


Domain Solutions, 
J im Muller 
1658 Kanchipuram, 
Tamilnadu 603109 

Emai l: iceloops@qmaii.com Respondent. 

A W A R D 
1. The Parties: 

The complainant in th i s a rb i t r a t i on proceeding is E.REMY MARTIN 
(REMY COINTREAU) 20 rue de la soeiete vinicole, 16100 COGHAC (FR) and 

f i led by its authorized representative attorney NAMESHIELD.27 rue des arenas, 
49100 Angers. France with Email: domain@namesh.ield.net 

Respondent in th i s a rb i t r a t i on proceeding is Domain Solutions, J im 
Muller 1658 Kanchipuram, Tamilnadu 603109, with Email: 
iceloops@qmail.com 

2. The Domain Name, Registrar A Registrant-. 

The d isputed domain name is www.Souisxii i. in 

3. Procedural History: 

The complainant, through i ts au thor i zed representat ive , f i l ed th i s 

complainant to N I X I regard ing the d isputed domain name 

www.louisxiii.in fol lowing t he clause 4 of t he policy of . I N Reg i s t ry 

and . I N Reg is t ry appointed M r . Bodh isatva A c h a r y a (The A r b i t r a t o r ) 

as Sole A r b i t r a t o r under clause 5 of the policy. The A r b i t r a t o r 

submi t ted his s ta tement o f acceptance and dec larat ion o f 

Impar t i a l i t y and t h e Independence and The complaint was produced 

be f o r e t he A r b i t r a t o r and t he A r b i t r a t o r sent a not ice, to the 

Respondent through his email f o r t h e A rb i t r a t i o n Proceeding wi th a 10 

days deadline to submit h is rep ly but t he Respondent didn't give any 

response a f t e r t h i s second not ice was sent but resu l t was same. 

Hence on t he 1 8 t h day of February 2011 the Award is being dec la red 

as Ex -pa r te . 
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4. Factual Background: 

The complainant L O U I S X I I I is a cognac produced by E. R E M Y 

M A R T I N which is a branch of t he company C lS R EMY C O I N T R E A U , 

which is o f f i c i a l l y r eg i s te red in France since 1874. 

E.REMY M A R T I N owns numerous t rade-mark reg i s t ra t ions wi th the 

name L O U I S X I I I wor ldwide and in Ind ia i t was r eg i s t e red on 

Sep tember 2 8 t h , 1994. 

E.REMY M A R T I N has owns and communicates on the in ternet through 

various webs i tes worldwide by i ts brand name L O U I S X I I I . 

But when t h e d isputed domain www.louisxiii.in was r eg i s t e red and 

came to know to the Complainant then Complainant contac ted to 

respondent and respondent o f f e r e d th i s domain name f o r $ 8 0 0 U S D 

but the Complainant r e fused th i s request and f i l ed th i s complaint f o r 

A rb i t r a t i on Proceeding. 

5. Parties Contentions: 

(a) Complainant contends t ha t 

(i) The Reg i s t ran t ' s domain name is ident ical or confusingly 

s imi lar to a name, t rademark or serv ice mark in which t he 

Complainant has r ights; 

(ii) The Reg is t rant has no r i gh ts or leg i t imate i n te res t s in 

r espec t of t h e domain name; and 

(ii i) The Reg i s t ran t ' s domain name has been reg i s t e red or is 

being used in bad f a i t h , and t h e domain name be 

t r a n s f e r r e d to t he Complainant. 

(b) Respondent contends t h a t 

The respondent gave no response and produced no reply. 
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6. Discussion & Findings: 

Under t h e Paragraph 4 of the Policy ( INDRP) Any Person who 

cons iders t h a t a reg i s te red domain name conf l i c ts wi th his legi t imate 

r igh ts or i n te res t s may f i l e a Complaint to t he . IN Reg is t ry on t he 

fol lowing premises: 

(i) The Reg i s t ran t ' s domain name is ident ica l or confusingly 

s imi lar to a name, t rademark or serv ice mark in which the 

Complainant has r ight . 

(ii) The Reg is t rant has no r igh ts or legit imate i n te res t s in 

r espec t of t h e domain name; and 

(iii) The Reg i s t ran t ' s domain name has been reg i s te red or is 

being used wi th bad f a i t h 

A f t e r having gone through the records , documents, produced by the 

Complainant, A r b i t r a t o r ' s f indings are: 

(i) Tha t the Respondent's per fo rmance was c lear ly ab initio 

in bad f a i t h because t he main motive of respondent only to 

make money f r om Complainant while complainant proves by 

all documental proof produced along w i th th i s complaint t h a t 

t h e name, t rademark or mark in which the Complainant has 

r ight , t h e Reg i s t ran t ' s domain name is ident ica l or 

confusingly similar to t h e Complainant's Mark and has been 

reg i s te red or being used in bad f a i t h , 

(ii) Tha t t h e Name/Mark L O U I S X I I I i s d i s t inc t ive unique and 

has reputat ion worldwide and the mere mention of t h e said 

Ma rk es tab l i shes an ident i ty and connection wi th 

Complainant and none else. 

(iii) The complainant has proved all t he a fo resa id premises as 

mentioned in paragraph 4 of Policy in his favor and he is has 

produced all t h e documentary proof in his favor . 
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7. Decision: 

Hence t he A r b i t r a t o r dec ides, 'the Disputed Domain Name 

www.louisxl i i . in is ident ical or confusingly s imi lar to r eg i s te red 

t rademark of t h e Complainant and Respondent has no r i gh t to use t h e 

d isputed domain name and t he Respondent domain name has been 

reg i s t e red in bad f a i t h . 

The A r b i t r a t o r f u r t h e r dec ides and o rde r s t h a t t h e domain name 

www.louisxi i i . in shal l be t r a n s f e r r e d to t h e Complainant wi th 

immediate e f f e c t . 

D A T E D : F e b r u a r y 18™, 201 , 

P L A C E : N E W D E L H I , 

I N D I A . 
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