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THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL COMPRISING OF SR. ADVOCATE,
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA, DR. PANKAJ GARG
SOLE ARBITRATOR

In the matter: Complaint No. INDRP Case No. 2146 titled as ‘Accenture
Gliobal Services Limited Versus Manisha Gautam’ —Domain
Dispute name—accentureinternship.in

IN THE MATTEE OF ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

ACCENTURE GLOBAL SERVICES LIMITED
3 GRAND CANAL PLAZA

UPPER GRAND CANAL STREET, DUBLIN 4,
IRELAND

THROUGH ITS AUTHORIZED SIGNATORY

EMAIL: INF@SSRANA.COM
k ..COMPLAINANT

THROUGH: MR. VIKRANT RANA,
S.S RANA & CO., ADVOCATES

VERSUS

MANISHA GAUTAM

WING 3 GLA UNIVERSITY,
CHUMUHAN, MATHURA,
UTTAR PRADESH-281406, INDIA

EMAIL: MANISHA.ON. COCK@GMAIL COM
‘ ...RESPONDENT

THROUGH: NONE

A. CONSTITUTION OF THE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL

The constitution of the present Arbitral Tribunal was initiated by the National
Internet Exchange of India (hereinafter referred to as “NIXI”) on 23.06. 2026 by

ay of a reference addressed to Dr. Pankaj Garg, for the adjudication of the

2 BEOE
: e\utes and differences between Accenture Global Services Limited and
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Manisha Gautam with regard to the Domain Name ‘accentarcinternship.in’, in
terms of .IN Domain Nar:e Dispute Resolution Policy (hereinafter referred to as
“INDRP Policy”) and INDRP Rules of Procedure (hereinafter referred to as
“INDRP Rules”). In response to the E-mail dated 23.06.2026, the consent to
arbitrate the issue was given by Dr. Pankaj Garg to the NIXI on 23.06.2026 along
with a statement of the impartiality. On 24.06.2026, a notice was issued to the
parties through email with the direction to the Complainant to supply within three
days the hard copy of the Complaint to the Respondent and the Respondent was
also directed to file the objections/reply on the Complaint latest by 02.07.2026.
Thus, this Arbitral Tribunal was constituted on 24.06.2026 when the notices were

issued to the parties.

In terms of Rule 5(d) of INDRP Rules, the date of commeacement of the
arbitration prdcaedings is the date on which the Arbitrator issued notice to the
Respondent. Therefore, the present arbitration probeedingé conmmenced on
24.06.2026 when the notice was issued by the Tribunal. In terms of Rule 5(e) of
the INDRP Rules, an Award is mandatoriiy to be passed within 60 days from the
date of commencement of the arbitration proceedings and in exceptional
circumstances, this period of 60 days may be further extended by a maximum

period of 30 days by the Arbitrator subject to a reasonable justification in writing.

The Award in the present arbitration proceedings in terms of Rule 5(e) of INDRP
Rules has to be pessed and pronounced necessarily up to 24.08.2026 and

thereafter-in terms of Rule 5(f) has to be communicated to the parties as well as

to NIXI.

B. JURISDICTION OF IfiE ARBITRAL TRIBUNAL

This Tribunal has been constituted under the INDR Policy and INDRP Rules
exercises the jurisdiction to adjudicate the domain dizpute covered under Clause

INDR Policy.
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The Tribunal constituted vnder the INIDR Policy and Rules exercises the general
powers under Rule 13 of INDRP Rules. Under this Rule, the arbifration
proceedings have to be conducted in accovdance with the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act, 1996 amendsd as per the Arbitration and Conciliation
(Amendment) Act, 2019 read with the Arbitration and Conciliation Rules,
Dispute Resolution Policy and its bylaws and guidelines, as amended from time
to time. Therefore, the preseﬁf arbitration proceedings_ are no-t only being
governed by the INDR. Policy and Rules but are also being governed by the

provisions of the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.

- C. DESCRIPTION OF THE PARTIES

The Complainant is an international business that provides a broad range of
services in strategy, consulting, digital, technology, healthcare and operations
under the name ACCENTURE and is the cwner of the ACCENTURE trademark

and company name and marks fully incorporating the ACCENTURE trademark

(collectively the “ACCENTURE Maris”)

The Respondent, Manisha Gautam'is the person who advertises internship/job
alerts and preparation strategies for fech aspirants in India under the name
InternAccenture and has got registered thé disputed - domain name

‘ACCENTUREINTEFNSHIP.IN’

D. FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The facts submitted by the Complainant in its Complaint are being reproduced as

under:-

1. Complainant began using the mark ACCENTURE in connection with various
services, including management consulting, technology services and
outsourcing sevvices, on January 1, 2001. Reliance is placed on previous

ecisions of this Panel finding that Complainant has rights in the mark
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ACCENTURE in Accenture Global Services Limited v. Sachin Pandey
(INDRP/828), Accerture Global Services Limited v. Mr. Upendra Singh
(INDRP/829), Accenture Global Services Limited v. Accenture Accenture
(INDRP/998), Accenture Global Services Limited v. Vishal Singh
(INDRP/999), Accenture Global Services Limﬁed v. Tech Narayana Software
Pvt. Ltd (INDRP/1250), Accenture Global Services Limited v. Lokesh Kumar
(INDRP/1270) and Accenture Global Services Limited v. Axcenture Inc.
(INDRP/1394). |

2. Since January 2001, Compliainani has extensively used and continues to use
the mark ACCENTURE in connection with various services and specialties,
including management consulting und business process services, which
comprises various aspects of business operations such as project
management, supply chain and logistics services, digital innovation, as well
as technology services and outsourcing services, to name only a few. Today,
Complainant has offices and operations in more than 200 cities in 52

countries.

3. To protect its trademark rights.in the ACCENTURE Marks and to put others
on notice of those rights, on October 26, 2000, Complainant filed a United
States trademark application (Application Serial No. 76154620) for the mark
ACCENTURE, covering computer software, pamphlets, business consulting
services, financial services, compiiter installation services, educational
services and computer comsulting services, among many other goods and
services. This application matured to registration (Reg. No. 3 091811) on May
16, 2006. Besrides this, Cor:zplainérzt owns registrations and'or pending
applications for the mark ACCENTURE, and variations thereof, in many
other countries including, but not limited to, Australia, Bangladesh, Canada,

@6 hina, European Union, Hong Kong. Japan, Korea, Malaysia, New Zealand,
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Saudi Arabia, Singapore. Thailand, Turkey, UAE and UK. Complainant owns
more than 1,000 trade mark registrations in more than 140 countries for its
various ACCENTURE Marks. A representative sampling of Complainant's
registrations for the ACCENTURE Marks in foreign jurisdictions is attached
herewith and marked as Annexure C-2. These registrations are valid and
subsisting, and serve as prina facie evidence of Complainant's ownership and
validity of the ACCENTURE Marks. Furthermore, some of these
registrations are incontestable and are conclusive evz’dencé of Complainant's
exclusive right to use the ACCENTURE Marks in connectiorn with the stated

goods and services.

4. With specific reference to India (where Respondent is situated), Complainant
owns registrations for the ACCENTURE Marks, and variations thereof, in a
wide variety of goods and services in various classes in India. Details of sorie

of the India registrations are as follows:

|[S. No. | Registration No. | Trademark Class | Date

1 I
/. 967046 " | ACCENTURE 9 October 30, 2000
2. 967047 ACCENTURE 16 October 30, 2000
3. 1008458 9 May 10, 2001
4, 1008459 16 May 10, 2001
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T

DEVICE)

S. No. | Registration No. | Tradeinark i Class | Date
36,
) September 29,
5. 1240311 41,
2003
e - December 26,
7. 1520281 ACCENTURE 16
2006
8. 1521351 ACCENTURE 35,41 | January 2, 2007
: Noveiiber 27,
9. 1758410 ACCENTURE 35
“ 2008
ACCENTURE (WITH
10. 2034134 ; B e g L 9 October 7, 2010
DEVICE)
ACCENTURE (WITH
L. 2034135 116 October 7, 2010
DEVICE) :
ACCENTURE (WITH
12. 2034136 35 October 7, 2010
DEVICE)
ACCENTURE (WITH
13. 2034137 36 October 7, 2010
DEVICE)
ACCENTURE (WITH
14. 2034138 37 October 7, 2010
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S. No. | Registration No. | Trademark ' Class Date

ACCENTURE (WITH
15 | 2034139 41 October 7, 2010
DEVICE) -

ACCENTURE (WITH
16. 12034140 42 October 7, 2010
DEVICE)

ACCENTURE (WITH
DEVICE)

(5
L

17. 2035847 October 11, 2010

The aforesaid trade mark registrations are valid and subsisting. By virtue of such
registrations, Complainant has the exclusive Sl‘afl.'t()if"'y right to use these trade
marks in India for the goods and services in respect of ‘which they are registered.
A representative sampling of the aforesaid registration certificates are attached

herewith and marked collectively as Annexure C-3.

5. Complainant has developed substantial goodwill in its ACCENTURE name and
mark, as we]l as its official domain names ACCENTURE.COM and
ACCENTURE.NET that were registe}'ed by Complainant on August 29, 2000
and October 09, 2000 respeciively. These domains predate the creation date of
the disputed domain name <ACCENTUREIN TERNSHIP.JN> by more than two
decades. Copies of the WdOIS records for Coniplainant's  domains
ACCENTURE.COM and ACCENTURE.NET are attached herewith and marked
as Annexure C-4. At these websites, Internet users can find detailed information
about the management consulting, technology services, outsourcing and myriad

other services offered by Complainant and its global offices in connection with

ENTURE Marks may be accessed here (https://www.accenture. con/in-en).
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6. As Complainant's business expanded globally, ir began operating websites that
use Country Code Top-Level Domain Names that are specific to individual
countries. In India, Complainant owns the top-level Indian domain names
ACCENTURE.CO.IN (registered in 2004), ACCENTURE.IN (registered in
2005) and ACCENTURE.NET.IN (registered in 2012). Copies of WHOIS
results for these domain names are attached herewith and marked collectively as

Annexure C-5.

7. In addition to the official vi’ebsire.s, the Complainant also use the medium of social
networking to promote their goods/services under the ACCENTURE trade mark.
The Complainant have an active presence on various social media websites such
as Facebook, Twitter, Instagrem, Linkedin etc. The number of followers,
subscribers and likes on the aforementioned social media websites (as on May

01, 2026) are increasing on a daily basis.

f I

| NAME FACEBOOK | X ' INSTAGRAM | LINKEDIN | YOUTUBE
| | |
‘ 533K 13 Million | 89.3K
ACCENTURE | IM followers 386K followers
followers followers subscribers
ACCENTURE 49K 3 Million | 37.2K
514K followers 142K followers
INDIA followers followers subscribers
|

8. Complainant's Indian predecessor company was incorporated under the
Companies Act, 1956, on July 05, 1999. On December 05, 2000, the name of
this predecessor company became ACCENTURE SERVICES PVT. LTD. A
copy of the incorporation certificate of Complainant is attached herewith and

narked as Annexure C-6. Complainant has offices located in major cities of
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India such as Mumbai, New Delhi, Noida, Gurgaon, Bangalore, Chennai,
Pune, Hyderabad and Kolkata. Relevant web pages showing the locations of
Complainant's ~ offices in  India  may be  accessed  here

(https.//www.accenture. com/us-en/about/locations/office-details ?loc=India).

. The annual worldwide revenue generated under the ACCENTURE Marks
totals many billions of U.S. Dollars. The details of Complainant's worldwide

revenues for the last few years ave reproduced below:

Year Net Revenues (US § amount in billions) !
2001 _$1 1.4
2002 $11.6
2003 $11.8
2004 $13.7
2005 $15.5
2006 $16.6
2007 £19.7
2008 $23.4
2009 $21.6
2010 | 8216
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Year [ Net Revenes (US $ amount in billions)
|
2011 | $25.5
2012 $27.Q
2013 $28.6 )
2014 $30.0
2015 $31.0
201 6 $32.9
2017 $34.9
2018 $40.9
2019 $43.2
2020 $44.3 !
!
2021 $50.5 |
2022 N $61.6
2023 | $64.1
2024 $64.9
$69.7
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10.The ACCENTURE Marks have been advertised in connection with various

forms of media and have been written about in the press. Below is a list of

Complainant's annucl advertising expenditures woridwide since 2009.
Year . Advertising Expenditures (USD)
2009 $77 million
2010 $67 million
2011 $66 million
2012 ,$67 million
2013 | 869 million
2014 $70 mi_llion-

2043 $67 million
2016 $67 million

2017 $69 million
2018 $67 million
2019 $33 million
2020 | $32 million
2021 ' 8132 million

|
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Year | Advertising Expenditures (USD)
2022 $94 million

2023 $85.8 million

2024 $70.3 million

2025 $54 million

A representative sampling of Complainant's global advertisements and press
clippings featuring the ACCENTURE Marks is attached herewith and marked

as Annexure C-7.

11.Reputable brand consuliing companies in the industry have recognized the
ACCENTURE mark as a leading global brand. The ACCENTURE mark has
been recognized in Interbrand's Best Global Brands Report since 2002, when
it ranked 53rd. The ACCENTURE mark ranked 37th in the year 2025 in
Interbrand's Best Global Brands Report in the report. The report can be

accessed at nere (hitps://interbrand. com/best-clobal-brands/global/).

12.The ACCENTURE mark has been recognized by Kantar Millward Brown, a
leading mariket research and brand valuation company, in its annual BrandZ
— Top. 100 Brasid Rankings since 2006 when it was ranked 58th. In 2025, the
ACCENTURE brand ranked 20th. A true and correct copy of selected page
of Kantar Millward Brown's 2025 BrandZ — Top 100 Brand Ra;.zking is

attached herewith and marked as Annexure C-8.
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13.Complainant has been recognized in many rankings for its business, services

and brand recognition. As a globul corporation and industry leader,

ACCENTURE has appeared in various top rankings by Fortune,

consecutively since the year 2009. A chart summarizing a representative

sampling of these awards is shown below:

==

| Year

E Award

2025

Fortune World's Best Workplaces For Ranking #4
*Complainant has appeared on this list for 4

consecutive years

2025

Fortune World's Most Admired Companies
*Complainant is No. 1 in their industry for the 13th

consecutive years

2023

Fortune Global 500 Ranking #220

2023

Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#5

2022

Fowtune 100 Best Companies to Work For in USA
Ranking #06

2021

Fortune Global 500 Ranking #258

2020

| Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Rarking
#41

Fortune Global 500 Ranking #298
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Year Award
-
- Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#60
— Fortune 100 Most Admired Companies Ranking #41
(#1 in the IT Services category)
oy Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#84
2015 Fortune 100 Best Componies to Work For RKanking
’ #98 -
Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
2014
#90
- Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#91
Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
2012
#92
2012 Fortune 100 Most Admired Companies Ranking #49
Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
2011
#99
Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#84
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Year ! Award

2009 Fortune 100 Most Admired Companies Ranking #49

Fortune 100 Best Companies to Work For Ranking
#52 '

2009

14.Complainant has received numerous awards in respect of ils business,

products and services provided under the ACCENTURE Marks. A sampling

of these awards is detailed in the chart below:

Term | Award
2008 - 2024 World's Most Ethical Companies list
2015 - 2020 Ranked No. 20 on Corporate Knights Globai 100

PEOPLE Magazine and Great Place to Work's 50

2018 - 2024

Companies that Care
2015 - 2020 CDP's Climate Change “A List”
2015 Ranked No. 29 on Barron's 500

Ranked No. 2 on Barron's Most Sustainable
2019 - 2020

. International Companies

2002 - 2020 Working Mother's 100 Best Companies — Hall of Fame
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Term Award |
Ranked No. 5 on Diversity Inc's Top 50 Companies for
2006 - 2020
Diversity
2012 Accenture was named as one of Dividend Channel's
. Top 25 Secially Respons‘fble Dividend Stocks
_— Ranked No. 69 on Forbes' inaugural World's Most
Powerful Brands
2012 Ranked No. 79 on Consumer Perception
19 Ranked No. 139 of the 500 largest publicly traded
2
companies
38 Recognized as America's Top Corporations of
12
Women's Business Enterprises list (2009-2012)
2011 Included in Standard & Poor's S&P 500
'’ Ranked No. 44 as top 500 companies with best image
20
in the Netnerlands
2011 Ranked No. 157 in Brand Finance's Global 500
Recognized for the thirteenth time as a Global Most
2010
Admired Knowledge Enterprise
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Term Award

Ranked No. 35 on Forbes' World's Most Powerful

2020
Brands

15.Complainant supports numerous social development projects worldwide in
connection with the ACCENTURE Marks including, but not limited to, its
SKILLS TO SUCCEED initiative, which has equipped more than 5.8 million
people around the world with the skills to find a job or build a business.
Information regarding Complainant's SKILLS TO SUCCEED initiative may

be accessed here (hitps.//s2sacadeny.orglabout-acadenmyy).

16. Millions of sports fans encounter the ACCENTURE Marks, as Complainant
has served as the Official Technology Partner for the RBS 6 Nations Rugby
Championship since 2012. Moreover, Complainant was a global umbrella
sponsor of the World Golf Championships and the title sponsor of the series'
season-opening event, the Accenture Match Play Championship. [nformation
regarding Complainant's involvement in the RBS 6 Nations Rugby

Championship is attached herevith and marked as Annexure C-9.

17.Complainant alse has collaborated with various groups on cultural initiatives
across the world. For example, it coliaborated with the Louvre Museum 0
develop new te:chno!oglcal progranms designed to support the Louvre's
initiatives to spr cad cultme enhance its image and reach new segments of the
public. Compiainant is also an Qij‘zczal connections partner of the Cannes
Lions Festival, and in 2017, Complainant introduced innovative wearable
technologies allowing delegates fo exchange business informaiion by simply

bumping wWrists. Infomzatibn regarding Complainant's collaboration with the
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Louvre Museum and Cannes Lions may be accessed here

(https //www.acceniure.com/hu-en/aboliyevents/cannes-lions ).

18.The grow:h of Complainant and all of its achievements over twernty years has
attracted tremendous _pcsiﬁve attention in the news media around the world
including in India (where Respondent is situated). Many rnews articles have
been written and news stories broadeasted about Complainant over the past
few years in India, adding 11’idespr'ead awareness about Complainant and its
products and services among the trade as well as present and potential
consumers. Complainant has been the subject matier of media coverage and
public comment and has been featured in leading newspapers and magazines
in India dating back to 2001. Details of the press coverage that Complainant
has received in India along with copies of some of the articles is attached

herewith and marked as Annexure C-10.

19.Complainant has extensively placed its advertisements at major airports in
India in the cities of Mumbai, New Delhi, Chennai, Bangalore and
Hyderabad. Copies of some of the advertisements are attached herewith and

marked collectively as Annexure C-11.

20.1t is a matter of common knowledge that, in these days of extensive use of the
global (-fOfrrr}zz{fzical:'Of-zS_ network, the reputation of a trade mark is rot limited
by geogmphical or pelitical boundaries as communicatiors, people and
reputations travel around the world crossing such boundaries as if they did
not exist. As such, Internet users worldwide, including those in India, are
exposed to and aware of the reputation and gooawill of such trademarks.
Complainant's ACCENTURE Marks are no different in this regard. Indeed,
the goodwill and reputation enjoyed by the ACCE TURE Marks has accrued
to Complainant by diverse means such as electronic and print media publicity,

dvertisements on television and in leading international dailies, magazines
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and journals, which enjoy eirculation and readership in India and through its
offices located in major cities of India such as Mumbai, New Delhi, Noida,

Gurgaon, Bangalore, Chennai, Pune, Flyderabad and Kolkata.

21.4As a result of the above-described extensive use and promotion, the
ACCENTURE Marks have become distinctive and famous globally and have
enjoyed such distinctiveness and repute since long prior to the date on which

Respondent registered the disputed dowiain name.

22.In view of Complainant's prominent presence on the ﬁ'eb across the world
under its trade mark and trading style and variations thereof, advertisements
and articles featuring the ACCENTURE Marks in print as well as in
electronic media, prestigious awards and recognitions conferred on if, steady
growth in revenue, Complainant's trade mark and trading style, the
ACCENTURE Marks and variations thereof have become well-known and
famous. Further, Complainant's ACCENTURE Marks have been derived
from its corporate name and are therefore also eligible for protection in

accordance with Article 8 of the Paris Convention in this regard.

23.Complainant considers the trademarks ACCENTURE and variations thereof
as well as various domain names owned by Complainant consisting of the
ACCENTURE Marks as vaiuable intellectual property right and makes every
effor: to protect them. Protection of Complainant's trademarks extends beyond
registration activities to enforcerient actions, which range from filing domain
complaints (including before the instant forum) and opposing trade mark
applications for same/similar marks, to sending cease and desist letters to
infringers of identical/similar marks, ail over the world and the
commencement of legal action, in a court of law, if necessary. Details of few
of the successful actions taken by Complainant under the INDRP for recovery

orporating Complainant's mark ACCENTURE are as under:
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Infringing Trade mark / Domain | Action
| 5 | Remarks
Party Name | taken |
i
INDRP Domain
Abhishek  Das
. Accenture.net.in complaint | name
(Indic) _
filed transferred.
INDRP Domain
Sachin Pandey | . ,
2. Accenturerecruitment.in | complaint | name
(India)
filed transferred.
_ INDRP Domain
Upendra Singh ]
Accentureinfotech.in complaint | name
(India) ]
filed transferred.
Accenture INDRP Domain
Accenture Accentures.in complaint | name
(India) filed transferred.
_ ] INDRP Domain
Vishal — Singh
Accentiresoftware.co.in | complaint | name
(India) .
filed transferred.
Tech Narayana INDRP Domain
Software  Pvt. | Accenture.org.in complaint | name
Ltd. (India) filed transferred.
[
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[ ] = | T
 Infvinging Trade mark / Domain | Action ’
8. No. | | | Remarks
| FParty Name taken .
; |
INDRP Domain
Lokesh Kumar
7. Accenture.ind.in complaint | name
(India)
filed transferred.
Award
INDRP
passed in
8. Axcenture Inc. | Axcenture.in complaint
favour of the
filed
Complainant.
Cloven & ’ INDRP Domain
9. Works Private | Myaccenture.in complaint | name
Limited (India) filed transferred.

24.In view of Complainant's proprietary rights in its trade mark ACCENTURE,
its domain names and company name, both under common law and statutory
protection, Complainant has the exclusive right to use the said marks / domain
names and no one can be permitted to use the same or any other deceptively
similar trade mark / trade name / trading style / domain name in any manner

whatsoever without the permission, license or consent of Complainant.

25. The mark ACCENTURE, by virtue of extensive use and publicity over the past
decade in connection with high-quality services, substantial global revenue
and valuable rademark registrations, has acquired significant goodwill and
reputation. Consequently, the mark ACCENTURE and its variants are

xclusively associated with Complainant, and no one else.
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26.As a result of the above-described extensive use and promotion,
Complainant's mark ACCENTURE has become distinctive and well-known
and has enjoyed distinciiveness, gooawili and repuiation long prior to the date

on which Respondent registered the domain name.

DISPUTED DOMAIN NAME

271t was recently brought to Complainant's attention that a domain name,
namely <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>, was registered recently on April
19, 2826 by the Respordent. An Internet search as receni as on May 04, 2026
revealed that the same advertises internship/job aleris, and preparation
strategies for tech aspirants in India under the name internAccenture.

Relevant snapshot of the impugned webpage has been pasted below:

LOUNCH Your L.areer

. -
With

28.The domair rame <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is phenetically,
visually, conceptually, deceptively and confusingly simiiar to Complainant's
registered trade mark ACCENTURE, domain names ACCENTURE.COM,
ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN, ACCENTURE.IN and

as adopted
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similar/identical to the Complainant’s mark U wherein, in
addition to inccrporating Complainant's  registered trade mark
ACCENTURE, the mark/logo resembles the Complainart's distinctive
“greater-than” symbol and as Respondent has adopted a purple and black
color scheme on the website, closely mirroring the Complainant's established
branding. In consideration of the above factors, the Complainant is
constrained fo file the present complaint, in order to safeguard its valuable
Intellectual Property rvights as these elements demonstrate a deliberate
attempt 1o imitate the Complainant's traaemark, thereby misleading users and

infringing upon ihe Complainant's rights.

29.4s required ov the AN Domain Mame Dispute Resolution Pclicy, the three

legal grounds required io be established are substantiated as follows:

L. The damag'n. <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is iderniical _and/or

confusingly similar to _the Complainant’s trade mark ACCENTURE in

which the Complainant has rights (Paragraph 4(a) of the .IN Policy)

30. Complainant is the registered proprietor of the trademark ACCENTURE in
many countries around thz vworld, including in India, and has been
continuously and exclusively using the same in relation to its busiess fbr
many vears. As stared in the ajbr‘esai’(l paragraphs, Complainant adopted the
mark ACCENTURE in 2000, i.e. almost 26 years prior to ?‘Fzé date on which
Respondent registered the domain <ACCENTUREINTERINSHIP.IN>. By
virtue of long standing .use and registration, Complainant'’s trademark

ACCENTURE qualifies to be a well-known mark and is liable 10 be protected

31.The disputed domain name <ACCENTURINTERNSHIF.IN> is comprised
of the ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP naine and mark which incorporates the
Complainani's registered trademark ACCENTURE in toto and is therefore

ehonetically, visually, deceptively and confusingly similar/identical to the
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Complainant's registered trademark ACCENTURE as well as their domains
ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN,
ACCENTURE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN. The disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREIN IIERNSHIP.IN>, owing to its identity with the
Complainant’s trademarks cnd domains, is highly likely to mislead, confuse
and deceive the Complainant's customers as well as the general public as to
the source, sponsorship, affiliation or endorsement of the Respondent's

domain nawie.

1t is a well-seitled prirciple end has been heid by prior panels deciding under
the INDRP that where the disputed domain name wholly incorporates the
Complainant's trade mark, the same shall be sufficient 1o establish deceptive
similarity. Some notable decisions in this régczrd are Kenneth Cole
Productions 'v. Viswas Infomedia INDRP/993, Iizre'r-Cc-)nt'in@nral Hotels
Corpomtz’oh v, Jaswinder Sz'nc;gk (INDRP/Z 78) and Starbucks Corporation v.
Mohanraj (INDHP/L’;‘;’, ‘Raddison Hospitality Belgium BV/SRL v. Najim
(INDRP/18]8). .

32.The Complainant submits that the only difference between the two marks is an
addition of the suffix “INTERNSHIP” to the coined term "ACCENTURE"
that deceive the Complainant's customers as well as the general public into
believing that the disputed domain name is actually run by the Complainant,
or that it is officially connected to them. For example, students locking for
internships might believe that the disputed domain name is a genuine

Complainant’s website.

Therefore, the domain name - <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> s
phonetically, visually, deceptively and corfusingly similar/identical to
Complainant's comperty name, trade name and registered trademarks, as well

as domain names incorporating ACCENTURE. The use of the term
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“INT. ERNSHIP”- in the disputed domain name does nothing to distinguish it
Jfrom our Respondent's trade name and trade mark, or to prevent the public
Jfrom associating it with the Respondent. Similarly, the mere addition of the
suffix  "INTERNSHIP” to the domain at issue, forming
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>, is likely to cause confusion that the said
domain acts as the cfficial platform for advertising internship opportunities
oftered by the Complainant or has some connection, affiliation or association

with the Complainant and its internship opportunities, when it is not so.

33.1t is further submitted that a Google search for the name and mark
“ACCENTUKEINTERNSHIP” reveals search results referring to and
depicting information about the Complainant as well as the internship
opportunities offered by it under its registered trademark “ACCENTURE”

instead. Relevani extract of the search results is shown below:

34.Reliance is placed on previous decisions of this Panel in favour of the
Complainant in Accenture Global Services Limited v. Sachin Pandey
(INDRP/S28), Accenture Global Services Limited v. Mr. Upendra Singh
(INDRP/829), Accenture Globai Services Limited v. Accenture Accenture
(INDRP/998) and Accenture Global Services Limited v. Vishai Singh
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Axcenture Inc. (INDRP/1394) wherein the Panel found that Complainant has
rights in the name/ mark ACCENTURE and the disputed domains
incorporating ACCENTURE or variations thereof were transferred to

Complainant.

35.Given that the disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>
incorporates the Complainant’s mark ACCENTURE in toto along with the
descriptive term “INTERNSHIP?” as suffix, its use is likely to cause confusion
and deception in the minds of the public, that Respondent or the internship
opportunities featuring on the disputed domain have been authorized or are
connected, associated or dffiliated with Complainant, when it is not so.
Further, it is a well-established fact that the country code top level domains
(ccTLDs) as well as general top level domains (gTLDs), such as “.in”,
“.co.in” and/or “.com” are an essential part of a domain name and not
capable of sufficiently distinguishing the Respondent's domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> from the Complainant's registered mark
ACCENTURE or its existing domain names <ACCENTURE.COM>,
<ACCENTURE.IN>, <ACCENTURE.CO.IN> as well ‘as Complainant's
other ACCENTURE-formative domain names comprising prominently of the
name/mark ACCENTURE. The mere technical requirement of the addition of
the ccTLD does not grant any distinction to the Respondent, and the same has
been upheld in prior decisions of the panel in Urban Qutfitters Inc. v. Hua An
Holdings (HK.) Limited (INDRP/601), Starbucks Corporation v. Aditya
Khanna (INDRP/614), Sudhir Kumar Segar v. John Doe (INDRP/1645). A
generic TLD/ccTLD, such as “.in”, as being used in the disputed domain, is a
standard registration requirement and therefore cannot be said to distinguish
the Respondent's domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> from the
Complainant's registered trademark ACCENTURE or their domain names.

eliance is also placed on Equifax Inc. v. Nikhlesh Kunwar INDRP/1038.
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Further, when the domain name includes the Trademark, or a confusingly
similar approximation, regardless of the other terms in the domain name, it is
to be considered identical or confusingly similar for the purposes of the
Policy, and the same has been upheld in prior decision of Walmart Stores, Inc.

v. Richard MacLead (WIPO Case No. D2000-0662).

36.The evident identity between Respondent's domain name and Complainant's
marks, domain names and company name incorporating ACCENTURE is
likely to mislead, confuse and deceive Complainant's customers as well as the
general lay public as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation or endorsement of
Respondent's domain name. As evidenced in the preceding paragraphs,
Complainant's rights over the marks ACCENTURE predate Respondent's
registration of the disputed domain <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> by
more than two decades, which, as per the WHOIS records, was only

registered/created recently on April 19, 2026.

37.Therefore, the conditions under the INDRP Paragraph 4(a) stand suitably

established.

II.Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain

name (Paragraph 4(b) and Paragraph 6 of the .IN Policy)

38.For the facts stated hereinabove, the Respondent has no rights or legitimate
interests in the domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>.
Complainant has not authorized, licensed or otherwise allowed Respondent
to make any use of its registered trade mark and trade name ACCENTURE
and/or its phonetic equivalents/variations, and Respondent does not have any
affiliation or connection with Complainant or with Complainant's services

under the name/mark ACCENTURE. Therefore, the same constitutes prima
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does not have any rights or legitimate interests in the domain name. This has
been held by a prior WIPO panel in CareerBuilder, LLC v. Stephen Baker,
(WIPO Case No. D2005-0251). Further, Respondent cannot assert that it is
using the domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods and
services in accordance with Paragraph 6(a) of the .IN Policy, as disputed
domain name redirects users to a separate website operated under the name
“Internship Hub,” which clearly indicates that the Respondent's primary
business activities are conducted under a different name and trading style.
Furthermore, the disputed domain name is being used to advertise purported
internship and/or employment opportunities relating to the Complainant
without any authorization, approval, or affiliation. Such use is clearly
intended to exploit the goodwill and reputation vested in the Complainant's

trademark and does not constitute a bona fide offering of services.

?\lilj M4, 2026

{www.accentureinternship.in)

Launch Your Career
with
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39.The Respondent cannot assert that they are commonly known by the disputed
domain name. The available evidence demonstrates that the Respondent
operates under the name “Internship Hub” and not under the name
corresponding to the disputed domain name. There is no material to show that
the Respondent, whether as an individual, business, or organization, has been
commonly known or identified by the name “Accenture Internship” or by the
disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> or any similar
designation. Accordingly, the Respondent cannot claim any rights or

legitimate interests on this ground under Paragraph 6 of the INDRP.

Further, it is also clear that the Respondent is not making any legitimate non-
commercial or fair use of the disputed domain name so as to fall within the
ambit of Paragraph 6(c) of the INDRP. On the contrary, the Respondent's use
of the disputed domain name, which is identical or confusingly similar to the
Complainant's well-known trademark ACCENTURE as well as their domains
ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN,
S 'ENTURE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN, is calculated to mislead and
2

@]

o/ ¢’ P\r
S
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divert internet users seeking the Complainant's official website and services.
Such use is evidently for commercial gain and constitutes an attempt to derive

illegitimate benefit from the Complainant's reputation.

40.Respondent  herein  has  registered  the  disputed  domain
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> approximately 26 years after the
adoption of the ACCENTURE trade mark by Complainant. Under the
circumstances of this case Respondent's use of the disputed domain name is
not "bona fide" within the meaning of Paragraph 6(a) of the .IN Policy since
there is no apparent legitimate justification for Respondent's registration of
the <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> domain name, that is visually,
phonetically, conceptually, deceptively and confusingly similar/identical to
Complainant's trade name/mark ACCENTURE as well as their domains
ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN,
ACCENTURE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN.

41.For the reasons stated in the foregoing paragraphs, it is not possible to
conceive  of any  plausible use of the domain  name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> by Respondent that would not be
illegitimate, as it would inevitably create a false association and affiliation
with Complainant and its well-known trade mark ACCENTURE. Therefore,
it is submitted that Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect
of the disputed domain name as well as Complainant's well-known trademark
ACCENTURE as well as their domains ACCENTURE.COM,
ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN, ACCENTURE.IN and
ACCENTURE.NET.IN.

42. Therefore, the conditions under the INDRP Paragraph 4 (b) stand suitably

established.
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III.The domain name was registered or is being used in bad faith
(Paragraph 4(c) and Paragraph 7 of the .IN Policy)

43.1In consideration of Complainant's reputation in India where Complainant has
extensive business operations (as demonstrated in the preceding paragraphs)
as well as its reputation worldwide, and the ubiquitous presence of
Complainant's mark ACCENTURE on the Internet, Respondent was aware
of Complainant's trademarks long prior to registering the domain name. In
fact, by using the disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>,
the Respondent has intentionally attempted to attract Internet users to its
website and other online locations by creating a likelihood of confusion with
the Complainant's name and trademark as to source, sponsorship, affiliation,
or endorsement. The disputed domain name resolves to a webpage that
prominently features content relating to “Accenture internships ” and contains
a link redirecting users to another website operated by the Respondent
(namely, “Internships Hub”), which appears to be its primary platform. This
redirection mechanism clearly evidences an attempt to divert traffic by

capitalizing on the Complainant's goodwill.

Complainant relies on the decision passed by previous Panel under the WIPO
in the matter of Confederation nationale du credit mutual v. Yu Ke Rong

(WIPO Case No. D2018-0948) wherein it was held that:

“...Given the reputation and fame of the Complainant's
trademark and the Complainant's prior rvegistration of
almost identical domain names, the registration of the
disputed domain name is clearly intended to mislead and
divert consumers to the disputed domain name. Even a
cursory internet search would have already made it clear

to the Respondent that the Complainant owns a trademark
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in CREDIT MUTUEL and uses it extensively... In the
Panel's view, this clearly indicates the bath faith of the
Respondent, and the Panel therefore rules that the

Respondent registered the disputed domain name in bad

faith.”

44.Further, the Respondent has adopted and is prominently advertising the mark

WU on the website operating from the disputed domain, which, in
addition to incorporating the Complainant's well known trade name/mark

ACCENTURE, borrows other visual elements from the Complainant's mark

accen:;ure . including an arrow device deceptively similar to the
Complainant's well-known “greater-than” logo, along with a similar colour
scheme. Such conduct on part of the Respondent clearly reinforces the bad
faith adoption and registration of the disputed domain, ultimately intended to
create a false impression of association with the Complainant and to mislead

users and exploit the Complainant's reputation for commercial gain.

Further, the impugned website includes a disclaimer, which disclaims any
affiliation with the Complainant. It is further noted that said disclaimer does
not appear as a pop-up upon entry to the website. Instead, the said disclaimer

is positioned at the bottom of the website as shown below:
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It is well settled that the mere inclusion of a disclaimer does not cure or
legitimize the unauthorized use of a registered trademark, particularly where
the infringing mark forms an integral part of the domain name itself and is
prominently used across the website. Moreover, the disclaimer is
inconspicuously placed at the bottom of the webpage, rather than being
prominently displayed (such as by way of a banner or pop-up), and is therefore
insufficient to dispel the likelihood of confusion, especially at the stage of

initial user interest.

Reliance is placed on a prior decision in Wikimedia Foundation, Inc. v.

Registration Private, Domains By Broxy, LLC / Brian Jackson wherein it was

stated that:

“A clear and sufficiently prominent disclaimer would lend support
to circumstances suggesting its good faith in cases where the
respondent appears to otherwise have a right or legitimate interest
in a disputed domain name. On the other hand, where the overall
circumstances of a case point to the respondent's bad faith, the mere
existence of a disclaimer cannot cure such bad faith. In such cases,
panels may consider the respondent's use of a disclaimer as an

admission by the respondent that users may be confused.”

45.The Respondent’s actions not only amount to infringement of the
Complainant’s rights in its well-known and registered trade name/mark
ACCENTURE but are also disruptive of the Complainant's business. By
creating a misleading impression of dffiliation and diverting users seeking
legitimate internship opportunities with the Complainant, the Respondent
interferes with the Complainant’s ability to communicate authentic

opportunities to the public and undermines its brand integrity. Such conduct
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amounts to disruption of the Complainant's business and further evidences

bad faith registration and use of the disputed domain name.

46. Furthermore, the fact that the mark ACCENTURE is a coined word that has
no dictionary meaning further aggravates Respondent's bad faith, in as much
as, Respondent is using the visually, phonetically and confusingly
similar/identical name/mark with respect to the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>. There can be no other plausible
explanation as to how Respondent arrived at the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> which incorporates the Complainant's
mark ACCENTURE. In light of the continuous and exclusive use of the mark
ACCENTURE by Complainant over the past two decades, this mark can have
no meaning other than as an identifier of Complainant and their businesses.
Reliance is placed on a prior decision in M/s Merck KGaAd v Zeng Wei
INDRP/323 wherein it was stated that:

“The choice of the domain name does not appear to be a mere
coincidence, but a deliberate use of a well-recognized mark...
such registration of a domain name, based on awareness of a
trademark is indicative of bad faith registration.”

Hence, Respondent had no reason to adopt a confusingly similar name/
combination with respect to the disputed domain name except to create a
deliberate and false impression in the minds of consumers that Respondent is
somehow associated with or endorsed by Complainant, with the sole intention

to ride on the massive goodwill and reputation associated with Complainant

and to unjustly envich from the same.

The facts and contentions enumerated above establish that Respondent's

domain name registration for <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is clearly
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47.In view of the above, Complainant has established that the mark
ACCENTURE is distinctive and well known. Owing to the fame attached to
Complainant's mark ACCENTURE, which is a result of extensive use and
promotion in relation to its world-renowned services, and the fact that
Complainant's services are available all over the world, including in India
(Wherein Respondent resides), it is implausible for Respondent to have
registered the domain name for any reason other than to trade off the

reputation and goodwill of Complainant's mark ACCENTURE.

ADDITIONAL SUBMISSIONS/CERTIFICATIONS

48. Complainant, by submitting the Complaint agrees to the settlement of the
dispute, regarding the domain name which is the object of the Complaint by
final and binding arbitration in India in accordance with the Arbitration and
Conciliation Act, 1996, the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy or
IN Registry Rules of Procedure and any by-laws, rules or guidelines framed

there under.

49. Complainant agrees that its claims and remedies concerning the registration
of the domain name, the dispute, or the dispute’s resolution shall be solely
against the domain name holder and waives all such claims and remedies
against the IN REGISTRY, as well as their directors, officers, employees, and

their agents and the learned Arbitrator who will hear the dispute.

50.Complainant by submitting this Complaint agrees that the decision of the
arbitrator to be appointed in this matter may be made public and may be
published on the website including without limitation other forms of

publication of the IN REGISTRY.
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51.Complainant certifies that the information contained in this Complaint is to
the best of Complainant's knowledge, complete and accurate and that this
Complaint is not being presented for any improper purpose, such as to harass

Respondent etc.

52.1t is submitted that it is a fit case where Respondent/Registrant's domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is liable to be cancelled or the domain

name registration to be transferred to Complainant.

53.1t is, therefore, most humbly prayed that the learned Arbitrator may be pleased
to order cancellation of  Respondent's domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> and/or transfer the same to Complainant
and costs of the proceedings be awarded in favor of Complainant and against

Respondent.

E. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 24.06.2026

On 24.06.2026, taking note of the Complaint for the domain name dispute

‘Accentureinternship.in’ preferred by Accenture Global Services Limited,

against the Respondent, Notice was issued to Accenture Global Services Limited

(Complainant) and Manisha Gautam (Respondent) with the following directions:

1. The Complainant shall file and supply a hard copy of the Complaint before this
Tribunal and simultaneously serve a hard copy upon the Respondent within three

(3) days from today, alongwith an Affidavit of Service with this Tribunal.

2. The Respondent shall file its Reply/Counter before this Tribunal, along with all

wnents and evidence relied upon, latest by 02.07.2026, through E-mail at
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arbitratordrpankajgarg. 196 2@gmail.com, with an advance copy to Accenture

Global Services Limited through its Attorneys, namely, Vikrant Rana, S.S Rana
& Co., Advocates, having its office at 317, Lawyers Chambers, High Court of
Delhi, New Delhi-110003, India, (Telephone No. +91 11-40123000, +91
8448584681), (Email id: infl@ssrana.com) alongwith an Affidavit of Service with

this Tribunal.

. The Respondent shall also file the hard copy of the Reply/Counter before this

Tribunal and serve the same upon the Complainant, alongwith an Affidavit of

Service with this Tribunal.

. The Complainant through its Attorneys, namely, Vikrant Rana, S.S Rana & Co.,
Advocates, having its office at 317, Lawyers Chambers, High Court of Delhi,
New Delhi-110003, India, (Telephone No. +91 11-40123000, +91 8448584681),
(Email id: inf@ssrana.com), shall be at liberty to file a Rejoinder, if so desired,
within three (3) days thereafter, i.e., by 05.07.2026, at the Tribunal’s E-mail ID
mentioned above, with an advance copy to the Respondent on its E-mail id:

manisha.on.cock@gmail.com. Hard copies of the same shall also be supplied to

the Tribunal as well as the Respondent and an Affidavit of Service of the same be

also filed with this Tribunal.

The next date of hearing was fixed on 06.07.2026 at 4:00 pm for further
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F. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 06.07.2026

On 24.06.2026 at 2:58 PM, the Notice dated 24.06.2026 was duly served upon the
Parties by this Tribunal on the E-mail ids as mentioned in the Complaint, and the

same was not returned or bounced back.

Vide the said Notice, the Complainant was directed to furnish hard copies of the
Complaint to this Tribunal as well as to the Respondent. In compliance thereof,
on 25.06.2026 at 3:49 PM, the Complainant duly served the complete set of the
Complaint along with Annexures upon the Respondent through E-mail as well as

by way of Courier.

Thereafter, on 26.06.2026 at 3:35 PM, an Affidavit of Service dated 26.06.2026
was filed by the Complainant, through E-mail, stating that the service upon the
Respondent has been successful through E-mail, however, the service of the hard

copy through courier was ‘in tramsit’ as on that date, contents of which are

reproduced herein below:

“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I Pranit Biswas, son of Mr Prasanta Kumar Biswas, aged 34 years, of the office
address 317, Lawyers’ Chamber, Delhi High Court, New Delhi — 110003, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state as under,

1. That I am the Counsel for the Complainant in the present complaint, and I am
familiar with the facts of the present case and competent to swear this

affidavit.
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. That I have served a copy of Complaint as well as annexures to the Respondent

at the email IDs manisha.on.cock(@gmail.com, and

support@internshipshub.in on June 25, 2026, from the email ID

infla)ssrana.cori.

. The said emails have been delivered to the respective recipient as the same
has not bounced back into my system. Further, a copy of the email delivery

receipt evidencing successful service, is annexed herewith as Annexure A.

. That I have dispatched the hard copy of the domain complaint along with
annexures to the respondent vide blue dart AWB number 21058756493 to the

Respondent’s address (as per the WHOIS records provided by NIXI), which is

currently in transit.

. That I am filing the present affidavit in accordance with instructions issued by

the Learned Arbitrator vide Email/Order dated June 24, 2026.

DEPONENT

(Pranit Biswas)

VERIFICATION:

1. Pranit Biswas, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents

of paragraphs 1 to 5 of this affidavit are true to my knowledge and that no part

of it is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 26" day of June 2026.

DEPONENT
(Pranit Biswas) "
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Subsequently, on 27.06.2026, the hard copy of the Complaint along with the
Affidavit of Service dated 26.06.2026 was received by this Tribunal. It was,
however, observed that the same did not carry the tracking report reflecting
delivery status of the Complaint dispatched to the Respondent through courier,

and no such tracking report had been filed on record.

In view of the aforesaid, in order to satisfy this Tribunal as to due compliance
with the requirement of service through courier, the Complainant was directed to
file an Affidavit of Service specifically confirming the service effected upon the
Respondent through courier, along with the complete tracking details/tracking

report reflecting the delivery status of the said courier, within a period of two (2)

days.

The next date of hearing was fixed on 09.07.2026 at 4:00 pm for further

proceedings/Orders.

G. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 09.07.2026

An Affidavit of Service dated 26.06.2026 was filed by the Complainant stating
that the service upon the Respondent has been successful through E-mail,
however, the service of the hard copy through courier was ‘in transit’ as on that
date.
Upon the perusal of the said Affidavit of Service, the Complainant, vide Order
dated 06.07.2026, was directed to file another Affidavit of Service specifically
confirming the service effected upon the Respondent through Courier, alongwith
the complete tracking details/tracking report reflecting the delivery status of the
said courier.
In pursuance of the said Order dated 06.07.2026, on 08.07.2026 at 11:43 AM, a
soft copy of Affidavit of Service dated 07.07.2026 alongwith the tra\,kmg details,
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“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, Pranit Biswas, son of Mr. Prasanta Kumar Biswas, aged 34 years, of the office
address 317, Lawyers’ Chamber, Delhi High Court, New Delhi — 110003, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. That I am the Counsel for the Complainant in the present complaint, and I am
familiar with the facts of the present case and competent to swear this

affidavit.

2. That I had dispatched the hard copy of the domain complaint along with
annexures to the respondent vide Blue Dart AWB number 21058756493 to the
Respondent’s address (as per the WHOIS records provided by NIXI) on June
25, 2026. The delivery at the respondent’s address was attempted by the
courier company on June 27, 2026, and June 29, 2026, however, the premises
were found closed on both attempts. The tracking details have been attached

herewith as Annexure A.

3. That I am filing the present affidavit in accordance with instructions issued by

the Learned Arbitrator vide Email/Order dated July 06, 2026.

DEPONENT
(Pranit Biswas)

VERIFICATION:

L Pranit Biswas, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents
of paragraphs 1 to 3 of this affidavit are true to my knowledge and that no part

of it is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this _ day of July, 2026
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DEPONENT

(Pranit Biswas)”

The said Affidavit of Service alongwith the tracking details was taken on record.

Upon perusal of the aforesaid Affidavit of Service and the material placed on
record, this Tribunal noted that an attempt was made to effect service upon the
Respondent through courier; however, the same could not be-successfully

completed as the courier was returned with the remark " Premises Closed"'.

It was further observed that the service upon the Respondent through E-mail had
been duly effected, with no indication of failure or non-delivery, and was
therefore held to be sufficient and in due compliance with Rule 2(d) of the
INDRP Rules of Procedure, which prescribed the mode and validity of service

as under:
“d. Except as otherwise provided in these Rules of Procedure, or as may be
decided by the Arbitrator, all communications under these Rules shall be deemed

to have been duly served:

(i) if delivered through facsimile transmission, on the date indicated on the
confirmation of transmission, or

(ii) if sent by Registered Post or Speed Post, on the date reflected on the
acknowledgement receipt or on the third day from the date of dispatch, or

(iii) if transmitted via the Internet, on the date of transmission, provided that such

date is verifiable.”
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In view of the aforesaid, this Tribunal was satisfied that the Respondent had been
duly and sufficiently served with notice of the present proceedings. Despite such
service, the Respondent had neither entered appearance nor filed any Response
within the prescribed period. Consequently, the Respondent was proceeded

against ‘Ex-parte’.

Accordingly, the Complainant was directed to file its Evidence by way of Affidavit,
along with all supporting documents constituting its primary evidence in support

of the Complaint, within seven (7) days.
Date was now fixed on 20.07.2026 at 4:00 PM, for further Orders.

H. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 16.07.2026

The matter was taken up ‘suo motu’ by this Tribunal on the basis of an E-mail

received from the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant on 13.07.2026 at 7:52 PM,

the contents whereof are reproduced hereinbelow:

“Dear Ld. Arbitrator,

We acknowledge safe receipt of your below email dated July 11, 2026, as well as
your order dated July 09, 2026, and the directions enumerated therein.

We respectfully submit that the Order requires the filing of an Evidence Affidavit
within seven (7) days from the date of the Order, i.e., July 9, 2026. However, we
wish to bring to your kind attention that the email communicating the said Order

was received by us only on July 11, 2026.

In view of the above, we would be grateful if you could kindly confirm whether
the effective deadline for filing the Evidence Affidavit is July 18, 2026.

In this regard, we further submit that all relevant evidence pertaining to the
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Additionally, the verification clause contained in the Complaint was duly signed

and affirmed by the authorized representative of the Complainant Company.

In the circumstances, we humbly and respectfully request that the requirement

for an Evidence Affidavit may kindly be waived.

We thank you for your kind consideration and look forward to hearing from you

in this regard.

Priyanka Sukhija (Ms.) & Pranit Biswas (Mr.) | SSRANA & Co.

Associate Partner / Managing Associate

Counsels For Complainant”

Further, on 15.07.2026 at 2:29 PM, another E-mail was received by this Tribunal

on behalf of the Ld. Counsel for the Complainant, the contents whereof are

reproduced hereinbelow:
“Dear Learned Arbitrator,

We write with reference to our email dated July 13, 2026, regarding the filing of
the Evidence Affidavit pursuant to the Order dated July 9, 2026.

We respectfully seek an update regarding our submission that all relevant
evidence in support of the Complaint has already been placed on record through
the annexures accompanying the Complaint, and that the Complaint has been
duly verified by the authorized representative of the Complainant Company. In
these circumstances, we had requested that the requirement of filing a separate

Evidence Affidavit be kindly dispensed with.
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We would be grateful for the Learned Arbitrator's guidance in this regard so that

the Complainant may ensure full compliance with the directions of this Hon'ble

Tribunal.

We thank you for the kind consideration of the above and look forward to

receiving your response.

Kind regards,

Priyanka Sukhija (Ms,) & Pranit Biswas (Mr.) | SSRANA & Co.
Associate Partner / Managing Associate”

The aforesaid E-mail communications were taken on record.

Through the above communications, the Complainant had, firstly, sought
clarification as to the effective deadline for filing the Evidence Affidavit, on the
ground that the Order dated 09.07.2026, though directing filing within seven days
therefrom, was communicated to the Complainant's Counsel only on 11.07.2026;
and, secondly, prayed that the requirement of filing a separate Evidence Affidavit
be dispensed with altogether, on the ground that the entirety of the evidence relied
upon in support of the Complaint already stood filed as annexures along with the
Complaint, and that the Complaint bears a duly signed verification clause

affirmed by the authorized representative of the Complainant Company.

Insofar as the request for clarification of timelines was concerned, the Tribunal
took note of the fact that the Order dated 09.07.2026 was communicated to the
Complainant only vide E-mail dated 11.07.2026.

It was clarified that the time for filing the Evidence Affidavit was on or before

- 18.07.2026.
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Insofar as the prayer for dispensation of the Evidence Affidavit was concerned, it
was clarified that the filing of documents as annexures to the Complaint, and the
verification of the Complaint by the authorized representative of the Complainant
Company, were distinct from, and did not substitute, the requirement of proving
such documents by way of a duly sworn Evidence Affidavit in accordance with
law. Mere annexure of documents to the pleadings did not ipso facto render them

admissible or proved. The prayer for waiver of the Evidence Affidavit was,

accordingly, not accepted.

The Complainant was directed to comply with the applicable statutory provisions
of the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 (BSA) for the admissibility of the
electronic records annexed to the Complaint, and was at liberty to file the
Evidence Affidavit in support of the Complaint in conformity with the said

statutory requirements, on or before 24.07.2026.

Date was fixed on 24.07.2026 at 4:00 pm for further orders. The date previously
fixed i.e. 20.07.2026 stood cancelled accordingly.

I. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 24.07.2026

The matter was listed today in terms of the Order dated 16.07.2026 for filing of
Evidence Affidavit by the Complainant in support of the Complaint in conformity
with the statutory requirements/provisions of Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam,
2023 (BSA) and for further Orders.

Pursuant to the said Order, the Complainant, vide E-mail dated 22.07.2026 at
7:19 PM, filed its Evidence Affidavit before this Tribunal. However, upon

scrutiny, it was found that the said Affidavit was neither attested nor notarized.

Thereafter, vide a subsequent E-mail dated 23.07.2026 at 12:10 PM, the

omplainant filed a duly notarized copy of the Evidence Affidavit. The contents
Arbjz

aid Evidence Affidavit are reproduced hereinbelow:
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“EVIDENCE AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF THE COMPLAINT

I, Ernst Kraaij, Managing Director of Accenture Global Services Limited, do
hereby solemnly affirm and state as under:

1. That I am the Director of the Complainant company in the present arbitration,
and I am familiar with the facts of the present case and competent to swear
this affidavit.

2. That the Complainant has submitted the complaint to arbitration for decision
in accordance with the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (INDRP)
and the INDRP Rules of Procedure with respect to recovery of the domain
Accentureinternship.in on June 17, 2026.

3. That I submit that the contents of the Complaint (Pages 1-26) along with
Annexures C-1 to C-11 (Pages 1-100) as filed before NIXI on June 17, 2026,
are re-iterated as complaint before the Learned Arbitrator.

4. I am filing the present affidavit in accordance with instructions issued by the
Learned Arbitrator vide Order dated July 16, 2026.

DEPONENT
(Ernst Kraaij)

VERIFICATION:

1, Ernst Kraaij, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents of
paragraphs 1 to 4 of this affidavit are true to my knowledge and that no part of it

is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at Amsterdam on this 17" day of July 2026.

DEPONENT
(Ernst Kraaij)

ISSUED AS A TRUE COPY of an Affidavit of Accenture Global Services Limited
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been made, after which the original has been returned to its presenter, by me,

Kim Francis Tan, civil-law notary in Amsterdam, the Netherlands.
This statement explicitly contains no judgment as to the contents of this document.

Amsterdam, the Netherlands, 22 July 2026~

The aforesaid duly notarized Evidence Affidavit was taken on record. The
Complainant was directed to file the original hard copy of the same before this

Tribunal on or before the next date of hearing.

Upon perusal of the said Evidence Affidavit, it was observed that the
Complainant had not filed an Affidavit under Section 63 of the Bharatiya
Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 (BSA) with respect to the admissibility of the

electronic records relied upon in support of the Complaint.

In the absence of the requisite Affidavit under Section 63 of the BSA, the
evidentiary value and admissibility of the electronic records would be considered
at the appropriate stage. Accordingly, the present matter would proceed on the
basis of the pleadings, documents and other material already placed on record,

subject to the admissibility of the evidence in accordance with law.

The Complainant was directed to file its Written Submissions, along with the
relevant judicial precedents relied upon in support of the Complaint, on or before
03.08.2026, after serving an advance copy thereof upon the Respondent. Proof of

such service would also be placed on record before this Tribunal.
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The Ld. Counsel for the Complainant was also directed also file the original hard

copy of the aforesaid Written Submissions before this Tribunal on the next date

of hearing.

The matter was fixed on 04.08.2026 at 4:00 PM for filing of the Written

Submissions on behalf of the Complainant and for further orders.

J. ARBITRATION PROCEEDINGS HELD ON 04.08.2026

The matter was listed in terms of the Order dated 24.07.2026 for filing of the

Written Submissions on behalf of the Complainant and for further orders.

Pursuant to the said Order, the Complainant, vide E-mail dated 31.07.2026 at
3:43 PM, served an advance soft copy of the Written Submissions upon the

Respondent and also dispatched the hard copy thereof.

Thereafter, vide a subsequent E-mail dated 31.07.2026 received at 6:20 PM, the

Complainant filed the soft copies of the following documents before this

Tribunal:

1. Written Submissions on behalf of the Complainant along with the annexures

thereto, contents of which are reproduced herein below:

“Sub: Written submission on behalf of the complainant with respect to INDRP

Case No: 2146 filed against the domain name Accentureinternship.in

I, Pranit Biswas authorized counsel for the Complainant i.e. Accenture Global

Services Limited in the above matter. The Vakalatnama dated June 09, 2026, is
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A. 1 refer to the Learned Arbitrator's directions vide order dated July 24, 2026,
wherein the Complainant's Counsel was directed to provide written

submissions with respect to the present INDRP Case No. 2146.

B. The Complainant relies upon the Domain Complaint dated June 09, 2026 and
the annexures thereto, which may be treated as part and parcel of the below

written submission.

The written submissions have been enumerated below:

i. The domain <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is identical and/or
confusingly similar to the Complainant's trademark ACCENTURE in which

the Complainant has rights (Paragraph 4(a) of the .IN Policy)

Complainant is the registered proprietor of the trademark ACCENTURE in
many countries around the world, including in India, and has been continuously
and exclusively using the same in relation to its business for many years. As stated
in the aforesaid paragraphs, Complainant adopted the mark ACCENTURE in
2000, i.e. almost 26 years prior to the date on which Respondent registered the

domain <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>.

The disputed domain name <ACCENTURINTERNSHIP.IN> is comprised of
the ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP name and mark which incorporates the
Complainant's registered trademark ACCENTURE in toto and is therefore
phonetically, visually, deceptively and confusingly similar/identical to the
Complainant's registered trademark ACCENTURE as well as their domains
ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN,
ACCENTURE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN.

The only difference between the disputed domain and the client's prior registered

marks and domains is that the disputed domain comprises of the suffix
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aomairn nare ~ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>, owing to its identity with the

Complainan!'s irademarks and domains, is highly likely to mislead, confuse and

deceive the Complainant's cusiomers as well as the general public as to the

source, sponsorship, cfjiliation or endorsement of the Respondent's domain

name.

It is a well-setiled principle and has been held by prior panels deciding under the

INDRP that where the disputed

domain name wholly incorporates the

Complainant's trademari, the same shall be sufficient to establish deceptive

similarity. Some notable decisions in this regavd are tabulated below:

Rt

Decisions Case No

Relevani excerpt from the ¢wards

Kenneth Cole | INDRP/93
Productions V. .

Viswas Infomedia,

L
The panel keld that as the disputed domain name

incorporates the complainant's registered
trademark, it is confusingly similar to the

Complainant's prior registered trademark.

Inter-Continental | INDRP/27
Hotels '

Cornorarion, v :

Jaswinder Singh

|
f.
|
|
|

The panel held that the having a trademark
registration is sufficient to prove rights in the
said mark. Further, the panel held that as the
disputed domain name incorporates the
coniplainant's registered trademark as a whole,
it is adequate to prove ri-:-a:‘the disputed domain
natme is either identical or confusingly similar to

complainant's registered trademark.
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= e

Decisiens Cuse Ne Itelevari excerpt from the awards

Starbucks INDRP/118 | The panel held that as the respondent does not
Corporation . v. have any trademark rights and the complainant
Mohanraj has been able to establish rights in the registered

trademark that incorporates the disputed domain
name as a whole, the disputed domain name is
confusingly identical and/or confusingly similar
{0 the complainant's registered trademark and
tris  satisfies the requirement under the

paragraph 4 (a) of the .IN policy

Copies of the said awards nave been attached herswith as Annexure I

(Collectively).

Additional _judiciel precedents wherein it _has deen upheld that adding

prefix/suffix io ¢ regisiered mark (to make it one word) amounts o trademark

infringement

® Amefican Hoiizz Producis Corporation & Anotner v/s Lupin Laboraiovies
Lid, Bombay High Court, 1996 IPLR 61
In: the said matter, ihe Hon'ble High Court of Bombay held that the adoption
of the neme’mark TOROLAC by the defendant i.e. mere addition of the prefix
"TO' to the plaintijf’s registered trademark ROLAC amounts to trademark
infringement. The relevant section of the judgment has been highlighted below

for your ease of reference:

. "Applying rhe tests laid down by éhe Supreme Court to the facts of the present
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plaintiffs on the question of applying the test to ascertain deceptive similarity
between the two marks. In the present case. 1 am at an interim stage. At this
stage, the questzon is whether use of the mark "TOROLAC" infri inges the
registered trade mar k "ROLA‘” " F mr’y it may be nored that the trade mark
"ROLAC" has been iegzstered in the year i 086 The said re grzstf ‘ation as given
adequate pubhcly It was advertised in the Trade Morks Joiwnal No. 953
dated 16th Februar y 1989. The said, the word ROLAC is an invented word
wh ulz is very important in the matiers of deciding whether infringement has
resulted or not. !t is not an ordinary word or a general word like "COLA"
which can be used with "COCA-COLA" or "PEPSI-COLA" which is known to
thetrade... ............ Fourthly, it is painted out thai the eniire registered trade
mark "TOROLAC" has been borrowed and adopted by merely prefixing it
with the two letters "TO" which ciearly indicates ihat even on first
impression, the essential features of both the marks are deceptively similar
and it constitutes coloured imitation or nearing resemblance. In the
circumstances, probable confusion canmnot be ruled out. It is well settled that
when considering the infringement of registered trade mark, it is important to
bear in mind the difference betweer the test for infringement and the test in
passing off action. In a passing off action, the Courts look to see whether there
is misrepresentation whereas in in_ffingement matters it Is iimportant to note
that the Trade marks Act gives te the Proprietor, an exclusive right to the
use of the mark which will be infringed in the case of identical marks and,
in the case of similar marks, even though there is-no misrepresentation,
infringencnt can-sill tahe place. ........The above-test is also laid down in
several judgments of the Supreme Court, in the present case, there is
resemblarice between ROLAC and TOROLAC. The said resemblance is

structural as well as visual and phonetic. The sound of one word resembles

In the above Cllf‘C'HHlSl‘a?ZCQS
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In the present case, I do not find any merit in the contenion of the deferdants
that the word TORC will make a difference. There is also no merit in the
contention of the defendants that the word TORC is emphatic because in such
cases meticulous co};zparison of the two wérds, letter by letter and svllable by
syllab]e pronounced with the clarity io be expected from a teacher of
illiteration is not possiblé. Applying the above test, in the present case, I am
satisfied that the plaintiffs have raised a serious contention which requires
consideration. Ii is not possible for the defendants to contend that serious
consideration of the facts is not involved at the trial of the suit, particularly

when the two marks are confusingly similar.”

Aktiebolager Velve & Ors vs Sparsi Industries, Delhi High Court,
CS5(COMM)No.148/2020

In the Scﬁd matter, the Hon ble Hign Court of Delhi held that ithe defendant’s
use of the impugnred name/mark “SPVOLVOIL” is deceptively siniilar to the
plaintiff’s mark ‘VOLVO’ and continued use of the impugned irademark by
the defendarit would create confusion amorgst the general public such that
the products in question are related/associated or.in fact are an extension of

the plaintifi’s range of products. -

Jlfcreo:ver,'despite- the defendant’s contentions of VOLVOIY, being ore word
i.e. rot two separate words VOLVO’ and ‘OIL’, the court was of a different
opinion and hglq' the following: o' ‘

"It is not disputed that the defendant is using its trademark for trading in
lubricents. The plaintiff, inter alia, is also in the business of manufacturing
and seiling lubricarts. The impugned trademark, if not identical, is

deceptively similar to the plaintiff's mark.
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i,

Therefore, in my opiaion, the plaintifis have made out a strong prima facie
case for confirming ihe interiim order dated 04.06.2020 given the fact that the
bulanice convensence iz also in its favour having regurd (o its turnover and
advertizenicnt spend. [ am persuaded to hold this view as continued use of the
impuigned trademark by the defendant wouild not only cause irreparable

dameage to the plaintiff but would impact public interest as weil."

The scid suit stands decreed as on February 22, 2024, in javour of the plaintiff
arid against the Defenvant and latter has also beer directed to remit damages
of Rs. 1,25,000. Moreover, the Defendant was also directed to withdraw its
trademark applicaiion for the mark “SP VOLVOIL” from the Trade Marks

Registry.

The copy of the said orders have been ammexed herewith as Annexure 2

(colleciively)

Respoddent has no rigais or legitimate interests in respeci of the domain

name

(Paragraph 4 (b) and Paragraph 6 of'the .IN Policy)

Comiplainant subinits that it has not authorized, licensed or otherwise allowed
Respondent to make any use of is registered trademark and trade name
ACCENTURE cndior its phonetic equivalents/variations, and Respondent
does not have awy affiliation or connection with Complainant or with
Corplainant's services under the name/mark ACCENTURE. It is further
submitied that w5 the Respondent has not submitted any reply to prove they
have mz) legitimate rights or interests in the disputed domain name, the
Complaincnt kas been able to discharge their burden to show that the

Respomiérf dJE’S ot hive rights or h,gzrz,u('z‘e interests in the said disputed

domain name.
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Therefore, e same cunstitutes prira facie proof in favour of Complainant
under Paragraph 4(6) — that Respondent does not have any rights or
legitimate interests in the domain namé. This has been held by a prior WIPO
parel in.CareerBuiider, LLC v. Stephen Baker, (WIPQ Cuse No. D2005-

0251). Relevant-excerpt from the decision has been reproduced below:

"The Cor;zp!gé‘n&nf contends that the Respondent is not licensed or otherwise
authorized to use the disputed domain name. It is now well-established under
the Policy that ithis constitutes prima facie proof for the Complainant under
paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy, for the Complainant cannot be required to
prove a negative (see H.J.M. De Vries, Leidsepiein Beheer B.V. v. O.E.W. van
der Zwan, WIPO Case No. D2004-0174 (June 7, 2004); and Inter-Continental
Hotels Corfrjratién v. Khaied Ali Soussi, WIPO Case No. D2000-0252 (July
5, 2000)). Ratﬁer, in the face of the Com'p.:’ainaizr’s prima facie case, it is
incumlﬁeé;t on the Respondent to show that it does have rights or legitimate
interesis in the disputed domain name as provided in paragraphs 4(c)(i-iii) of
the Policy. In the case at hand, the Respondent is in default and thus has
chosen not. to aftempi, to show rights or legitimate interests in the disputed
domair. na}?zg. The Panel therefore finds the Complainant has discharged its
burden to show that the Respondent does not have rigkrs or !égirimare

interests in the disputed domain name."

Reliance is also pla’cea;f on Huolala Global Investment Limited v. Li
Chehggo;—rg (INDRP Case No. 1027) wherein it was held chat the second
elewniznt ;;:ji{i}f’@é the Ce:'r'np[air-ianr' io malke out a prima jacie case that the
Respondent Iéchv ignts or legitimate interest:, and owice such case is
established, the cnus of proving rights or legitimate interests in the disputed
domain name lies on the Pespondent. If the Respondent fails to come forward

with relevant evidence 1o prove rights and legitimdte interests in the disputed
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domain, then the Complainani prevails and is deemed to have satisfied

paragraph 4(b) of the Policy.

Copies of the aforesaid decision has been attached herewith as Annexure 3

Well- I(n_@wn Stutus of the Applicant’s registered trademark ACCENTURE

Complainant's registered trademark ACCENTURE has been declared to be

a well-known mark wiz‘hi.n the meaning of Section 2(1)(zzg) of the Trade
Marks Act, 1999 by the Registrar of Trademarks.

For ease of reference, we have reproduced below section 2(1)(zg) of the

Trademarks Act, 1999:

"“well-known trade mark, in relation to any goods or services, means a mark
which has become so to the substantial segrient of the public which uses such
goods or receives such services that the use of such mark in relation to other
goods or services would be likely to be taken as indicating a connection in the
course of trade or rendering of services between those goods or services and

a person using the mark in relation to the first-inentioned goods or services."

Moreover, the Complainant's mark ACCENTURE is-also listed on the website
of the Trademarks Registry as one of the well-known marks in India. Details

thereof are available at the link:

https :/tmrsearch.ipindia. cov.in/tmrpublicsearchidocs/Lisi_of Well-

Known_Trade_Marks_as of 10.02.2025 pdf

By virtue of the same, the Complainant’s trademark ACCENTURE is entitled

fo protection across wide spectrum of goods and services.

For the reasons stated in the foregoing varagraphs and in view of the
Complainant's prior rights in its well-known trademark ACCENTURE as well
their  domains ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET,
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ACCENTURE.CO.IN, ACCENTURFE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN, it is not
possible tc conceive of any plavsitlie wse of the demain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> by Respondent that would not be

illegitimate.

iii. The domain name was registered or is being used in bad faith

(Paragraph 4{c) and Paragraph 7 of the .IN Policy,

It is submiited that the Complainant's reputation in India where Complainant
has extensive business operations as well as its reputation worldwide, ond the
ubiquitous presence of Complainant's mark ACCENTURE on the Internet,
Respondent was aware of Complainant's trademarks long prior to registering
the domain name. In fact, bj z;'sin the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>, the Respondent has fm‘emionally attempted
to attract Internet users fo its website and other online locations by creating a
likelihood of confusion with the Complainant's name and trademark as to
source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement, The disputed domain name
resolves tc a webpage that was previously prominently featuring content
relating to “Accenture internships” and contained a link redirecting users to
another website opzrated by the Respondent (namely, “internships Hub”),
which appeared to be its primary platform. Such conduct clearly evidences an

attempt to divert traffic by capitalizing on the Complainart's goodwill.

Further, the disputed domain was prominently advertising the mark

InternAccentug : _ ' _
on the website operating from the disputed domain,

which, in addition to incorporating the Complainant's well known trade

name/mark ACCENTURE, borrows other visual elements from the

Complainant's mark accenturs , tucluding an arrow devicz deceptively

yailar to the Complainant's well-known “greater-ihan” loge, along with a
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similar colour scheme. Such conduct on part of the Respondent clearly
reinforces the bad faith adoption and registration of the disputed domain,
ultimately intended to create a false impression of association with the
Complainant and to mislead users and exploit the Complainant's reputation for

commercial gain.

Complainant relies on the decision passed by previous Panel under the WIPO
in the matter of Confederation nationale du credit mutual v. Yu Ke Rong (WIPO
Case No. D2018-
0948 https.://www.wipo. int/amec/en/domains/decisions/text/2018/d201 8-
0948.html) wherein it was held that: |

"Given the reputation and fame of the Complainant’s trademark and the
Complainant’s prior registration of almost identical, domain names, the
registration of the disputed domain name is clearly intended 1o mislead and divert
consumers to the disputed domain name. Even a cursory Internet search would
have already made it clear to the Respondent that the Complainant owns a
trademark in CREDIT MUTUEL and uses it extensively. The choice of generic
Top-Level Domain ".store" is, in this case, even ]z‘kely to increase the likelihood
of confusion. It may induce Internet users to believe that there is an association
between the disputed domain name and the Complainant, as it suggests that the
disputed domain name leads to the Complainant’s official website or online
services or sales system. In the Panel’s view, this clearly indicates the bad faith
of the Respondent, and the Panel therefore rules that the Respondent registered

the disputed domain name in bad faith".

Complainant further relies on the Delhi High Court's Judgement in case of Info
Edge (India) Pvt. Ltd. And Anr. vs Shailesh Gupta And Anr. on 5 March, 2002

wherein it was held:
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"Both the domain: names "Naukri.com" of the plaintiff and "Naukri.Com" of the
defendant, depicting the nature and type of business activity they carry on are
identical or confusingly similar trade mark or service marks. It is also a
possibility for an internet user while searching for the website of the plaintiff to
enter into the website of the defendant through only a small mis-spelling of the
domain name and, in fact, such incident has occurred in the case of the plaintiff
itself vis-a-vis the defendant in proof of which a documents is also placed on
record. Such diversion of traffic with the sole intention of ulterior gain in the
similar business activity by a competitor, requires protection. A court
discharging equitable justice should come in aid and for protection of the honest

user as opposed to a dishonest user acting on bad faith."

Copy of the aforesaid order/decision has been attached herewith as Annexure 4

(collectively).

iv. Complainant's rights in the name/mark ACCENTURE upheld by the various

arbitral panels under National Internet Exchange of India

The Arbitral Panels in multiple cases, have recognized the Complainant's
exclusive rights in the name/mark ACCENTURE and have passed favorable
orders against third party entities using the name/mark ACCENTURE. The

details of the said awards have been reiterated below for your due consideration:
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|
s

' o ) E ] ,
S. | INDRP i‘ Case title Trade mark/ | Action taken | Remarks
: = |
No | Case No. I Lomain Name |
| | |
. % i
| ! i
1. | 828 Accenture Accenturerecruit | INDRP Award
Global iment.in complaint passed  in
Services filed favour  of
Limited Vs the
| Sachin Complaina
Pandey ni.
(Indic)
. - .
2. 1829 Accenture Aceceniureinfotec | INDRP Award
Global k.in complaint passed  in
Services filed favour  of
Limited Vs the
Upendra Complaina
Singh mt.
(India)
3. 1998 Accenture Accentures.in INDRP Award
Global complaint passed  in
| Services filed favour  of
|
' Limited Vs the
Accenture Complaina
Accenture .
(India)
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S. ? INDRP ' Case title frade marl:/ | Action iakenn | Remarks
No I Case Nu. : Domain Name
! !
| |

4. | 999 Accenture Accenturesofiwar | INDRP Award
Giobal e.co.in complaint passed  in
Services filed favour  of
Limited — vs the
Vishal Singh Complaina
(India) "

5. 11’ 250 Accenture Accenture.org.in | INDRP Award
Global complaint passed  in
Services ﬁfed favour  of
Limited Vs the
Tech Complaina
Narayana nt.
Software Pvt.
Ltd
(India)

6. | 1270 Accenture Accenture.ind.in | INDRP Award
Global complaint passed in
Services filed favour  of
Limited Vs the
Lokesh Kumar Complaina

t.

(India)
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‘ S. | INDRP ( Case title Trade mark / ! Action taken | Remarks |
| . |
| No | Case No. f Domain Name ' |
i E
’ |
7. | 1394 Accenture Axcenture.in INDRP Award
Global complaint passed in
Services filed Javour  of
Limited Vs the
Axcenture Inc. Complaina
nt.
(India)
& | 1545 Accenture Mpyaccenture.in | INDRP Award
Global complaint passed  in
Services : filed Javour  of
Limited Vs the
Cloven & Complaina
Works Private nt.
Limited
(India)

The copy of the aforesaid awards has been attached herewith as Annexure 5

(collectively).

C. Therefore, it is most humbly and respectfully prayed that the Learned Arbitrator
may be pleased to take into consideration the Complainant's written submission
and predicament of the present Complainant and may be pleased to order the
transfer of the domain name <ACCENT UREINTERNSHIP.IN> 1o
Complainant and costs of the proceedings be awarded in favor of Complainant

and against Respondent.
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Pranit Biswas

Counsel for Complainant”

2. Affidavit of Service evidencing service of the advance copy of the Written
Submissions upon the Respondent, together with the E-mail delivery receipt,

contents of which are reproduced herein below:

“AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE

I, Pranit Biswas, son of My Prasanta Kumar Biswas, aged 34 years, of the office
address 317, Lawyers’ Chamber, Delhi High Court, New Delhi — 1] 0003, do

hereby solemnly affirm and state as under;

1. That I am the Counsel for the Complainant in the present complaint, and I am
Jamiliar with the facts of the present case and competent to swear this

affidavit.

2. That I have served a copy of written submissions as well as annexures to the

Respondent at the email IDs manisha.on, cock@gmail.com, on July 31, 2026,

Jrom the email ID infla)ssrana.com.

3. The said emails have been delivered to the respective recipient as the same
has not bounced back into my system. Further, a copy of the email delivery

receipt evidencing successful service, is annexed herewith as Annexure A.

4. That I have dispatched the hard copy of the written submissions as well gs
inexures to the respondent vide blue dart AWB number 21081538435 to the

Page 64 of 83



Respondent’s address (as per the WHOIS records provided by NIXI) on July
31, 2026.

5. That I am filing the present affidavit in accordance with instructions issued by

the Learned Arbitrator vide Email/Order dated July 24, 2026.

DEPONENT
(Pranit Biswas)
VERIFICATION:

1, Pranit Biswas, the above-named deponent, do hereby verify that the contents
of paragraphs 1 to 3 of this affidavit are true to my knowledge and that no part
of it is false and nothing material has been concealed therefrom.

Verified at New Delhi on this 31st day of July 2026.

DEPONENT
(Pranit Biswas)”

3. Certificate under Section 63 of the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023,

contents of which are reproduced herein below:

“CERTIFICATE PERTAINING TO SECTION 63(4)(c) OF THE
BHARATIYA SAKSHIVA ADHINT YAM, 2023

I, Pranit Biswas, son of Mr. Prasanta Kumar Biswas aged about 34 years, of
the office address 317, Lawyers' Chamber, Delhi High Court, New Delhi —

110003, do hereby solemnly affirm and sincerely state and submit as follows:

[ have been authorised by the complainant to sign the present certificate vide
Vakalatnama dated June 09, 2026
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{ have produced elecironic record/outpur of tne digital record taken from the

Jollowing device/ digital recerd source:

Computer/Storage &7 ;"v'_{edia L  DVR [O o - Mobile [
Flash Drive [J | CD/DVD [ | Server U ’ Cloud [
Other:

Make & Model: BI150M-D3H Color: Black

Serial munber: Not Available (Assembled Systcm)

IMEIUIN/UID/MAC/Cloud ID 40-8D-5C-CA-30-89 and any other relevant

information, if any, about the device/digital recor?.

The digital device or the digital record source was nunder the lawful control for
regulariy creating, storing or processing information for the purposes of
carrying out regular activities and during this period, the computer or the
communication aevice was working properly and the relevant inforimation was
regularly fed into the computer during the ordinary course of business. If the
computer/digital device at any point of time was not working properly or out
of operation, then it has not affected the electronic/digital record or its

accuracy. The digiial device or the source of the digital record is :-
Owned [J : Maintained L7 Managed [T

Operated by me &

1) Copy of the .IN Regisiry WHOIS search results for the domain.
I state that the HASH valuc of the electronic/digital record s

d2¢57dd3371¢5d369¢1bz 20d08ﬂ]-;z’d5 b659568828eb456b38429470c6a8

b58e (SHA 25 0) obtained through the fcllowing algorithin:
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[7SHA 1
M SHA 256
LIMDS5

[] Other:

2) Copy of the WHOIS details for the domain as received from NIXI.
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
4d3e994a22932ed6a0cOccc4b06d47e5 (MDS5) obtained through the

following algorithm:
[JSHA 1

[/SHA 256
M MD5

LJ Other:

3) Representative sampling of Complainant's registrations for the
ACCENTURE Marks in foreign jurisdictions
[ state that the HASH value of the -electronic/digital record is
470db40b414067c2643a4814921f7b2d (MDS5) obtained through the

Jfollowing a|lgorz'ﬂzm :

[7SHA 1

[7SHA 256
M MD35
[7 Other:
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[ state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
9876166816658b74133be275b8143bf76ecb07f27abbdcchbe3df30b9d897f3
a (SHA 256) obtained through the following algorithm:

[1SHA 1
M SHA 256
[TMD5

‘D' Other:

5) Copy of WHOIS results of the domain name ACCENTURE.NET
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
9876166816658b74f33be275b8143bf76echb07f27abbdccbe3df30b9d897123
a (SHA 256) obtained through the following algorithm:

[/SHA 1
M SHA 256
LIMDS5

L] Other:

6) Copies of WHOIS results of Indian domain name ACCENTURE.CO.IN
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
d2c53{dd3371c5d369¢1b220d08f0dd5b659b68828eb456b58d429d70c6a8
0b58e (SHA 256) obtained through the following algorithm.

[JSHA 1
M SHA 256
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[J Other:

7) Copies of WHOIS results of Indian domain name ACCENTURE.IN
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
d2¢5fdd3371c5d369¢1b220d08f0dd5b659b68828eb456b58d29d70c6a80b
Jd8e (SHA 256) obtained through the following algorithm:

[JSHA 1
M SHA 256
LTMD5

L[] Other:

8) Copies of WHOIS results of Indian domain name ACCENTURE.NET IN
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
d2c5fdd3371c3d369¢16220d08f0dd5b659b68828eb456b58d29470c6a80b
I8e (SHA 256) obtained through the following algorithm:

[JSHA 1
M SHA 256
[JMD5

[7 Other:

9) Copy of selected page of Kantar Millward Brown's 2025 BrandZ — T op 100
Brand Ranking
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I state that the HASH valuz of the electronic/digital record is

d5c930bb21ad3041b08574d2a3c4a536¢ (MDS5) obtained through the

Jfollowing algorithm:

[TSHA 1
[JSHA 256
M MD5

[J Other:

10) Copy of the incorporation certificate of the Complainant's Indian Company
1 state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
[b54bb625882974¢201¢01881b137517 (MDS5) obtained through the

following algoritnm:
LISHA 1
[JSHA 256
M MDS5

[ Other:

11) Details of press coverage that Complainant has received in India
[ state that the HASH value of the electronic/digitul wecord is
70f0e89¢757b8419d8de5f0dd96/i342 (MDS5) obtained through the following

algorithin:
LJSHA 1
[]SHA 256
M MDS

[J Other:

Copies of sorie of the comiplainant's advertisements at major India Airports
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I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
21¢360c6£330c955700fe293bdbde0e7 (MD5) obtained through the

following algorithm:
[JSHA 1
[7JSHA 256
M MDS5
[ Other:

13) Representative Sampling of Complainant's global advertisements featuring

the Accenture marks
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is

2d7114e9a496041df4fc408aee0db7bf (MD35) obtained through the

Jfollowing algorithm:

[7SHA 1
[JSHA 256
M MDS5

L7 Other:

14) Information regarding complainant's involvement in the RBS Nations
Rugby Championship
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
[71b25ceeeba8c4abe3c573ddae3See3 (MDS5) obtained through the

Sfollowing algorithm:
[JSHA 1
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M MD35
[ Other:

15) Copy of the Complainani's registration no. 2034134, dated April 19,

im :
E-:i-::::ki i{-idii a . 2 High periorimeiiow Delfvered.
e o . 2012 for the trade mark in
class 09

I stcte that the HASH value of the electronic/digitai record is

9e083665035¢737605447874238264b1 (MDS5) obtained through the

following algorithm:

[JSHA 1

[J5HA 256
- I MD5

L7 Other -

16) Copy of the Complainant's registration no. 2034135, dated April 20,

aeceniyre

Hih performanee. Deffvared.

2012 for the trade mark inclass 16

I siate that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is

93ab440e7fec5h46911e637a4784a234 (MD3) obtained through the

following algorithm:

[1SHA 1
[TSHA 250

M MD35
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[ Other

17) Copy of the Complainant's registration no. 2034136, dated April 20,
}‘ )
&"i‘iﬁ‘v’i‘fiﬂ tb?!‘i‘l 5 High performexie Dollverad.
2012 for the trade mark in class
35
I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
alOcc2a90030a2b52f6e31a67b42fdfal) (MD5) obtained through the

following algorithm:

[TSHA 1
[7SHA 256
M MD5

L] Other

18) Copy of the Complainant's registration no. 2034i37, dated April 21,

. _
acoentiie High pscharinenoe, Dellversd.

2012 for the trade mark in class 36

I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record s

4210384617 7082143726:50359661b4b  (MDS) obtained through  the
following algorithm:
[JSHA :

[JSHA 256

M MD5
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19) Copy of the Complainanit's registratios no. 2034138, dated April 20,

-
aﬁ{:ﬁ"ﬁ‘fﬁfﬁ . : itigh periorinance, Dellverad. .
' 2012 for the trade murk in class 37

[ state that the HASH value of the electromic/digital record is

7d3a?72a2c57db42c4c761965/d802bd (MDS5) obtained through the

folloﬁ’ing algorithm:

[JSHA !
[1SHA 256
M MD5
L[] Other

20) Copy of the Complainant's registration no. 2034139, dated Apiil 20,

Ve
;Si:c&i’%tﬁrﬂ . Hifhperforineiwe, Dellverad.
2012 for the rade mark -~ inclass 41

I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digiial record is

687069975c_2ba249()cd208e5f 1bcf5le (MDS5) obtained through the

following algorithm:

[JSHA !
[JSHA 256
M MDS

LT Other

21) Copy of the Complainant's registration ino. 2034140, daied April 20,

Piipen porforinanoe. Daivered

2012 for the rade mark inclass 42
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[ siate that the HASH valie of the electronic/digital record is

Jollowing algorithn:

[SHA 1
[TSHA 256
EI JA/ k. AB ‘

[ Other

22) Copy of the Complainant’s regisiration no. 2035847, dated April 20, 2012

iinclizss 35

aeeenturs

£ .

for the trade mark

I state that the FASH value of the electromic/digital record is

618¢2d2b35¢71c934d2232/bb4fdf831 (MDS5) obtained through the

foffowiﬁg algoriihm:
[JSHA4-1
[7SHA 256
] MDS5

L[] Gther

23) Copy ¢f tie Legal Proceeding certificaie of Complainani's registration no.

“inclass
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[ state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
a32cb47034929f146e4947d47748977¢ (MDS5) obtained through the

following algorithm:
[TSHA 1

[JSHA 256
M MDS5
[7 Other

24) Copy of the Complainant's registration no. 1758410, dated November 27,

.
2008 for the trade mark . accenture in class 35

I state that the HASH value of the electronic/digital record is
49697¢77a0bdd0a2b250d351d580eaa3 (MD5) obtained through the

following algorithm:
[TSHA 1
[JSHA 256
M MDS5
L7 Other

Pranit Biswas
(Counsel For Complainant)
Date: July 31, 2026
Time: 1:00 PM
Place: Delhi”
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The hard copies of the aforesaid documents were received by this Tribunal on

01.08.2026. The same were hereby taken on record.

Since the Complainant had completed its submissions and the record stood

completed, the matter was reserved for Orders.
The Order/Award would be pronounced on 20.08.2026 at 5:00 PM.
K. FINDINGS

This Tribunal has carefully perused the pleadings, documents, and Evidence
Affidavit placed on record by the Complainant, together with the record of the
proceedings set out in the preceding paragraphs. As already noted, notice of these
proceedings was duly and sufficiently served upon the Respondent in terms of
Rule 2(d) of the INDRP Rules, yet the Respondent neither entered appearance
nor filed any Response, Counter-statement, or evidence in rebuttal despite
adequate opportunity having been afforded to her. The Respondent was
accordingly proceeded against Ex-parte vide the Order dated 09.07.2026. In
these circumstances, this Tribunal proceeds to render its findings on the basis of
the pleadings, documents, and material placed on record by the Complainant,

which stand wholly unrebutted and uncontroverted.

It is further noted that although the Complainant's Evidence Affidavit, as
originally filed on 22.07.2026, was not accompanied by a certificate under
Section 63 of the Bharatiya Sakshya Adhiniyam, 2023 (BSA), the Complainant
subsequently filed, along with its Written Submissions on 31.07.2026, a
Certificate under Section 63(4)(c) of the BSA in respect of the electronic records
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dated 24.07.2026 thus stands cured, and the electronic records annexed to the
Complaint are admissible in evidence. In any event, the material facts asserted in
the Complaint and the Evidence Affidavit find independent corroboration in the
trade mark registration certificates, WHOIS records, and other documentary
annexures filed along with the Complaint, none of which has been questioned or
controverted by the Respondent. This Tribunal is accordingly satisfied that the

pleadings and material on record, taken cumulatively, are sufficient to enable it

to render its findings on merits.

Under Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, the Complainant is required to establish,
cumulatively, that: (i) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly
similar to a trade mark or service mark in which the Complainant has rights; (ii)
the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed
domain name; and (iii) the disputed domain name has been registered or is being

used in bad faith. Each of these elements is examined in turn.

i.Whether the disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is

identical or confusingly similar to a trade mark in which the Complainant

has rights (Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy)

The Complainant has placed on record a substantial body of trade mark
registrations, spanning more than a hundred and forty countries including India,
evidencing rights in the mark ACCENTURE since the year 2000, along with
continuous and extensive use of the mark for over two decades prior to the
registration of the disputed domain name. The Complainant's domain names
ACCENTURE.COM, ACCENTURE.NET, ACCENTURE.CO.IN,
ACCENTURE.IN and ACCENTURE.NET.IN likewise predate the disputed

domain name by many years. This Tribunal finds that the Complainant has duly
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The disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> wholly
incorporates the Complainant's registered and well-known mark ACCENTURE,
with the mere addition of the descriptive term “INTERNSHIP”. It is well settled
under the INDRP Policy, and consistently held by prior panels including in
Kenneth Cole Productions v. Viswas Infomedia (INDRP/093), Inter-Continental
Hotels Corporation v. Jaswinder Singh (INDRP/278), and Starbucks Corporation
v. Mohanraj (INDRP/118), that wholesale incorporation of a complainant's
registered mark within a disputed domain name is sufficient to establish
confusing similarity, irrespective of any additional descriptive or generic term
appended thereto. If anything, the addition of the term “INTERNSHIP” heightens
rather than dispels the likelihood of confusion, given that Complainant is a well-
known global recruiter and its ACCENTURE mark is closely associated with
internship and employment opportunities in India. The addition of the country-
code top-level domain “.in” is a technical registration requirement that does not

serve to distinguish the disputed domain name from the Complainant's mark.

FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL

This Tribunal accordingly finds that the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is confusingly similar to the Complainant's
registered trade mark ACCENTURE, in which the Complainant has established

rights. The requirement under Paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP Policy stands

satisfied.

ii. Whether the Respondent has any rights or legitimate interests in respect of

the disputed domain name (Paragraph 4(b) read with Paragraph 6 of the
INDRP Policy)

The Complainant has affirmed that it has not licensed, authorized, or otherwise

ermitted the Respondent to use the mark ACCENTURE, and that the
ATO/e

'-kh

dent has no affiliation whatsoever with the Complainant. The material on
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record shows that the disputed domain name resolves to a website that
prominently advertises purported internship opportunities under the
Complainant's name, while redirecting users to a separate platform operated
under the distinct trading name “Internship Hub”, under which the Respondent
appears to be conducting her primary business. There is no material on record to
suggest that the Respondent has, at any point, been commonly known by the
disputed domain name or by any name similar thereto. Nor is there anything to
indicate that the disputed domain name is being put to any legitimate non-
commercial or fair use; on the contrary, the use made of it is calculated to divert
internet users seeking information about the Complainant and its internship

programmes for the Respondent's own commercial advantage.

The disclaimer appearing on the impugned website, positioned inconspicuously
at the foot of the page rather than displayed prominently at the point of entry,
does not, in the facts of this case, cure the unauthorized adoption of the
Complainant's mark or dispel the initial-interest confusion already caused by the

disputed domain name itself.

FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL

On these facts, this Tribunal finds that the Complainant has made out a prima

facie case that the Respondent lacks any rights or legitimate interests in the
disputed domain name, and the burden accordingly shifted to the Respondent to
demonstrate such rights or interests. The Respondent, having chosen not to
participate in these proceedings, has failed to discharge that burden. The
requirement under Paragraph 4(b) read with Paragraph 6 of the INDRP Policy

stands satisfied.
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iii. Whether the disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in

bad faith (Paragraph 4(c) read with Paragraph 7 of the INDRP Policy)

ACCENTURE is a coined and invented term with no independent dictionary
meaning, and one that has, over more than two decades of continuous and
extensive use, come to be exclusively associated with the Complainant. Given the
size, reputation, and visibility of the Complainant's business in India, where the
Respondent is situated, this Tribunal finds it wholly implausible that the
Respondent arrived at the disputed domain name by coincidence, or for any
purpose other than to trade upon the goodwill attaching to the Complainant's
mark. This inference is reinforced by the Respondent's adoption, on the website
resolving from the disputed domain name, of visual elements deceptively similar
to the Complainant's distinctive arrow device and colour scheme, a choice that
cannot plausibly be explained except as a deliberate attempt to create a false

impression of association with the Complainant.

The disputed domain name has been used to attract internet users, including
prospective candidates genuinely seeking internship opportunities with the
Complainant, by creating a likelihood of confusion as to source, sponsorship, or
affiliation, before redirecting such users to the Respondent's own commercial
platform. Such conduct is disruptive of the Complainant's business and its ability
to communicate authentic opportunities to the public, and is indicative of an
intention to derive commercial benefit from the resulting confusion. The
disclaimer relied upon does not assist the Respondent; where, as here, the overall
circumstances point to bad faith, the presence of a disclaimer, particularly one
placed inconspicuously, is more readily read as an acknowledgment of the very

confusion it purports to address than as evidence of good faith.
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FINDINGS OF THE TRIBUNAL

This Tribunal accordingly finds that the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> was registered, and is being used, in bad
faith within the meaning of Paragraph 4(c) read with Paragraph 7 of the INDRP

Policy.

In view of the foregoing findings, this Tribunal holds that the Complainant has
successfully established, cumulatively, all three conditions required under
Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy, namely, that the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is confusingly similar to the Complainant's
registered trade mark ACCENTURE, in which the Complainant has rights; that
the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed
domain name; and that the disputed domain name has been registered and is being

used in bad faith. The Complaint accordingly succeeds.

The disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is accordingly

liable to be transferred to the Complainant, and the following Order/Award is

passed.
ORDER/AWARD

For the reasons recorded above, this Tribunal passes the following Order/Award:

a) It is ordered that the Complainant, Accenture Global Services Limited, has
an exclusive right and interest in the disputed domain name
<ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN>, and that the Respondent, Manisha

Gautam, has no right or legitimate interest therein.

b) The disputed domain name <ACCENTUREINTERNSHIP.IN> is directed

to be transferred by the Respondent to the Complainant forthwith. The
ALO/EN

pondent, and her agents, servants, or any other person(s) acting for and on
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her behalf, are permanently restrained from using the disputed domain name,
or any other domain name or mark deceptively similar to the Complainant's
mark ACCENTURE, or from doing any act likely to cause confusion or
deception as to the source, sponsorship, or affiliation of any goods, services,

or activity with the Complainant.
c) The Complainﬁ is allowed in the above terms.

d) Cost of Rs. 5,00,000/- (Rupees Five Lakhs Only) is imposed upon the
Respondent in favour of the Complainant, be paid by the Respondent to the

Complainant, within thirty (30) days from today.

e) The National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI) is directed to take all

consequential and incidental steps necessary to give effect to the transfer of

¢

(DR. PANKAJ GARG)
SOLE ARBITRATOR

the disputed domain name in terms of this Award.

PLACE;: NEW DELHI
DATE: 20.08.2026
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