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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC SE, France, represented by Nameshield, France. 
 
The Respondent is OOO “KOSMOPOLIS”, Russian Federation. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <schneiderrus.com> is registered with Beget LLC (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed in English with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on May 12, 
2026.  On May 13, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification 
in connection with the disputed domain name.  On May 14, 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 (REDACTED FOR PRIVACY) and contact information in the 
Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on May 19, 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 May 20, 2026.   
 
On May 19, 2026, the Center informed the parties in Russian and English, that the language of the 
registration agreement for the disputed domain name is Russian.  On May 20, 2026, the Complainant 
confirmed its request that English be the language of the proceeding.  The Respondent did not submit any 
comment on the Complainant’s submission. 
 
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”). 
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In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2 and 4, the Center formally notified in Russian and English the 
Respondent of the Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on May 20, 2026.  In accordance with the 
Rules, paragraph 5, the due date for Response was June 9, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any 
response.  Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on June 10, 2026. 
 
The Center appointed Alissia Shchichka as the sole panelist in this matter on June 12, 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 industrial company founded in 1871.  The Complainant operates worldwide and 
offers products and solutions in the field of power management and automation.  According to the 
Complainant, it is listed on the Euronext Paris stock exchange and is a constituent of the CAC 40 stock 
market index.  The Complainant further states that it generated revenues of EUR 40 billion in 2025. 
 
The Complainant has evidenced to be the registered owner of numerous trademark registrations for 
SCHNEIDER and SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC, including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
- International Trademark Registration No. 461453 for the figurative mark SCHNEIDER, registered on 
May 13, 1981 in classes 9 and 20. 
- International Trademark Registration No. 843403 for the semi-figurative mark SCHNEIDER, 
registered on July 22, 2004 in classes 7, 9, 10 and 11;  and 
- International Trademark Registration No. 715395 for the word mark SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC, 
registered on March 15, 1999, in classes 6, 9, 11, 36, 37, 39 and 42. 
 
The Complainant is also the owner of numerous domain names incorporating its trademarks, including 
<schneiderelectric.com>, which was registered on April 4, 1996 and is used in connection with the 
Complainant’s activities.   
 
The disputed domain name was registered on May 15, 2025.  According to the evidence submitted by the 
Complainant, the disputed domain name resolves to a website displaying the Complainant’s trademark and 
purporting to offer the Complainant’s products and solutions in the Russian Federation. 
 
The Respondent, according to the disclosed WhoIs information for the disputed domain name, is located in 
Russian Federation. 
 
 
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, according to the Complainant, the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s 
SCHNEIDER trademark, as it incorporates the entire trademark.  The additional descriptive element ‘rus’ , an 
abbreviation for ‘Russia’ or the ‘Russian Federation’ does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity.  The 
Complainant also asserts that the generic Top-Level Domain (“gTLD”) “.com” should be disregarded under 
the first element as it is a standard registration requirement. 
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The Complainant further submits that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed 
domain name because:  (i) the Respondent is not affiliated with the Complainant and has never been 
authorized or licensed or otherwise authorized the Respondent to register the disputed domain name;  (ii) the 
Respondent is not commonly known by the disputed domain name;  and (iii) the Respondent has not used, 
the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services.  Instead, the disputed 
domain name resolves to a website displaying the Complainant’s trademark and thereby suggesting an 
affiliation with or authorization from the Complainant. 
 
Finally, the Complainant argues that the Respondent registered and is using the disputed domain name in 
bad faith.  In particular the Complainant submits that:  (i) given the reputation of the Complainant and its 
trademarks, the Respondent must have been aware of the Complainant’s rights at the time of registration;  
and (ii) by using the disputed domain name in connection with a website reproducing the Complainant’s 
trademark and creating a likelihood of confusion as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of 
the website, the Respondent intentionally attempted to attract Internet users for commercial gain by creating 
a likelihood of confusion as to source, affiliation, or endorsement with the Complainant.  The Complainant 
further notes that the website may collect personal information from Internet users. 
 
The Complainant requests that the disputed domain name be transferred to the Complainant.   
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent did not reply to the Complainant’s contentions. 
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
6.1. Language of the Proceeding  
 
The language of the Registration Agreement for the disputed domain name is Russian.  Pursuant to the 
Rules, paragraph 11(a), in the absence of an agreement between the parties, or unless specified otherwise 
in the registration agreement, the language of the administrative proceeding shall be the language of the 
registration agreement. 
 
The Complaint was filed in English.  The Complainant requests that English be the language of the 
proceeding.   
 
In support of this request, the Complainant submits that English is one of the most widely used languages in 
international relations.  The Complainant further argues that requiring it to translate the Complaint and 
supporting evidence into Russian would result in significant additional costs and delay. 
 
The Center transmitted all case communications to the Respondent in both English and Russian, and invited 
the Respondent to comment on the language of the proceedings.  The Respondent, however, did not submit 
any comments or Response.  Had the Respondent filed a Response in Russian, the Panel would have 
considered it;  however, no Response was received. 
 
In exercising its discretion to use a language other than that of the registration agreement, the Panel has to 
exercise such discretion judicially in the spirit of fairness and justice to both parties, taking into account all 
relevant circumstances of the case, including matters such as the parties’ ability to understand and use the 
proposed language, time and costs (WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions, 
(“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 4.5.1). 
 
Having considered all relevant circumstances, the absence of any objection, and the need to avoid undue 
delay or expenses by translating all materials for the Complainant, the Panel finds it appropriate to exercise 
its discretion under paragraph 11(a) of the Rules.  The Panel concludes that conducting the proceedings in 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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English is fair, reasonable, and efficient and that the Respondent will not be disadvantaged by this decision.  
Accordingly, the Panel determines that the language of the proceedings shall be English. 
 
6.2. Substantive Issues 
 
Under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy, the Complainant carries the burden of proving: 
 
(i) that the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in 
which the Complainant has rights;  and 
 
(ii) that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name;  and 
 
(iii) that the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 
 
The Respondent’s default in the case at hand does not automatically result in a decision in favor of the 
Complainant, however, paragraph 5(f) of the Rules provides that if the Respondent does not submit a 
response, in the absence of exceptional circumstances, the Panel shall decide the dispute based upon the 
Complaint. 
 
Further, according to paragraph 14(b) of the Rules, the Panel may draw such inferences from the 
Respondent’s failure to submit a response as it considers appropriate. 
 
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 mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name.  Accordingly, the disputed domain 
name is confusingly similar to the mark for the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7. 
 
Although the addition of other terms here, the geographical abbreviation ‘rus’ (for ‘Russia’ or the ‘Russian 
Federation’) may bear on assessment of the second and third elements, the Panel finds the addition of such 
term does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity between the disputed domain name and the mark for 
the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.   
 
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 UDRP 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 2.1. 

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/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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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 has confirmed that the Respondent is neither affiliated with the Complainant, nor otherwise 
authorized or licensed to use the SCHNEIDER trademarks or to seek registration of any domain name 
incorporating the trademarks.  The Respondent is also not known to be associated with the SCHNEIDER 
trademarks, and there is no evidence showing that the Respondent has been commonly known by the 
disputed domain name.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.3.  On the contrary, the Respondent is identified in 
the Registrar’s WhoIs database as OOO “KOSMOPOLIS”, a name which does not resemble the disputed 
domain name. 
 
The Panel further notes that there appear to be discrepancies regarding the identity under which the 
Respondent operates.  While the Registrar’s WhoIs database identifies the Respondent as OOO 
“KOSMOPOLIS”, the website to which the disputed domain name redirects refers not only to OOO 
“KOSMOPOLIS”, but also to “Elkompo” (Elektronika i Komponenti).  Neither of these names corresponds to 
the disputed domain name or appears to indicate that the Respondent has been commonly known by the 
disputed domain name.  Rather, these circumstances reinforce the Panel’s finding that the Respondent lacks 
rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name. 
 
The disputed domain name redirects to a Russian-language website prominently displaying the 
Complainant’s SCHNEIDER and SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC trademark.  The website describes itself as a 
supplier of SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC equipment in the Russian Federation and contains statements (in 
Russian, here translated into English) such as:  “Suppliers of SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC equipment in the 
Russian Federation”;  “Extended warranty of one year instead of the standard 6 months.  The equipment is 
supplied with a full set of documents”;  and “Schneider Electric is a recognized world leader in innovative 
technologies, and we offer a wide range of its high-quality products for industry, energy, transport, healthcare 
and infrastructure solutions. Over 10 years, we have developed a secure delivery scheme, having 
independently overcome all risks”. 
 
The Panel has considered whether the Respondent could be regarded as a reseller or distributor having 
rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name under the criteria set out in Oki Data Americas, 
Inc. v. ASD, Inc., WIPO Case No. D2001-0903.  These criteria require that: 
 
(i) the respondent must actually offer the goods or services at issue; 
(ii) the respondent must use the website to sell only the trademarked goods or services; 
(iii) the website must accurately and prominently disclose the respondent’s relationship with the trademark 
holder;  and 
(iv) the respondent must not try to “corner the market” in domain names that reflect the trademark. 
 
In the present case, the Respondent fails to satisfy these requirements.  First, the Complainant maintains 
that the Respondent is not an authorized distributor of SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC products in the Russian 
Federation.  The Respondent has provided no evidence to the contrary. 
 
Second, the Respondent’s use of the Complainant’s trademark, combined with the overall presentation and 
content of the website, creates a misleading impression of affiliation or endorsement by the Complainant.  In 
particular, the website presents itself as a supplier of SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC equipment in Russian 
Federation, refers to a wide range of SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC products, delivery throughout, extended 
warranties, and more than ten years of experience.  The Panel finds that these statements are likely to lead 
Internet users to believe that the Respondent is an authorized supplier or commercial partner of the 
Complainant. 
 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2001-0903


page 6 
 

The website also fails to accurately and prominently disclose the Respondent’s lack of relationship with the 
Complainant, as required under the Oki Data test.  Instead, the overall presentation of the website suggests 
an affiliation with the Complainant.  Considering this, the Panel finds that the Respondent does not comply 
with the requirements of the Oki Data test.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.8.1. 
 
Finally, the Panel finds that the Respondent’s website was deliberately designed to create confusion as to its 
association with the Complainant and its trademarks, in order to divert Internet traffic and exploit the 
Complainant’s reputation for commercial gain.  Such conduct can never be regarded as a bona fide offering 
of goods or services under the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.13.1. 
 
Accordingly, the Complainant has provided evidence supporting its prima facie claim that the Respondent 
lacks any rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.  The Respondent has not provided 
relevant evidence demonstrating rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name such as those 
enumerated in the Policy or otherwise. 
 
Therefore, the Panel concludes that the Respondent does not have any rights or legitimate interests in the 
disputed domain name, and the Complainant has met its burden under 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 observes that the Complainant’s SCHNEIDER and SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC 
trademarks predate the Respondent’s registration of the disputed domain name.   
 
The Respondent has deliberately included the Complainant’s SCHNEIDER trademark in its entirety within 
the disputed domain name, together with the geographical abbreviation “rus”, commonly understood as 
referring to the Russian Federation.  The additional term reinforces the impression that the disputed domain 
name is connected with the Complainant’s activities in the Russian Federation. 
 
The website to which the disputed domain name redirects prominently displays the Complainant’s 
SCHNEIDER ELECTRIC trademark and logo and presents the Respondent as a supplier of SCHNEIDER 
ELECTRIC equipment in the Russian Federation.  These elements demonstrate that the Respondent was 
aware of the Complainant’s rights and business at the time of registering the disputed domain name.  
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.2. 
 
The Respondent’s use of the Complainant’s trademark and logo, combined with representations regarding 
the scale, reliability, and experience of its operations, confirms that the disputed domain name was 
deliberately chosen to create an impression of affiliation with the Complainant.  In the Panel’s view, the 
Respondent has intentionally sought to attract Internet users to its website, for commercial gain, by creating 
a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s trademark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or 
endorsement of the website or the products offered thereon.  Pursuant to paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy, 
such conduct constitutes evidence of registration and use of the disputed domain name in bad faith.  
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4. 
. 
Accordingly, the Panel finds that, in the circumstances of this case, the Respondent’s registration and use of 
the disputed domain name constitute bad faith within the meaning of paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy.   
 
The Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element of the Policy. 
 
 

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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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 <schneiderrus.com> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Alissia Shchichka/ 
Alissia Shchichka 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  June 18, 2026 
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