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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Rohde & Schwarz GmbH & Co. KG, Germany, represented by Bettinger Rechtsanwälte 
Partnerschaft mbB, Germany. 
 
The Respondent is David Jiang, China. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <rohde-schwarz.ai> (the “Domain Name”) is registered with Spaceship, Inc. (the 
“Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on February 3, 2026.  
On February 3, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in 
connection with the Domain Name.  On February 4, 2026, the Registrar transmitted by email to the Center its 
verification response disclosing registrant and contact information for the Domain Name which differed from 
the named Respondent (Privacy service provided by Withheld for Privacy ehf) and contact information in the 
Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on February 4, 2026, providing the 
registrant and contact information disclosed by the Registrar, and inviting the Complainant to submit an 
amendment to the Complaint.  The Complainant filed an amended Complaint on February 4, 2026.   
 
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended Complaint satisfied the formal 
requirements of the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy” or “UDRP”), the Rules for 
Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for 
Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Supplemental Rules”). 
 
In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2 and 4, the Center formally notified the Respondent of the 
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on February 5, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 
5, the due date for Response was February 25, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any response.  
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on February 26, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Ian Lowe as the sole panelist in this matter on March 6, 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 developer and manufacturer of electronics based in Munich, Germany.  It was founded 
in the early 1930s and specialises, in particular, in the fields of electronic test equipment, broadcasting, radio 
monitoring and radio location, and radio communication.  The Complainant has around 15,000 employees in 
over 70 countries.  It operates a website at “www.rohde-schwarz.com” where it promotes and markets its 
products and services. 
 
The Complainant is the proprietor of a number of registered trademarks for ROHDE & SCHWARZ in many 
jurisdictions throughout around the world, including International trademark number 759770 ROHDE & 
SCHWARZ registered on April 30, 2001, designating some 45 countries including China;  and International 
trademark number 926106 ROHDE & SCHWARZ and device registered on February 14, 2007. 
 
The Domain Name was registered on May 2, 2025.  It resolves to a web page displaying raw HTML content 
in basic list format, presumably because there are no associated Cascading Style Sheets (“CSS”) or images, 
or the CSS and images fail to load properly.  The web page is headed “Ensuring a safer and connected 
world with leading AI solutions from Rohde & Schwarz”.  It has a number of purported links, including 
“Solutions” and “Products”, none of which resolve.  What are apparently intended to be the contact details of 
the operator of the site indicate the address, telephone number and […]@rohde-schwarz.com email address 
of the Complainant’s office in the United States of America.  At the foot of the page is a copyright notice “© 
Rohde & Schwarz. All rights reserved” and users are invited to “Subscribe” by entering their email address.  
All the indications on the web page are that it is intended to be taken as a web site operated by the 
Complainant focusing on AI solutions. 
 
 
5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant contends that the Domain Name is confusingly similar to its ROHDE & SCHWARZ 
trademark (the “Mark”), that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain 
Name and that the Respondent registered and is using the Domain Name in bad faith within the meaning of 
paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy.   
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions. 
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
For this Complaint to succeed in relation to the Domain Name, the Complainant must prove that: 
 
(i) the Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the 

Complainant has rights;  and 
 
(ii) the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name;  and 
 
(iii) the Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 
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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 of WIPO Panel Views on 
Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7. 
 
The Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark or service mark for the purposes of the Policy.  
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1.   
 
Ignoring the country code Top-Level Domain “.ai”, the Domain Name comprises the entirety of the Mark with 
the substitution of a hyphen for the ampersand.  The Panel finds that this minor difference does not prevent a 
finding of confusing similarity between the Domain Name and the Mark.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.  
Accordingly, the Panel finds that the Domain Name is confusingly similar to a trademark in which the 
Complainant has rights, and the first element of the Policy has been established. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy provides a list of circumstances in which the Respondent may demonstrate 
rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name. 
 
Although the overall burden of proof in UDRP 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 difficult task 
of “proving a negative”, requiring information that is often primarily within the knowledge or control of the 
respondent.  Accordingly, 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 (although the 
burden of proof always remains on the complainant).  If the respondent fails to come forward with such 
relevant evidence, the complainant is deemed to have satisfied the second element.  WIPO Overview 3.1, 
section 2.1. 
 
The Complainant has made out a strong prima facie case that the Respondent could have no rights or 
legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name.  The Respondent has used the Domain Name not in 
connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services, but for a website impersonating the Complainant, 
featuring the Mark.  There is no suggestion that the Respondent has ever been known by the Domain Name.  
The Respondent has chosen not to respond to the Complaint or to take any steps to counter the prima facie 
case established by the Complainant.  In the circumstances, the Panel finds that the Respondent does not 
have any rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name.   
 
In addition, the nature of the Domain Name together with the Respondent’s website creates a strong risk of 
Internet user confusion.   
 
The Panel finds the second element of the Policy has been established. 
 
C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith 
 
The Panel notes that, for the purposes of paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy, paragraph 4(b) 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 use of a domain name in bad faith.   
 
In the present case, the Domain Name is identical to the Mark save for the substitution of a hyphen for the 
ampersand.  The Respondent has used the Domain Name for a website prominently featuring the Mark, 
purporting to be the Complainant and including contact details of the Complainant.  Accordingly, the Panel is 
in no doubt that the Respondent had the Complainant and its rights in the Mark in mind when it registered 
the Domain Name.   

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 is satisfied that the Respondent has registered and used the Domain Name to imitate the 
Complainant and to deceive Internet users into believing that the Domain Name is operated or authorized by 
the Complainant, attracting Internet users by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Mark.  In the Panel’s 
view, the use of a domain name for such activity, presumably with a view to commercial gain, amounts to 
paradigm bad faith registration and use for the purposes of the Policy. 
 
Accordingly, the Panel finds that the Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.   
 
 
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 Domain Name <rohde-schwarz.ai> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Ian Lowe/ 
Ian Lowe 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  March 20, 2026 
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