


Mr. Jim Muller, 
Domain Solutions, 
1658 Kanchipuram, 
Tamilnadu 603109 
Email: iceloops@qmail.com Respondent. 

A W A R D 
1. The Parties: 

T h e complainant in th i s a r b i t r a t i o n proceeding is Double Eagle Brands 1 
N V Kaya W.F.G. Mensing 32,Willemstad, Curacao.(Formerly part of 
Netherlands Antilles)Email : f.fontein@double-eaqlebrands.com filed by its 
authorized representative attorney DePenning & DePenning Patents Trademarks 
Designs Copyright, 120 Velachery Main Road, Guindy, Chennai-600032 Email: 
trademark©depenning.com 

Respondent in t h i s a r b i t r a t i o n proceeding is Domain Solutions, Jim 
Muller 1658 Kanchipuram, Tamilnadu 603109, with Email: 
iceloops@qmail.com 

2. The Domain Name, Registrar & Registrant: 

The d isputed domain name is www.noiet.in 

3. Procedural History: 

The complainant, through i ts author ized representat i ve , f i l e d th i s 
complainant to NIXI regarding t h e d isputed domain name 
www.nolet.in fol lowing t h e clause 4 of t h e policy of . I N Reg istry and 
. I N Reg i s try appointed M r . Bodhisatva Acha rya (The A r b i t r a t o r ) a s 
Sole A r b i t r a t o r under clause 5 of t h e policy. T h e A r b i t r a t o r 
s ubm i t ted his s ta tement of acceptance and dec larat ion of 
Impart i a l i t y and t h e Independence on February 10 t h ,2011 and The 
complaint was produced before t h e A r b i t r a t o r on February 15 t h ,2011 
and t h e A r b i t r a t o r sent a not ice to t h e Respondent through his email 
on February 18 t h ,2011 f o r t h e A r b i t r a t i o n Proceeding w ith a 10 days 
deadline to submit his reply but due to technological mistake t h e said 
notice couldn't a t t ached to t h e mail then t h e A r b i t r a t o r sent t h e 
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same not ice on March 18 t h , 2011 but t h e Respondent didn't give any 
response and Hence on t h e 3 1 s t day of M a r c h , 2011 t h e Award is 
being dec l a red as E x - p a r t e . 

4. Factual Background: 

The Complainant in t h i s proceeding is Double Eagle Brands 1 N V, 
having Headquartered in CURACAO in Nether l ands , which is in t h e 
business of Alcohol ic Beverage, was s t a r t e d by i t s predecessor in 
t i t l e and Complainant has reg i s t rat i on f o r t h e t r a d e mark N O L E T f o r 
alcoholic beverages worldwide and same has been extens ive ly used in 
commerce worldwide since 1983. 

The brand N O L E T is used in Premium V O D K A and Premium Dry GIN 
and t h e webs ites www.ketelone.com and www.noletsqin.com provide t h e 
complete knowledge about t h e goods manufactured and marketed on 
beha lf of Complainant. The Complainant is a leading global alcohol ic 
beverages company, promotes t h e goods online worldwide through 
t h e i r well known Domain Names as www.noletdistillery.com and 
www.noletsqin.com as well as through o t h e r country level domains and 
same were r e g i s t e r e d on M a r c h 2 9 + h , 2 0 0 7 and t h e connected 
webs ites were launched in t h e subsequent years . The Complainant 
owns t h e inte l lectua l p roperty of all t h e t r a d e marks worldwide under 
t h e mark N O L E T O R N O L E T S . 

The Complainant has spent a cons iderable amount approximately an 
average U S $ 17.9 Mi l l ion per year on advert i sement in promotion of 
i t s brand under trade mark N O L E T worldwide and Complainant has 
earned and generated a good reputat ion and goodwill through t h e 
t r a d e mark N O L E T . 

W h e n t h e Complainant came to know, about t h e reg i s t rat i on of simi lar 
Domain name www.nolet.in and about t h e c yber squatt ing o f 
Respondent then he f i l e d t h e complainant on January 2 7 t h , 2011 f o r 
t h e a rb i t r a t i on proceeding about t h e aforesa id d isputed domain name. 

5. Parties Contentions: 

(a) Complainant contends t h a t 
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(i) The Reg istrant 's domain name is identica l or confusingly 
s imi lar to a name, t rademark or serv ice mark in which t h e 
Complainant has r i g h t s ; 

The Reg istrant has no r i ghts or legit imate i n terests in 
r e spect of t h e domain name; and 

(iii) The Reg istrant 's domain name has been r e g i s t e r e d or is 
being used in bad f a i t h , and t h e domain name be 
t r a n s f e r r e d to t h e Complainant. 

(b) Respondent contends t h a t 

The respondent gave no response and produced no reply . 

6. Discussion & Findings: 

Under t h e Paragraph 4 of t h e Policy ( INDRP ) Any Person who 
cons iders t h a t a r e g i s t e r e d domain name conf l i c t s w ith his leg it imate 
r i ght s or i n te res t s may f i l e a Complaint to t h e . I N Reg i s try on t h e 
fol lowing premises: 

(i) The Reg istrant's domain name is ident ica l or confusingly 
similar to a name, t rademark or serv ice mark in which t h e 
Complainant has r i ght . 

(ii) The Reg i strant has no r i g h t s or legit imate i n t e r e s t s in 
r e s p e c t of t h e domain name; and 

(iii) The Reg istrant's domain name has been r e g i s t e r e d or is 
being used with bad f a i t h 

A f t e r having gone through t h e records, documents, produced by t h e 
Complainant, A r b i t r a t o r ' s f indings are : 

(i) T h a t t h e Respondent's performance was c lear ly ab initio 
in bad f a i t h because t h e main motive , t h e intention and 
fraudu lent behavior of respondent only to make money by 
reg i s ter i ng simi lar domain names of various well known brand 
names because previously I decided an A w a r d on February 
18 + h , 2011 against t h e same Respondent M r . J i m Mu l l er in 
t h e d isputed domain name www. lou isxi i i . in which proves t h e 
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a c t of respondent is w i th malaf ide intention and it is a c lear 
case of cyber squatting on t h e o ther hand complainant 
proves by all documental proof produced along w ith th i s 
complaint t h a t t h e name, trademark or mark in which t h e 
Complainant has r i ght , t h e Reg istrant 's domain name is 
ident ica l or confusingly s imi lar to t h e Complainant's M a r k 
and has been r e g i s t e r e d or being used in bad f a i t h , 

(ii) T h a t t h e Name/Mark N O L E T is d i s t i nct i ve unique and has 
reputat ion worldwide and t h e mere mention of t h e sa id M a r k 
estab l i shes an ident i ty and connection w ith Complainant and 
none e lse . 

.(iii) The complainant has proved all t h e aforesa id premises as 
mentioned in paragraph 4 of Policy in his favor and he is has 
produced all t h e documentary proof in his favor . 

7. Decision: 

Hence t h e A r b i t r a t o r dec ides , 'the Disputed Domain Name 
www.nolet.in is identica l o r confusingly s imi lar t o r e g i s t e r e d 
t rademark of t h e Complainant and Respondent has no r i g h t to use t h e 
d i sputed domain name and t h e Respondent domain name has been 
r e g i s t e r e d in bad f a i t h . 

The A r b i t r a t o r f u r t h e r dec ides and o r d e r s t h a t t h e domain name 
www.nolet.in shall be t r a n s f e r r e d t o t h e Complainant w ith immediate 
e f f e c t . 
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