRespondentand
Page3ofll
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thenoticedatcd22.o5.2025'wasattachcdwiththesaidemail

dated 28.05.2025' Furthetrnore' with the said email dated

28.05 .2025,the learned counsel of the complainant has also

attached a postal receipt showing the dispatch of the

complaint and notice to the Respondent'

In view of foregoing, it is apparent that the Respondent was

servedwithdomaincomplaintalongwithallotherdocuments

firstlybyNlXlvidetheiremaildatcd2l'05'2025'secondly

bytheComplainantvicletheirernaildated26.05.2025.The

Notice dated 72.05.2025,via ernail datccl 22.05,2025, by the

Arbitrator was also served on the Responclent. The said email

of the Arbitrator did not bounce back' Furthermore' the

communication(email)oftheConrplainantdated28.05.2025

to the Arbitrator stating that the Respondent was duly served

with the complaint was also marked to the Respondent as

well.

.Allpossibleaitemptsweremadetoservc.theRespondent.

Therefore,lcansafelyholdthattheRespondentwasduly

served with the domain complaint along with documents

theretoandisawareofthepresentproceedings'ThisTribunal

hasnotreceivedanycommunication/replyf,romthe

Respondenttilldate.TheResporrdenthasavoidedany

panicipation in the present proceedings'

10.Rule5(d)oftheINDRPRulesofProcedurestatesthatthe

dateofCommcncementofthearbitrationprocccdingshallbe

the date on which the arbitrator issues notice to the

Respondent' 'l'herelore, the date ol commencement of

arbitrationinthepresentcaseis22.05.2025,Rule5(e)ofthe

INDRP Rules of Procedure states that an Arbitrator shall pass

Pas.e4ofll
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an award within a pcriod ol 60 days tiom the date of

commencement of the arbitration proceeding and in

exceptional circumstances, the timeline may be extended by

a maximum period of 30 days by the Arbitrator subject to a

reasonable iustiflcation in writing' 'I'he present arvard is

passed within the timelines prescribed under the INDRP

Rules of Procedure'

Issues for consideration

Paragraph 4 o1'the INDRP provides the grounds on which a

complaint can be filed by the aggrieved Complainant who

considersthataregistereddomainnameconflictswithhis/her

legitimate rights or interests on the fbllowing grounds:

(a) the Registrant's domain name is identical and/or

confusingly similar to a Name, 'l'rademark or Service Mark

etc. in which the Complainant has rights; and

(b) the Registrant has no rights or legitimate interests in

respect of the clornain name; and

(c) the Registrant's domain name has been registered or is

beingusedeitherinbadfaithorforillegal/unlawful
purpose.

Contention of the Parties

12.TheComplainantinitscomplaint'inleralia'statesthe

following:-

a. The Complainant was formed in the year 1954 and

specializesinthesaleofbeer'wine'spiritsadalcoholic

beverage likc preparations to thc public in Sweden'

\b",- 6-*
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b. 'fhe C'omplainant bonafidely adopted the trade mark

'SYSTEMBOLAGET'intheyearl968'Thesaidtrademark

also forms the part of Complainant's corporate name' The

Complainant has filed a e-certificate of registration of

LimitedCompanytoshowthatthesaidtrademarkformspart

of its corporate name and is in use since 1968'

c. The Complainant has registered domain names

<Systembolaget'com> and <Systembolaget'se> which were

inusesincelggTwhichismuchpriortotheregistrationof

the disPuted domain name'

d.Thetrademarks.systembolaget,'deviceof.systembolaget,

and.BoI,AGE,.I.,(hereinaftertheregisteredtrademarksof

the Complainant') are registered trade marks of the

Complainantandareregisteredinvariousclassesandin

various jurisdictions including in E'uropean lJnion' and UK'

TheComplainanthasfiledproofofregistrationsofthe

registcred said trade tnarks of the Complainant'

e.TheComplaintwasnamedasSweden'sStrongestbrandin

theyear2o24bytheE,vimetrixSwedishRrandAwardsand

has annexed a copy of the press release thereof'

t..I.heComplainant,strademark.systembolaget'isintopten

Sweden's strongest brands as per YouGov Index of 2025'

The Complainant's trade mark finds fourth place in

Sustainable tlrand lndex for 2024'

g.TheCornplainantwast-eaturedininternationalmagazines

andreportswhichareaccessiblefromlndia.-t.he
Complainant has stated that it has digital presence through

l'acebook,linkcdin,Wikipedia'You'Iube'lnstagxfwherein
\br{r,- pf,g. 6 of I I



the trade mark of the Complainant 'systembolaget' has been

showcased extensively.

h. The presence of the trade mark and domain names of the

complainant are prior to the registration of the disputed

domain name. T'he Complainant states that the Respondent

has through the disputed domain name hosted a website

which imitates the design, layout, and color scheme of the

Complainant' s website.

13. 'l'he Respondent has not filed any rcply to thc Complaint filed

by the Complainant. despite arnple opporlunity granted, as

mentioned above.

Respondent's disputed domain name confusingly similar to
Complainant's trade mark

14. 'l'he registered trade marks o1'thc Complainant along with the

domain names <Systembolaget.com> and

<Systembolaget.se>, awards and press releases, digital

fbotprints, in variahly show that the registcrcd trade rnarks of

the Complainant including 'systernbolaget' are in use much

prior to the registration of the disputcd dornain name. The

presence in the market of the registered trade marks of the

Complainant stands established.

15. 'l'he cerriflcate' of registration o1'thc Cornplainant invariably

show that its corporate name bears the trade mark/name

'systembolaget' since 1968.

16. As rel'lected from the extracts mentioned in the complaint, the

look and fbcl of the website of the Respondent hosted on the

disputed domain name is similar to the websites of the

Complainant. However, when the Arbitrator tried to visit the

U."- bhug" 7 of I I



website hosted by thc. disputed donrain natne, the website did

not open and a message 'l'his site can't be reached' are shown

on the computer screen.

17 . The complainant is successful in showing the prior use of its

registered trade mark'systembolaget'.

18. It is well established law that the specific rop-level domain

such as'.com, 'net', '.net'. 'in'etc does not af'fect the domain

name for the purpose of determining whether it is identical or

confusingly similar (Relevant decision;- Rollerblade, Inc. v.

Chris McCradl,r;. Therefore, TLI) '.in' is to be disregarded

while comparing the disputed domain name with the

trademark of the Complainant. When the trade mark of the

Complainant 'systembolaget' and the disputed domain name

are considered, there is no doubt that the disputed domain

name is confusingly similar to the registered trade mark

'systembolaget', the trade name and dornain names of the

Complainant.

19. Furthermore, the Respondent has used the whole of the

registered trade mark of the complainant in disputed domain

NAI11C

20. In view of fbregoing, it is apparent that the disputed domain

name is confusingly similar to the registered trade mark

'systembolaget' of the Complainant, the domain names

<Systembolaget.com> and <Systcmbolaget.se> and trade

name o1- the Complainant. fhereforc, 'l'he Complainant has

established its case under paragraph 4 (a) olthe INDRP.

\br,-$*I wtPO ('asc No. I)2000-0.129
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Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in disputed
domain name

21. The Respondent has uscd the c.ntire trade mark

'systembolaget' of the Complainant, in the disputed domain

name. The Respondent is not known by the domain name.

Furthermore, the registration of the disputed domain name is

created and used without any consent ol'the Complainant.

22. The disputed domain name also makes a hopeless attempt to

make an association with the Complainant's trade mark and

domain name which can never be termed as legitimate use of

the disputed domain name. 'l'he disputcd domain name uses

in its entirety the word 'systembolaget' which is the

registered trade mark of the Complainant, to divert the users

from the Complainant's platform.

23. The Respondent cannot be said to havc any legitimate right

or interest in the disputed domain name which is conl'usingly

sirnilar to a registered trade mark of the Complainant.

24. The disputed domain name incorporales a trade mark which

is neither owned by the Respondent nor the Respondent is

known by the namc 'systembolaget'.

25. The Complainant has been using its domain names

<Systernbolaget.corn> and <Systembolaget.se> which were

registered much prior to the registration of the disputed

domain name.

26. Therefore, the Respondent/Registrant has no rights or

legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name.

The Complainant has established its case under paragraph 4

(b) of'thc INDRP.

\L"'- 6'*
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Baid Faith

27. The registration of the disputed dornain name affects the

rights of the Complainant vis-d-vis its registered trade marks

'systembolaget' which finds its place prominently in its

domain names i.e. <Systembolaget.com> and

<Systembolaget.se> and its trade name as well. Therefore,

the Complainant's right to exclusively use its registered trade

mark 'systembolaget' is affected by the registration of the

disputed domain name.

28. The disputcd domain name will negatively affect the

goodwill and reputation ol' the Complainant thereby

disrupting business of the Complainant. The disputed domain

name which diverts the internet users to itself who otherwise

would have visited the websites of thc Complainant acts in

disrupting the business ol'the Cornplainant. 'l'heretbre, the

registration of the disputed domain name is in bad faith

according to paragraph 7(d) of the INDRP.

29. 'fhe Respondent registercd the disputed domain name

recently and the same is registered rnuch subsequent to the

registration of the domain names of the Complainant. The

said registration of the disputed domain name is in bad fhith

to confuse internet users as to a possible association between

the disputed domain namc. and thc ('ornplainant. The

registration of the disputed domain name is in bad faith

according to paragraph 7(c)of the INDRP.

30. In view of foregoing, it is apparent that the registration of the

disputed domain name is in bad faith to hur"t the commercial

activity of the Complainant.'[he Complainant has established

its case under paragraph 4 (c) of the INDRp. U"* 6VL
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Decision

31. In view o1' the foregoing, it is ordered that the disputed

domain name <systembolaget.in> be transl'erred to the

Complainant from the Respondent. Parlies are ordered to

bear the cost of the present proceedings.

\)o"-- 6'eL
(VARUN SINGH)
Solc Arbitrator
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