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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
INTERPARFUMS v. FW fleischmam
Case No. D2026-4024

1. The Parties
The Complainant is INTERPARFUMS, France, internally represented.

The Respondent is FW fleischmam, Namibia.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <interparfumsinc.com> is registered with CloudFlare, Inc. (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on September 8,
2026. On September 8, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar
verification in connection with the disputed domain name. On September 9, 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 (DATA REDACTED) and contact information in
the Complaint. The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on September 10, 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 September 10,
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 September 16, 2026. In accordance with the Rules,
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was October 6, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any
response. Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on October 9, 2026.
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The Center appointed Willem J. H. Leppink as the sole panelist in this matter on October 14, 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 following facts are undisputed.

The Complainant is part of the group under the umbrella of Interparfums, Inc. The group was founded by
Philippe Benacin and Jean Madar in 1982. The group creates, manufactures and distributes prestige
fragrances and cosmetics under exclusive worldwide licensing agreements. These include products under
the following brands: Boucheron, Coach, Goutal, Jimmy Choo, Karl Lagerfeld, Kate Spade, Lacoste, Lanvin,
Longchamp, Moncler, Montblanc, Off-White, Rochas, Van Cleef & Arpels, Abercrombie & Fitch, Anna Sui,
Donna Karan/DKNY, Emanuel Ungaro, Ferragamo, Graff, GUESS, Hollister, MCM, Oscar de la Renta, and
Roberto Cavalli.

The Complainant has trademark rights in relation to the word marks INTERPARFUMS or INTER PARFUMS
in various jurisdictions worldwide, including the International Registration for the word mark INTER
PARFUMS, with registration number 763213 and a registration date of March 16, 2001, registered for goods
in classes 3, 18, 24; and the International Registration for the figurative mark INTERPARFUMS, with
registration number 1903629 and a registration date of December 19, 2025, registered for services in class
35.

The Complainant is the owner of a domain names portfolio and its parent company uses the domain name
<interparfumsinc.com>. The Complainant’s staff use email addresses ending in “@interparfumsinc.com”.

The disputed domain name was registered on August 14, 2026 and resolves to a page mentioning
“Something amazing will be constructed here...”.

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 the following:

The disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the trademarks INTERPARFUMS and INTER
PARFUMS, and almost identical to the corporate name of the Complainant’s parent company, Interparfums,
Inc. The addition of the term “Inc” is not sufficient to avoid the likelihood of confusion between the
Complainant’s prior rights and the disputed domain name. The term “Inc” appears to be a deliberate
misspelling of “inc”, the common abbreviation for “Incorporated”. Given the visual similarity between a
lowercase “I” (L) and an uppercase “I” (i), Internet users are likely to perceive “Inc” as “inc”. As such, the
additional element is non-distinctive and does not dispel the likelihood of confusion.

The Respondent does not have any rights or legitimate interests in relation to the disputed domain name.
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The disputed domain name was clearly registered and is being used in bad faith, also given the notoriety of
the Complainant and its parent company as listed companies, which makes them noticeable to public eye.

The disputed domain name was purposely registered to confuse the Complainant’s clients or prospects, who
may believe they could be doing business with the Complainant. The Respondent is creating an impression
of association with the Complainant which could deceive the Complainant’s clients.

B. Respondent

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

6. Discussion and Findings
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.

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 “Inc”, 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.

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.


https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index
https://www.wipo.int/en/web/amc/domain-name-disputes/overview/index

page 4

Noting the composition of the disputed domain name, and the fact that the Complainant’s staff use email
addresses ending in “@interparfumsinc.com”, the Panel considers that there is a risk of the disputed domain
name giving an impression of being associated with the Complainant’s official staff email address. Such
composition cannot give rise to rights or legitimate interests for the Respondent.

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.

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

In this particular situation, it is very likely, also given the reputation of the Complainant, that the Respondent
attempted to impersonate the Complainant by registering a domain name which takes advantage of a
deliberate misspelling of “inc”, the common abbreviation for “Incorporated”. The Panel agrees with the
Complainant that given the visual similarity between a lowercase “I” (L) and an uppercase “I” (i), Internet
users will perceive “Inc” as “inc”.

Apart from the possibility that the disputed domain name may be or may have been used for sending
fraudulent emails, the disputed domain name does not resolve to an active website. Nonetheless, panels
have found that the non-use of a domain name (if that would be the case) would not by itself prevent a
finding of bad faith under the doctrine of passive holding. To the contrary, in looking at the totality of
circumstances in each case, panels have found that the registration and non-use of a domain name can still
constitute bad faith for purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.3.

Having reviewed the available record, as outlined above, the Panel finds that in the circumstances of this
case the passive holding of the disputed domain name does not prevent a finding of bad faith under the
Policy and finds that the Respondent’s registration and use of the disputed domain name constitutes bad
faith under 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 <interparfumsinc.com> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Willem J. H. Leppink/
Willem J. H. Leppink
Sole Panelist

Date: October 23, 2026
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