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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Valeo v. Farzin Rashidian
Case No. DIR2025-0014

1. The Parties
The Complainant is Valeo, of France, represented by Tmark Conseils, France.

The Respondent is Farzin Rashidian, of the Iran (Islamic Republic of).

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <sanandjvaleo.ir> is registered with IRNIC.

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on December 24,
2025. On December 26, 2025, the Center transmitted by email to IRNIC a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On December 29, 2025, IRNIC transmitted by email to the
Center its verification response confirming that the Respondent is listed as the registrant and providing the
contact details December 30, 2026. Hard copies of the Complaint were received by the Center on January
12, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint and the amended Complaint satisfied the formal requirements of the
.ir Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy” or “irDRP”), the Rules for .ir Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for .ir Domain Name Dispute Resolution
Policy (the “Supplemental Rules”).

In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2(a) and 4(a), the Center formally notified the Respondent of the
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on February 3, 2026. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph
5(a), the due date for Response was February 23, 2026. On February 2,2026, the Center notified the
Respondent’s default on February 25, 2026.

Due to operational circumstances affecting the administration of .IR dispute resolution services, the
proceeding was suspended from January 27, 2026, until February 2, 2026, and from March 5, 2026, until
June 15, 2026.
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The Center appointed Reyes Campello Estebaranz as the sole panelist in this matter on June 17, 2026. The
Panel finds that it was properly constituted. The Panel has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and
Declaration of Impartiality and Independence, as required by the Center to ensure compliance with the
Rules, paragraph 7.

4. Factual Background

The Complainant is a French registered company that has operated in the automotive supplier industry since
the early 1950s. It is a partner to automakers worldwide in relation to smart mobility, with a particular focus
on intuitive driving and reducing carbon dioxide emissions. The Complainant’s group also provides and

distributes spare parts for automakers and independent aftermarket operators.

The Complainant has operated under the VALEO brand since 1980 and holds numerous registered
trademarks around the world for this mark, including:

- French Trademark Registration No. 1336046, VALEO (word), registered on December 23, 1985;

- European Union Trade Mark Registration No. 005758412, VALEO (figurative), registered on July 2, 2007,
with the following graphic representation:

Valeo

- International Trademark Registration No. 870058, VALEO (figurative), registered on February 28, 2005,
with the following graphic representation:

Valeo

Hereinafter, these shall be collectively referred to as the “VALEO Mark.”

The Complainant further holds various trademark registrations for green color marks that are part of its
branding and the color scheme of its corporate website, including:

- International Trademark Registration No. 1631391, figurative, registered on April 26, 2021, with the
following graphic representation:

- International Trademark Registration No. 1631390, figurative, registered on April 26, 2021, with the
following graphic representation:

The Complainant also owns various domain names corresponding to its VALEO Mark, including
<valeo.com> (registered on March 25, 1997), which resolves to its corporate website.
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The disputed domain name was registered on August 31, 2021, and resolves to a Persian-language website
that purportedly offers for sale various VALEO spare parts for automobiles. This website displays in its
header: “Distribution and sale of Valeo brand domestic car discs and plates in Sanandaj,” followed by
various product and packaging images bearing the mark offered for sale. The site features the color green in
its text and background, and it does not include any information regarding its operating company and/or the
owner of the disputed domain name, nor does it provide any disclaimer regarding its lack of relationship with
the Complainant and the VALEO Mark. Additionally, along with products bearing the VALEO Mark, the site
commercializes spare parts from third-party’s marks (such as HARRINGTON, MAHLE, NGK, SECO, etc.).
The “Terms and Conditions” and “About us” sections of the site contain no content. The “Contact Us” section
displays a map showing the location of a business in the Iranian city of Sanandaj, alongside its opening
hours. While this section also features chat and telephone icons, they are non-functional; clicking them
triggers an alert message stating, “Sorry... The contact information for the business in question is currently
unavailable!”. The site lacks a copyright notice, but its footer includes the following text: “All rights and
responsibilities of this site belong to the distribution and sale of domestic Valeo brand car discs and plates in
Sanandaj.” It also features a logo that redirects users to another website (“www.behzi.ir/business/1013”)
with similar content, which also purportedly offers VALEO spare parts in Sanandaj.

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant
Key contentions of the Complaint may be summarized as follows:

The Complainant contends that the VALEO Mark is internationally well-known for automotive goods and
services, as it has been repeatedly recognized by prior panels in decisions under the Uniform Dispute
Resolution Policy (‘UDRP”), as well as by other bodies and institutions. The Complainant cites various prior
decisions under the UDRP, and provides evidence of its prominent Internet presence, press coverage
related to its business, and various technological awards received over the years.

The Complainant further contends that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the VALEO Mark,
as it incorporates the mark preceded by the term “sanandj” - which is a misspelling of the Iranian city of
Sanandaj - and the country code Top-Level Domain (“ccTLD”) “.ir", which is a technical element irrelevant to
the analysis of the first element. The VALEO Mark remains immediately recognizable within the disputed
domain name.

The Complainant further asserts that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the
disputed domain name. The term “valeo” is a distinctive and well-known mark that the Respondent is not
authorized to use; there is no evidence that the Respondent is commonly known by this term or holds any
trademark for it, and the disputed domain name is not used in connection with any bona fide offering of
goods or services. The Respondent’s website prominently reproduces the VALEO Mark and uses the
Complainant’s green branding imagery, as well as some of the Complainant’s copyrighted product images
without authorization, all in an effort to generate confusion and a false affiliation with the Complainant and its
mark for commercial gain. This case does not meet the conditions of the Oki Data test.

Finally, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in
bad faith. Due to the international reputation of the VALEO Mark in the automotive sector, its long-term use,
and extensive online presence, the Respondent - who operates in the same sector - could not have been
unaware of the Complainant and its trademark at the time of registration, and targeted them in bad faith to
unfairly profit from their reputation. The content of the Respondent’s website corroborates this bad faith, as it
prominently displays the mark and reproduces the Complainant’s branding and copyrighted product images
without authorization. The additional misspelled geographical term in the disputed domain name, “sanand;”,
is likely to reinforce confusion with the Complainant’s business in Iran (Islamic Republic of). The
Respondent is intentionally attempting to attract, for commercial gain, Internet users to its website by
creating a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or
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endorsement of the website or the services provided therein, which constitutes bad faith within the meaning
of paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy. Furthermore, the Respondent’s website impersonates the Complainant,
pretending to market official products of its mark which are likely to be counterfeits, further establishing bad
faith. Additionally, the Complainant contends that the mere registration of a domain name that is identical or
confusingly similar to a famous or widely known trademark by an unaffiliated entity creates, by itself, a
presumption of bad faith.

B. Respondent

The Respondent did not reply to the Complaint.

6. Discussion and Findings

The Complaint complies with all formal requirements, and no deficiency has been observed under the Policy,
the Rules, and the Supplemental Rules. The Complainant has made the relevant assertions as required by
the Policy, and the dispute falls properly within the scope of the Policy.

The Panel has the authority to decide the dispute by examining the three elements in paragraph 4(a) of the
Policy, taking into consideration all relevant evidence, annexed materials, and allegations, and conducting
limited independent research under the general powers of the Panel articulated, inter alia, in paragraph 10 of
the Rules. Noting the substantive similarities between the Policy and the UDRP, the Panel will refer to prior
UDRP cases and doctrine, as well as to the WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP
Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”) where appropriate.

6.1. Preliminary Matters
The Panel notes that no communication has been received from the Respondent.

The Respondent’s postal address is listed in Iran (Islamic Republic of), which is a matter that could affect
case notification due to current situation there.

In accordance with its discretion under paragraph 10 of the Rules, the Panel has considered whether the
proceedings should continue (see Wilshire Refrigeration & Appliance, Inc. v. Oleksandr Kliuiev,
Henryslist.com, WIPO Case No. D2024-0962).

Having reviewed all circumstances, the Panel concludes that the proceedings should continue. The Panel
notes that the Center used both the Registrar contact form and the Respondent’s email address, as
registered with the Registrar, to notify the Complaint. There is no evidence that the notification emails were
not successfully delivered, and the Registrar — which is also located in Iran (Islamic Republic of) — received
the email notifications regarding this proceeding.

Furthermore, the disputed domain name resolves to an active website related to a business located in Iran,
which includes the opening hours of the aforementioned business with no alteration related to the current
situation in Iran (Islamic Republic of); thus, the Respondent appears capable of controlling its business and,
as a part of it, both the disputed domain name and its content. Having apparently received notification of the
Complaint by email, the Respondent would have been able to prepare and submit a Response if it had
wished to do so.

Moreover, for the reasons analyzed later in this Decision, the Panel considers - despite the absence of a
Response - that the Respondent registered and has been using the disputed domain name in bad faith,
intending to unfairly target the Complainant’s goodwill in its trademark.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2024-0962
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Accordingly, the Panel finds that it may proceed to decide this case. While the Respondent’s failure to
submit a Response does not automatically result in a decision in favor of the Complainant, the Panel may
draw appropriate inferences from the Respondent’s default. See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 4.3, and
Verner Panton Design v. Fontana di Luce Corp., WIPO Case No. D2012-1909.

6.2. Substantive Matters
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar
It is well accepted that the first element functions primarily as a standing requirement. The standing

(or threshold) test for confusing similarity involves a reasoned but relatively straightforward comparison
between the Complainant’s trademark and the disputed domain name. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

It is further to be noted that the expression “trademark or service mark” as used in paragraph 4(a)(i) of the
Policy encompasses both registered and unregistered marks, and the jurisdictions where Complainant’s
trademarks are valid are not considered relevant in the assessment under the first element of the Policy.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.1.

The Complainant has established rights in the VALEO Mark by virtue of its various trademark registrations
around the world, and as a result of its continuous international use of this mark for over 45 years.

The disputed domain name incorporates the VALEO Mark in its entirety, preceded by the term “sanandj”
(which refers to the Iranian city of Sanandaj) and followed by the ccTLD “.ir”, which is a technical requirement
generally disregarded for the purpose of analyzing confusing similarity. The VALEO Mark is clearly
recognizable within the disputed domain name. Accordingly, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name
is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s trademark. WIPO Overview 3.1, sections 1.7, and 1.11.

Furthermore, while the addition of other terms - specifically, the term “sanandj”, a misspelling or an
abbreviation of the Iranian city of Sanandaj - may bear on the assessment of the second and third
elements, the Panel finds that the addition of such a term does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity
between the disputed domain name and the Complainant’s mark under the first element of the Policy.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the first element of the Policy has been established.
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Although the Complainant bears the ultimate burden of establishing all three elements of paragraph 4(a) of
the Policy, prior decisions under the Policy as well as under the UDRP have recognized that this could result
in the often-impossible task of proving a negative, requiring information that is primarily if not exclusively
within the respondent’s knowledge. Thus, the consensus view is that paragraph 4(c) of the Policy shifts to
the Respondent the burden of production to come forward with relevant evidence of rights or legitimate
interests in the disputed domain name, once the Complainant has made a prima facie case that the
Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests.

The Complainant’s prima facie assertions and evidence effectively shift the burden to the Respondent of
producing evidence of rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name in order to rebut the
Complainant’s prima facie case.

Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy provides the circumstances, without limitation, for the Respondent to contest the
Complainant’s prima facie case under paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy, and to establish rights or legitimate
interests in the disputed domain name. However, the Respondent has not rebutted the Complainant’s prima
facie showing and has not come forward with any relevant evidence demonstrating rights or legitimate
interests in the disputed domain name, such as those enumerated in the Policy or otherwise.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2012-1909
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The Panel notes that the word “valeo” is not a common term, but a word derived from Latin that can be
translated as “being strong”, “being well”, or “having health”. In fact, on the Complainant’s website, valeo’s
Latin roots are mentioned, and it is stated that the term means “I am well” in Latin.

The Panel further observes that the Registrant’'s name provided by the Respondent in the Whols records for
the disputed domain name, as revealed by the Registrar, shares no similarity with the name “valeo” or any
other terms comprising the disputed domain name.

The Panel has further corroborated through independent searches in the WIPO Global Brand Database that
the Respondent holds no trademark rights over the terms “valeo” or “sanandj valeo”.

Furthermore, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name is used as part of a bad-faith scheme to
impersonate the Complainant through a website that generates confusion or a false affiliation in an effort to
pass itself off as one of the Complainant’s official websites or a website from one of its official distributors.
Particularly, the Respondent’s website prominently displays the VALEO Mark, deploys official product
images and other copyrighted promotional materials from the Complainant’s official website without
authorization. The Respondent’s website further fails to include any disclosure regarding its lack of
relationship with the Complainant and its reputed mark, instead referencing the site as the distributor for the
VALEO Mark in Sanandaj (“Distribution and sale of Valeo brand domestic car discs and plates in Sanandaj”).
This demonstrates a deliberate effort to impersonate the Complainant and mislead Internet users by passing
off the Respondent’s website as an official distributor or authorized channel for the Complainant’s spare
parts and other vehicle components.

The Complainant further argues that as it has not authorized any sale of its products to the Respondent.
Therefore, the products offered through the website at the disputed domain name may not be genuine, but
rather counterfeits or products sold without authorization to the Iranian market (e.g., parallel imported goods).
However, given the circumstances of this case, it is not necessary for the Panel to draw a conclusion on this
matter.

Furthermore, the Panel finds that the Respondent’s activities cannot be considered a bona fide offering of
goods under the Policy due to his failure to satisfy the cumulative requirements established by Oki Data
Americas, Inc. v. ASD, Inc., WIPO Case No. D2001-0903 (the so-called “Oki Data test”). Under established
UDRP precedent, a respondent must fulfill all such requirements to claim a bona fide offering of goods; the
failure to meet even a single criterion defeats the defense.

Specifically, (i) nothing in the record confirms that the Respondent is offering genuine VALEO goods; (i) the
Respondent’s website markets not only alleged VALEO products, but also competing spare parts from other
third-party trademarks (HARRINGTON, MAHLE, NGK, SECO, etc.), and includes a link to another website in
the same sector “www.behzi.ir/business/1013” that also sells competing vehicle spare parts from different
trademarks; and (iii) the Respondent’s website does not contain any reference to its lack of relationship with
the Complainant and its mark, but, on the contrary, shows a deliberate effort to have the appearance of
being an official VALEO site. See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.8.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the second element of the Policy under paragraph 4(a)(ii) has been
established.

C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith

The Policy, paragraph 4(a)(iii), requires that Complainant establishes that the disputed domain name has
been registered or is being used in bad faith.

In the present case, the Panel notes the Complainant’s long-term use of its VALEO Mark for over 45 years
(since 1980) alongside its extensive online presence. Consequently, any Internet search for the term “valeo”
prominently discloses the Complainant and its prior rights.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2001-0903
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The Panel further observes that the Complainant and its VALEO Mark have been recognized as well-known
within its sector in prior decisions under the Policy, a finding with which this Panel concurs. See, e.g., Valeo
and Valeo Service v. PERFECT PRIVACY, LLC / Milen Radumilo, WIPO Case No. D2021-2397; VALEO v.
tyhn dg, WIPO Case No. D2025-3585; and VALEO v. Iman Soltanian, WIPO Case No. DIR2023-0001.

The Panel also finds that the fact that the Respondent operates in the same sector in which the distinctive
VALEO Mark is reputed, combined with the deliberate composition of the disputed domain name -
incorporating the VALEO Mark alongside an abbreviation or a misspelled version of a geographical term (the
Iranian city of Sanandaj) - clearly points to the bad-faith targeting of the Complainant and its trademark to
generate a false affiliation and unfairly profit from their reputation. The disputed domain name has been
deliberately chosen to give the impression of being an official distributor of the mark for the city of Sanandaij.

Panels have consistently found that the mere registration of a domain name that is identical or
confusingly similar to a well-known trademark (particularly domain names comprising typos or
incorporating the mark plus a descriptive term) can, by itself, create a presumption of bad faith, especially
in the case of coined or fanciful marks. This is precisely the case here, as the VALEO Mark is a reputed
fanciful mark derived from a Latin term not commonly used and not included in the dictionary, and the
disputed domain name incorporates this mark combined with a misspelled or abbreviated geographical
term. See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4.

The content of the Respondent’s website further corroborates the bad-faith targeting of the Complainant and
its reputed mark through both the registration and use of the disputed domain name. The Respondent’s
website impersonates the Complainant in an effort to generate false impression of affiliation to increase
Internet traffic for commercial gain or illegitimate profit. Having reviewed the record, the Panel finds that the
Respondent’s registration and use of the disputed domain name constitute bad faith under the Policy.

The Panel further considers that the presence of non-functional contact icons and entirely vacant “Terms and
Conditions” and “About us” sections on the Respondent’s website is not accidental. Rather, the deployment
of a deceptive user interface with non-functional corporate information constitutes a recognized indicia of bad
faith, demonstrating an intentional effort to evade accountability, prevent verification of the site’s origin, and
obscure the operator’s true identity while exploiting the Complainant’s trademark.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the Respondent’s registration and use of the disputed domain name
demonstrate targeting in bad faith. The Respondent has intentionally attempted to attract users for
commercial gain by creating a likelihood of confusion, seeking to profit unfairly from the Complainant’s
reputation in the automotive industry through the sale of potentially counterfeit or unauthorized products in
the Iranian market.

The Respondent’s actions fall squarely within Paragraphs 4(b)(iv) of the Policy. Accordingly, the Panel finds
that the Complainant has successfully established the third element of the Policy.

7. Decision

For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with paragraphs 4(i) of the Policy and 15 of the Rules, the Panel
orders that the disputed domain name <sanandjvaleo.ir> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Reyes Campello Estebaranz/
Reyes Campello Estebaranz
Sole Panelist

Date: June 24, 2026


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2021-2397
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2025-3585
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DIR2023-0001
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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