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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Lenovo (Beijing) Limited (“Lenovo”), China, represented by Neal, Gerber & Eisenberg 
LLP, United States of America. 
 
The Respondent is alireza Yazdaniyan, United Arab Emirates. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <lenovo.ws> is registered with 1API GmbH (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on January 22, 2026.  
On January 23, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in 
connection with the disputed domain name.  On January 26, 2026, the Registrar 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 (Almas Pahleh Rayaneh Paytakht) and contact information in the 
Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on January 28, 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 2, 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 3, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, 
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was February 23, 2026.  The Respondent sent email 
communications to the Center on February 5, 2026, and February 21, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Emre Kerim Yardimci as the sole panelist in this matter on February 27, 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 limited company organized under the laws of China. 
 
Lenovo is a technology company offering a range of products and services including personal computers, 
tablets, smartphones, workstations, servers, electronic storage devices, IT management software, and smart 
televisions.  Lenovo also provides various IT services such as consulting, deployment, security, and 
technical support.   
 
The Complainant promotes its products and services under the LENOVO trademark through numerous 
websites, including its official website located at the domain name <lenovo.com>, which was registered on 
September 6, 2002. 
 
The Complainant owns numerous trademark registrations for the LENOVO mark in jurisdictions around the 
world.  By way of example, the Complainant relies on the following registrations: 
 
- LENOVO, International Trademark Registration No. 824484, registered on March 15, 2004, covering goods 
in International Class 9. 
- LENOVO, International Trademark Registration No. 855149, registered on March 30, 2005, covering goods 
and services in International Classes 37 and 42. 
- LENOVO, International Trademark Registration No. 1299513, registered on September 29, 2015, covering 
goods and services in International Classes 9, 14, 18, 35, 36, 37, 38, 41, and 42. 
 
The Complainant also owns additional trademark registrations for LENOVO in various jurisdictions. 
 
The disputed domain name <lenovo.ws> was registered on January 11, 2017. 
 
At the time of preparing this Decision, the disputed domain name does not appear to resolve to an active 
website.  The Complainant has provided evidence showing that the disputed domain name previously 
resolved to a website of a purported official/authorized Lenovo service store in Iran (Islamic Republic of). 
 
According to the information available in the case file, the Respondent is alireza Yazdaniyan, located in the 
United Arab Emirates. 
 
 
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 states that it owns rights in the LENOVO trademark, which it uses in connection 
with a range of technology products and services including personal computers, tablets, smartphones, 
workstations, servers, electronic storage devices, and software, as well as other technology-related products 
and services.  The Complainant further submits that its products and services under the LENOVO mark are 
promoted through numerous websites, including its official website located at “www.lenovo.com”. 
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The Complainant asserts that it has used the LENOVO mark for many years in connection with its products 
and services worldwide.  According to the Complainant, the disputed domain name <lenovo.ws> was 
registered long after the Complainant had established rights in the LENOVO mark and after the registration 
of its domain name <lenovo.com>. 
 
With respect to the first element of the Policy, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is 
identical or confusingly similar to its LENOVO trademark, as it consists entirely of the LENOVO mark 
together with the country-code Top-Level Domain (“ccTLD”) “.ws”. 
 
Regarding the second element of the Policy, the Complainant asserts that the Respondent has no rights or 
legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.  The Complainant states that the Respondent is not 
affiliated with the Complainant and has not been authorized to use the LENOVO mark or to register any 
domain name incorporating that mark.  The Complainant further submits that the Respondent has not made 
any legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name. 
 
The Complainant also alleges that the Respondent has used the disputed domain name to operate a website 
that falsely presents itself as an authorized Lenovo website.  According to the Complainant, the website 
displays a purported “Lenovo Authorized Intelligent Device Partner” certificate which the Complainant claims 
is forged. 
 
Finally, the Complainant submits that the disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad 
faith.  In particular, the Complainant argues that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name with 
knowledge of the Complainant’s LENOVO trademark and has used the disputed domain name to host a 
website that falsely claims an affiliation with the Complainant. 
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent submitted email communications to the Center on February 5, 2026, and February 21, 
2026. 
 
In an initial communication, the Respondent requested that the administrative proceeding be suspended for 
a period of 30 days in order to allow the Parties to explore a possible settlement.   
 
In a subsequent communication, the Respondent stated that while it did not accept that the disputed domain 
name had been registered in bad faith, it wished to avoid the burden and expense associated with continuing 
the administrative proceeding.  Accordingly, the Respondent indicated that it accepted the remedy 
requested by the Complainant, namely the transfer of the disputed domain name, without conditions. 
 
The Respondent further requested that the Panel order the transfer of the disputed domain name without 
conducting a detailed review of the case.   
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
As a preliminary matter, the Panel must determine whether, in light of the Respondent’s express consent to 
the transfer of the disputed domain name, it is necessary to undertake a substantive analysis of the elements 
under the Policy. 
 
Under UDRP panel decisions, where a respondent clearly and unconditionally consents to the transfer of the 
disputed domain name, panels have adopted different approaches.  As noted in Bharat Sanchar Nigam 
Limited (BSNL) v. Domain Hostmaster, WIPO Case No. D2007-1800, panels faced with a “unilateral consent 
to transfer” have generally taken three different approaches: 
 
i. some panels have granted the requested relief solely on the basis of the respondent’s consent without 
undertaking a substantive analysis of the elements under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy;   

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2007-1800
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ii. panels have treated the consent to transfer as an effective concession that the three elements of the 
Policy are satisfied and ordered transfer on that basis;  and  
 
iii. still other panels have proceeded to analyze whether the evidence on record satisfies the three 
elements of the Policy notwithstanding the respondent’s consent. 
 
On the other hand, as noted in WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO 
Overview 3.1”), section 4.10, panels may in certain circumstances consider it appropriate to proceed with a 
substantive analysis notwithstanding the respondent’s consent to transfer.  Such circumstances may 
include, inter alia:   
 
i. where the panel considers that there is a broader interest in recording a substantive decision, 
particularly in relation to a pattern of bad faith conduct under paragraph 4(b)(ii) of the Policy;   
ii. where the respondent accepts the requested remedy but expressly denies bad faith;   
iii. where the complainant indicates a preference for a reasoned decision on the merits;   
iv. where there is ambiguity regarding the scope of the respondent’s consent;  or  
v. where the panel wishes to confirm that the complainant holds relevant trademark rights. 
 
Having considered the circumstances of the present case, the Panel finds that it is appropriate to proceed 
with a substantive assessment under the Policy rather than ordering the transfer solely based on the 
Respondent’s consent. 
 
In particular, although the Respondent has indicated that it accepts the transfer of the disputed domain 
name, the Respondent has simultaneously denied that the disputed domain name was registered or used in 
bad faith.  At the same time, the record indicates that the website associated with the disputed domain 
name presented itself as an authorized Lenovo partner website.   
 
In these circumstances, the Panel considers that there is a legitimate interest in determining whether the 
disputed domain name was registered and used in bad faith and in recording such findings in the present 
decision.  Such an assessment may serve both the Complainant’s interest in obtaining a reasoned 
determination regarding the alleged bad faith conduct and the broader interest of the UDRP system. 
 
For these reasons, the Panel proceeds to consider the elements under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy below. 
 
In this regard, in accordance with paragraph 4(a) of the Policy, the Complainant must prove that  
 
i. the disputed 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 disputed domain name;  and  
iii. the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
 
The entirety of the Complainant’s LENOVO mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name, and the 
disputed domain name contains no additional elements.  As regards the ccTLD, it is typically disregarded 
under the confusing similarity test.  Accordingly, the disputed domain name is identical to the mark for the 
purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7. 
 

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/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The Panel finds the first element of the Policy has been established. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
The onus is on the Complainant to make out at least a prima facie case that the Respondent has no rights or 
legitimate interests in the disputed domain name, and it is then for the Respondent to rebut this case.  See 
section 2.1 of the WIPO Overview 3.1. 
 
The Panel accepts the Complainant’s submissions that the Respondent does not appear to be commonly 
known by the disputed domain name and has no trademark rights in the term “Lenovo”.  The Panel further 
notes that the Respondent has no affiliation with the Complainant and has not been authorized by the 
Complainant to register or use a domain name incorporating the Complainant’s LENOVO trademark. 
 
The evidence on the record, as confirmed by the Panel’s own review of archived versions of the website 
available on “www.web.archive.org”, also indicates that the disputed domain name was used in connection 
with a website that purported to present itself as being authorized by Lenovo.1  
 
Moreover, according to the Complainant, the website displayed what was represented as a “Lenovo 
Authorized Intelligent Devices Partner” certificate.  According to the Complainant, this certificate was forged.  
The Panel notes that the Complainant has provided a capture of the website content translated into English 
showing that the website falsely claimed to be an authorized Lenovo reseller/partner.  The Respondent has 
not denied these and has not provided any evidence to the contrary. 
 
In these circumstances, the Panel finds that such use cannot constitute a bona fide offering of goods or 
services nor a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name.  Accordingly, the Panel 
finds that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name within 
the meaning of paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy. 
 
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 Panel accepts the trademark LENOVO is a well-known trademark.  The 
incorporation of a well-known trademark into a domain name by a registrant having no plausible explanation 
for doing so may be, in and of itself, an indication of bad faith (Veuve Clicquot Ponsardin, Maison Fondée en 
1772 v. The Polygenix Group Co., WIPO Case No. D2000-0163;  General Electric Company v. CPIC NET 
and Hussain Syed, WIPO Case No. D2001-0087;  and Microsoft Corporation v. Montrose Corporation, 
WIPO Case No. D2000-1568). 
 
The Panel further notes that although the disputed domain name does not currently resolve to an active 
website, the Panel’s review of archived versions of the website available through “www.web.archive.org” 
indicates that the disputed domain name was previously used in connection with a website that presented 
itself as being authorized by Lenovo.  In particular, the website contained representations suggesting that 
the Respondent was an authorized Lenovo partner.  According to the Complainant, these representations 
were false.  The Respondent has not denied these assertions and has provided no evidence to demonstrate 
that it was authorized by the Complainant to make such representations. 
 

 
1 Noting in particular the general powers of a panel articulated inter alia in paragraphs 10 and 12 of the Rules, it has been accepted that 
a panel may undertake limited factual research into matters of public record if it would consider such information useful to assessing the 
case merits and reaching a decision.  WIPO Overview 3.0, section 4.8. 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2000-0163
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2001-0087
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2000-1568
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
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In these circumstances, the Panel finds that the Respondent registered and uses the disputed domain name 
in bad faith.  By using a domain name incorporating the Complainant’s well-known trademark and 
presenting itself as being authorized by the Complainant, the Respondent sought to create a likelihood of 
confusion as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of the website, which constitutes 
evidence of bad faith under paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy. 
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has 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 <lenovo.ws> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Emre Kerim Yardimci/ 
Emre Kerim Yardimci 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  March 13, 2026 
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