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IN THE MATTER OF ARBITRATION BETWEEN:

Rillius Holding Limited

Spyrou Kyprianou, 120, 3rd floor,

Mesa Geitonia, 4004, Limassol, Cyprus

.............. Complainant

Versus
Arman Ravind
Michaelkirchstr. 93,
Heessen, 31707 (DE)
............ Respondent
ARBITRATION AWARD

1.

DATED: 03/02/2026

PARTIES:

The Complainant in this proceeding is Rillius Holding Limited Spyrou Kyprianou, 120, 3rd
floor, Mesa Geitonia, 4004, Limassol, Cyprus. The Complainant is represented by M&P
IP PROTECTORS, Ahmedabad, Gujarat, India — 380009.

The Respondent in this proceeding is Arman Ravind Michaelkirchstr 93, Heessen, 31707
(DE), as per the WHOIS details disclosed by NIXI.

DOMAIN NAME AND REGISTRAR:

The disputed domain name <parimatch1.in> is registered with Netim Sarl.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY:

The Statement of Acceptance and Declaration of Impartiality was submitted by me on
13 October 2025, as required by NIXI. Further, in accordance with Rules 3 and 5(b), NIXI

appointed me as the sole arbitrator for deciding on the complaint filed in respect of the

disputed domain name on 5" December 2025 to arbitrate the dispute between the Parties




Parties of the same on the same date. Thereafter, the Complainant was directed on 30"
December 2025 to serve the hard and soft copy of the complaint on the Respondent and
furnish proof of such despatch as required under the INDRP. The Complainant complied
with the directions and also sent proof of service of both hard copy and soft copy of the
complaint. In accordance with Rule 5(c), a notice to the Respondent was issued on 5"
January 2026 by the Arbitrator whereby the Respondent was called upon to submit his
response, if any, within 10 (ten) days from the date of issuance of the notice. The Arbitrator
did not receive any formal response from the Respondent. Therefore, the complaint is

decided based on the submissions, materials and evidence placed before the Arbitrator.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND:

The Complainant’s brand is associated with online platform specializing in gaming and
sports betting. The Complainant’s online platform serves over 25 million customers

worldwide, having active operations over 10 countries.

The Complainant has secured ownership of numerous trade mark registrations for the
mark “PARIMATCH” (“Subject Mark”) including its formative marks in various including
trademark number 291494 for “PARIMATCH?” registered on 3rd February 2021 in Ukraine.

BCARI
BMATCH & through

international registration number 5168112 in 2021designating India as well.

]

The Complainant has also applied for the logo mark

The Complainant claims to own the domains <parimatch.co.uk>, <parimatch.kz>,
<parimatch.tj> and <parimatch.co.tz/sw> and claims to have exhibited copies of the web
pages taken from these domains. However, the exhibits do not have references to the
websites and carries no time stamp on them, and nor has the Complainant provided the
whois data details of the said domains, which can prove conclusively that it owns these

domains.

The disputed domain name was registered on 02" April 2021. It does not presently
resolve to an active website. At the time of filing of the Complaint, the Complainant states
that the website in connection with the disputed domain name contains layout, visual
design, and colour scheme closely and deliberately to mimic those of the Complainant’s

official website.

The Respondent has not placed his response on record. 4
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5. PARTIES CONTENTIONS:

A.

Complainant:

The Complainant has contended that all three elements of the INDRP are applicable

to the present case.

The Complainant claims that the disputed domain name is identical and confusingly
similar to the Subject Mark and that the Respondent has merely added the numerical
“1” to the Subject Mark, which is neither legitimate or coincidental. The Complainant
submits that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests whatsoever in
respect of the disputed domain name and the Respondent is maliciously and
unlawfully using the disputed domain name to ride on the goodwill of the Complainant.
Further use of the disputed domain name which mirrors the Complainant’s official
website falls within the scope of bad faith registration and use, as the Respondent has
been misleading the internet users to believe that the disputed domain name belongs
to the Complainant and have also been causing financial harm to the public by

collecting security deposits for playing games through the disputed domain.

Respondent:

The Respondent did not file any response to the submissions of the Complainant.

DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS:

Under the INDRP, the following three elements are required to be established by the

complainant in order to obtain the remedy of transfer of the disputed domain name to the

complainant:

(i)

(i)

(iif)

The disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a name, trademark
or service mark in which the Complainant has rights; and,

The Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain
name; and

The disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.

Identical or confusingly similar:

It is a well-accepted principle that the first element functions primarily as a standing

s




relatively straightforward comparison between the Complainant’s trademark and the
disputed domain name. The Complainant has uncontested rights in the Subject Mark
by virtue of its trademark registrations. Ignoring the ccTLD extension “.in" the disputed
domain name comprises the entirety of the Subject Mark with the addition of the
numerical element “1”. In the view of the Panel, the addition of this number does not
prevent a finding of confusing similarity between the Subject Mark and the disputed
domain name. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name is

confusingly similar to a trademark in which the Complainant has rights.

. Rights or Legitimate interest

Paragraph 6 of the Policy provides a list of circumstances in which the registrant of a
domain name may demonstrate rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain
name. While the overall burden of proof in the proceedings is on the complainant,
panels have recognized that proving a respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests
in a domain name may result in the often impossible task of “proving a negative”,
requiring information that is often primarily within the knowledge or control of the
respondent. As such, where a complainant makes out a prima facie case that the
respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests, the burden of production on this
element shifts to the respondent to come forward with relevant evidence
demonstrating rights or legitimate interests in the domain name. If the respondent
fails to come forward with such relevant evidence, the complainant is deemed to have

satisfied the second element.

Here, this panel is of the view that the Complainant could have fortified its plea that
the Respondent lacked or lacks rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain
name by adducing further robust and dependable evidence that would have assisted
the panel in ex-facie determining the second element in favour of the Complainant.
However, the Respondent has chosen not to respond formally to the Complaint or to
take any steps to counter the prima facie case established by the Complainant. In the
circumstances, the Panel is prepared to find that the Respondent does not have any

rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name.

The second element under paragraph 4(b) of the Policy has been met by the

Complainant.




C. Registered and/or used in bad faith:

The Panel notes that, for the purposes of paragraph 4(c) of the Policy, paragraph 7 of
the Policy establishes circumstances, in particular, but without limitation, that, if found
by the Panel to be present, shall be evidence of the registration and/or use of a domain

name in bad faith.

On the basis of the Complainant’s bare assertions, the Respondent has used the
disputed domain name for a website providing gambling services featuring the Subject
Mark. The screenshots of the disputed domain name provided by the Complainant
indicates that the Respondent has been operating website for online gambling. In the
circumstances, with no response from the Respondent, the Panel is prepared to accept
on the balance of probabilities that the Respondent did have the Complainant and the
Subject Mark in mind when it registered the disputed domain name. Further, the
allegation that the Respondent may be unduly enriching itself through payment
received from internet users/players who believe the disputed domain name to be
operated by the Complainant is also accepted thereby indicating direct bad faith

registration and use.

On the Complainant’s case, the Panel considers that the Respondent has registered
and used the disputed domain name to deceive Internet users into believing that the
disputed domain name is operated or authorized by the Complainant, and to attract
Internet users by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Subject Mark, with a view
to making commercial gain from gambling services. The Panel considers that this

amounts to bad faith registration and use.

For reasons stated above, it is established that the disputed domain name was
registered and used in bad faith and the third element under paragraph 4(c) of the

Policy has been met by the Complainant

7. DECISION:
In view of the above findings, it is ordered that the disputed domain name <parimatch1.in>

be transferred to the Complainant.
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