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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
SPRD.NET AG v. Petya Tsvetkova
Case No. DR0O2026-0006

1. The Parties
The Complainant is SPRD.NET AG, Germany, internally represented.

The Respondent is Petya Tsvetkova, Bulgaria.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <spreadshirt.ro> is registered via ROTLD (the “Registry”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on March 5, 2026.
On March 6, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registry a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On March 9, 2026, the Registry transmitted by email to the
Center its verification response, disclosing registrant and contact information for the disputed domain name
which differed from the named Respondent (Unknown) and contact information in the Complaint. The
Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on March 13, 2026, providing the registrant and
contact information disclosed by the Registry, and inviting the Complainant to submit an amendment to the
Complaint. The Complainant filed an amended Complaint on March 17, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended Complaint satisfied the formal
requirements of the .RO Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy”) the Rules for .RO Domain
Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for .RO 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 March 19, 2026. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph
5, the due date for Response was April 8, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any response. Accordingly,
the Center notified the Respondent’s default on April 9, 2026.

The Center appointed Mihaela Maravela as the sole panelist in this matter on April 20, 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.
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The language of the proceeding is English according to paragraph 11(a) of the Rules, as the Respondent
has, in the registrant’s contact details, an address outside Romania.

4. Factual Background

According to information in the Complaint, the Complainant is a German corporation. It is one of Europe’s
largest retailers of hoodies, T-shirts, other items of clothing and merchandising articles. The Complainant’s
products are distributed and sold in particular through the Complainant’s or its affiliates’ online platforms,
located inter alia at the domain names <spreadshirt.de>, <spreadshirt.com> and <spreadshirt.net>. The
Complainant received several awards such as the German Internet Prize of the Federal Ministry of
Economics in 2005.

The Complainant owns numerous trademark registrations for SPREADSHIRT, including the following:

- the International trademark No. 815351, for SPREADSHIRT (word) registered on July 29, 2003, in
international classes 25, 35, and 38,

- the European Union trademark No. 010419596, for SPREADSHIRT (word) registered on March 19, 2012,
in international classes 18, 21, and 25, and

- the European Union trademark No. 017234931, for SPREADSHIRT (word) registered on January 24, 2018,
in international classes 9, 14, 16, 18, 21, 24, 25, 26, 28, 35, 38, 40 and 42.

No information is available on the Respondent apart from the data revealed by the Registry.

The disputed domain name was registered on March 4, 2020, and does not resolve to an active website.
According to evidence submitted by the Complainant from the Internet Archive’s Wayback Machine the
disputed domain name was formerly used (for example, on December 17, 2021, or May 1, 2024) for a pay-
per-click (“PPC”) advertising portal, with links redirecting to either the Complainant’s website or its
competitors.

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant

The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Policy for a transfer
of the disputed domain name.

Notably, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is identical to the Complainant’s
trademark SPREADSHIRT.

As regards the second element, the Complainant argues that it has given to the Respondent no license or
other right to use or register its trademark as a domain name or otherwise. Further, there is no evidence of
the Respondent’s use of, or demonstrable preparations to use, the disputed domain name or a name
corresponding to the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services. On
the contrary, the Complainant contends that the website at the disputed domain name provides links to offers
for fashion and customizable products (which are goods and services identical or similar to the goods and
services offered by the Complainant) found on a third-party website. When accessing the links found on the
website at the disputed domain name, the Internet user is directed to either the Complainant’s website or its
competitors. The Complainant further submits that the links contain unique affiliate IDs, so that, through the
combination of tracking links and cookies, a share of the revenues for successful referrals will be paid.

Further, the Complainant submits that in Romania, neither “spreadshirt.ro” nor “spreadshirt” is registered as
trademark in favor of any other person than the Complainant, including the Respondent, and that searches
for “spreadshirt” on Google.com (German language and region as well as Romanian language and region)
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showed no results referring to offers of goods or services of the Respondent but only to entries referring to
the Complainant and its affiliates.

With respect to the third element, the Complainant argues that it started its business under the trademark
SPREADSHIRT in the year 2002 and registered the trademark in 2003 in several jurisdictions, including the
United States of America, the European Union and its Member States. The Complainant’s trademark has
acquired considerable reputation and notoriety and is used extensively. The Respondent must have been
aware of the Complainant and its trademarks when it registered or acquired the disputed domain name,
given that the disputed domain name is identical to the Complainants’ trademark, the Complainant’s
trademark is a fanciful combination of words, a trademark search would have revealed the existence of the
Complainant’s prior trademark rights, including in the territory of Romania, given also the reputation of the
Complainant and its trademark. As regards the use, the Complainant submits that the Respondent uses the
disputed domain name for commercial purposes by providing (affiliate) links to offers for goods and services
identical or similar to the goods and services offered by the Complainant. In this way, the Respondent
intentionally attempts to attract for commercial gain, Internet users to the Respondent’s web site, by creating
a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’'s mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or
endorsement of the Respondent’s web site or of a product or service on the Respondent’s web site.

B. Respondent

The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions.

6. Discussion and Findings

No response has been received from the Respondent in this case. Accordingly, the Panel considers it can
proceed to determine the Complaint based on the statements and documents submitted by the Complainant
as per paragraph 15(a) of the Rules. The applicable standard of proof is the “balance of probabilities” or
“preponderance of the evidence”, and the Panel can draw certain inferences in light of the particular facts
and circumstances of the case. WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO
Overview 3.1%), section 4.2." Concerning the uncontested information provided by the Complainant, the
Panel may, where relevant, accept the reasonable factual allegations in the Complaint as true. WIPO
Overview 3.1, section 4.3.

Even if the Respondent has not replied to the Complainant’s contentions, the Complainant still bears the
burden of proving that all requirements are fulfilled. To succeed, the Complainant must demonstrate that all
of the elements listed in paragraph 4(a) of the Policy have been satisfied: (i) your domain name is identical
or confusingly similar to a (i) trademark or service mark or (ii) with a geographical indication protected in
Romania or by European Union law in which the complainant has rights; and (ii) you have no rights or
legitimate interests in respect of the domain name; and (iii) your domain name has been registered or is
being used in bad faith.

A. Identical or Confusingly Similar

Under paragraph 4(a)(i) of the Policy, the Complainant must prove that it has rights to a trademark or to a
geographical indication protected in Romania or by European Union law, and that the disputed domain name
is identical or confusingly similar to that trademark or geographical indication protected in Romania or by
European Union law. This first element under the Policy functions primarily as a standing requirement.
WIPQO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

The Complainant has shown rights in respect of the trademark SPREADSHIRT for the purposes of the
Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1.

Given the similarities between the Policy and the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (‘UDRP”), the Panel will refer to the
WIPO Overview 3.1 and the UDRP decisions where relevant.
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As regards the second limb of the first element, the test for identity or confusing similarity involves a
reasoned but relatively straightforward comparison between the trademark and the disputed domain name.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7. It has also long been held that Top-Level Domains are generally
disregarded when evaluating the confusing similarity between a disputed domain name and a trademark.
See section 1.11.1 of the WIPO Overview 3.1.

The entirety of the mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name. Accordingly, the disputed domain
name is identical to the mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

The Panel finds 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 .RO proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized that
proving that 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. 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 (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
21.

Having reviewed the available record, the Panel finds the Complainant has established a prima facie case
that the Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name. 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.

The Complainant in this proceeding has demonstrated trademark rights and a lack of permission to use the
Complainant’s mark in the disputed domain name. The Respondent has not advanced rights or legitimate
interests, and none are evident from the case file or the use of the disputed domain name as described
above. As such, there is no evidence in the record that the Respondent is currently using the disputed
domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services, nor does the Respondent appear
to engage in any legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name within the meaning of
paragraphs 4(c)(i) and (iii) of the Policy. Rather, according to the unrebutted evidence provided with the
Complaint, the disputed domain name was used to host a parked page comprising PPC links directing to the
Complainant’s website and its competitors, which presumably generate income for the Respondent. Such
use trades off the Complainant’s trademark and does not confer any rights or legitimate interests in the
disputed domain name. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.9.

The Respondent is allegedly called “Petya Tsvetkova” and there is no evidence that the Respondent is
commonly known by the disputed domain name within the meaning of paragraph 4(c)(ii) of the Policy. The
Respondent has not replied to the Complainant’s contentions, claiming any rights or legitimate interests in
the disputed domain name.

The Panel finds the second element of the Policy has been established.
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C. Registered or 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 or use of a domain name in bad faith. Either one of registration or use would
suffice, but the Panel will analyze both for completeness.

Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy sets out a list of non-exhaustive circumstances that may indicate that a domain
name was registered or used in bad faith, but other circumstances may be relevant in assessing whether a
respondent’s registration or use of a domain name is in bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.1.

According to the unrebutted assertions of the Complainant, its trademark was widely used in commerce well
before the registration of the disputed domain name. The Complainant’s mark is fanciful and distinctive,
combining two English words that would not normally be joined. See also, SPRD.NET AG v. Kabir S Rawat,
WIPO Case No. D2020-0655. The disputed domain name is identical to the Complainant’s trademark.
Therefore, given the circumstances of the case, the Panel considers that the Respondent must have had
knowledge of the Complainant’s rights in the SPREADSHIRT trademarks when he or she registered the
disputed domain name and it has intentionally created a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s
trademarks in order to attract Internet users for its own commercial gain, as envisaged by paragraph 4(b)(iv)
of the Policy and/or to disrupt the business of the Complainant.

As regards the use, the disputed domain name was used to direct to a website displaying PPC
advertisements for the Complainant’s services and competing third-party offerings. The Panel finds the
Respondent intends to benefit from the likelihood of confusion as to the origin of the website. Further, it is
likely that the Respondent earns income when Internet users click on the links in search of SPREADSHIRT
goods.

The fact that the disputed domain name no longer resolves to an active website does not change the Panel’s
findings.

Moreover, the Respondent has not formally participated in these proceedings and has failed to rebut the
Complainant’s contentions and to provide any evidence of actual or contemplated good-faith use. In the
Panel’s view, the circumstances of the case represent evidence of registration and use in bad faith of the
disputed domain name.

Furthermore, there appears to be a pattern of abusive registrations by the Respondent,? as the Respondent
was involved in at least two previous UDRP proceedings concerning also .RO domain names, where similar
facts caused the concerned UDRP panel to decide in favor of the complainant (see Tomtom International
B.V. v. Petya Tsvetkova, WIPO Case No. DRO2026-0001 and Centrul Medical Unirea SRL v. Petya
Tsvetkova, WIPO Case No. DRO2024-0009). This fact also supports a finding grounded on paragraph
4(b)(ii) of the Policy, referring to a respondent registering “the domain name in order to prevent the owner of
the trademark or service mark, or of a geographical indication protected in Romania or under European
Union law from reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name, provided that you have engaged in a
pattern of such conduct”.

The Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element of the Policy.

2 As part of a panel’s general powers articulated in paragraphs 10 and 12 of the Rules, the Panel has undertaken limited factual
research into matters of public record, namely whether the Respondent was involved in prior UDRP cases, as the Panel considered
such information useful to assessing the case merits and reaching a decision.
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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 <spreadshirt.ro> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Mihaela Maravela/
Mihaela Maravela
Sole Panelist

Date: May 4, 2026



