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The	Panel	is	not	aware	of	any	other	legal	proceedings	relating	to	the	disputed	domain	name.

	

The	Complainant	is	a	private	company	incorporated	in	Ireland	on	21st	April	2022	under	the	Companies	Act	2014.	The	Respondent	is	an	individual	with	an
address	in	Nice,	France.	He	registered	the	disputed	domain	name	on	16th	June	2025,	through	the	Registrar	Spaceship,	Inc.

The	disputed	domain	name	was	used	until	at	least	15th	March	2025	for	a	website	promoting	the	Complainant's	business	of	shared	remote	workspaces	and
associated	services	(including	ecological	travel	solutions).	The	disputed	domain	name	currently	points	to	a	website	(after	a	warning	about	dangerous	content)
which	contains	the	wording	"This	is	NOT	a	dating	site!	Casual	meetings	and	single	girls	are	waiting	for	you".			

	

The	Complaint	is	quite	short.	Its	substance	is	as	follows:

"We				are				submitting				this				dispute				regarding				the				domain				hubur.eu,				which				we				lost				following				a				disagreement
	with				our				former				domain				service				provider.
	On				May				10th,				we				discovered				that				our				website				was				offline				and				began				reviewing				our				domain				configuration.
	We				realized				that				the				domain				had				expired				and				promptly				contacted				our				service				provider.
	After				several				exchanges,				the				provider				informed				us				that				they				had				"refused				the				renewal"				during				the				grace
	period,				and				were				therefore				unable				to				recover				the				domain.				They				advised				us				to				wait				until				the				domain				was
	publicly				released				in				order				to				attempt				a				re-registration.
	According				to				our				records,				the				domain				was				released				on				June				18th,				but				was				immediately				acquired				by
	another				party,				seemingly				with				malicious				or				spoofing				intentions.
	Unfortunately,				the				WHOIS				data				is				not				publicly				available,				and				we				are				unable				to				identify				or				contact				the
	current				registrant.
	In				the				meantime,				we				were				forced				to				rebuild				our				infrastructure				and				temporarily				migrate				our				website				to
	hubur.com.				However,				the				former				domain				had				been				in				use				for				several				months				and				was				indexed				by
	Google.				As				we				no				longer				control				hubur.eu,				all				traffic				to				this				domain				is				now				redirected				to				an				adult				website,
	severely				damaging				our				brand				image				and				causing				a				significant				loss				of				web				traffic.
	This				situation				has				negatively				impacted				our				reputation				and				interfered				with				ongoing				investment
	discussions.				For				example,				when				one				searches				for				“Hubur”				on				Google,				the				top				result				appears				legitimate,
	but				then				redirects				users				to				inappropriate				content.
	Given				these				circumstances,				the				lack				of				professionalism				from				our				former				provider,				and				our				inability				to
	regain				control				of				the				domain,				we				are				seeking				legal				recourse				to				recover				the				domain				and				return				to				normal
	business				operations				as				soon				as				possible.
	We				have				attached				several				documents				supporting				the				points				mentioned				above"

The	supporting	documents	referred	to	in	the	Complaint	include	two	MP4	files.	One	of	those	is	of	accessing	the	website	to	which	the	disputed	domain	name
currently	resolves	(the	"adult	website"	referred	to	in	the	Complaint).	The	other	is	a	capture	of	the	Complainant's	previous	website	as	at	15th	March	2025
accessed	through	webarchive.org	(The	Wayback	Machine).	

INSERT	INFORMATION	ABOUT	OTHER	LEGAL	PROCEEDINGS	THE	PANEL	IS	AWARE	OF	WHICH	ARE	PENDING	OR	DECIDED	AND	WHICH	RELATE	TO	THE	DISPUTED	DOMAIN	NAME

FACTUAL	BACKGROUND

A.	COMPLAINANT

https://eu.adr.eu/


The	documents	also	include	certificates	of	incorporation	for	the	Complainant	and	another	company	Wallaby	Limited	in	Ireland	on	21	April	2025.	In	listing	and
describing	the	annexed	documents	the	Complainant	explains	that	Wallaby	Limited	is	"the	company	exploiting	Hubur	in	europe".		The	documents	also	include	a
summary	of	a	trade	mark	application	4869644	in	France	for	a	figurative	mark	UR	HubUR	in	classes	9,	35,	36,	37,	38,	39,	41,	42	and	42	dated	16	May	2022	in
the	name	of	a	M.	Philippe	Cussonnier.	In	the	description	of	the	annexes,	the	words	"EU	extension	ongoing"	are	added.

The	two	final	documents	annexed	are:	Firstly,	confirmation	of	the	registration	of	the	disputed	domain	name	on	9th	May	2023	in	the	name	of	Wallaby	Limited
(with	other	'hubur'	domains	with	European	country	level		extensions	including	.fr.	.de	and	.uk),	as	well	as	some	'hubur'	domain	names	with	other	European
country	level	extensions	in	the	name	of	M.	Cussonnier	from	the	same	time.		Secondly,	a	form	of	authority	from	M.	Cussonnier	to	bring	these	proceedings
addressed	to	the	Pocom	Digital	Agency	which	has	filed	this	Complaint	on	behalf	of	the	Complainant.	In	that	form	of	authority	M.	Cussonnier	describes	himself
as	the	"manager	and	founder	of	the	companies	HubEUK	Ltd	and	Wallaby	Ltd....whose	activities	include,	among	other	things,	owning	and
operating	the	'UR	HubUR'	brand".				

	

There	has	been	no	response	filed	to	these	proceedings.

	

1.	Applicable	provisions

This	Complaint	is	brought	under	Regulation	(EU)	2019/517	(“Regulation	517”)	and	the	ADR	Rules.	Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	provides	that	a	domain	name
may	be	revoked,	and	where	necessary	subsequently	transferred	to	another	party,	following	an	appropriate	ADR	or	judicial	procedure,	where	that	name	is
identical	or	confusingly	similar	to	a	name	in	respect	of	which	a	right	is	established	by	European	Union	or	national	law,	and	where	it	has	been	registered	by	its
holder	without	rights	or	legitimate	interest	in	the	name;	or	has	been	registered	or	is	being	used	in	bad	faith.

Article	11	of	Regulation	517	requires	that	the	contract	concluded	between	the	Commission	and	the	designated	Registry	will	include,	inter	alia,	an	ADR	policy.
The	ADR	Rules	contain	that	policy,	and	the	requisite	elements	of	Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	are	echoed	in	paragraph	B11(d)(1)	of	the	ADR	Rules.

Paragraph	B11(d)(1)	of	the	ADR	Rules	is	supplemented	by	paragraphs	B11(e)	and	B11(f).	Paragraph	B11(e)	sets	out	non-exhaustive	examples	of
circumstances	which,	if	found	by	the	Panel	to	be	proved	based	on	its	evaluation	of	all	evidence	presented,	shall	demonstrate	the	Respondent’s	rights	to	or
legitimate	interests	in	the	domain	name.	Paragraph	B11(f)	sets	out	non-exhaustive	examples	of	circumstances	which,	if	found	by	the	Panel	to	be	present,	may
be	evidence	of	the	registration	or	use	of	a	domain	name	in	bad	faith.

Under	paragraph	B11(a)	of	the	ADR	Rules,	the	Panel	is	required	to	decide	the	Complaint	on	the	basis	of	the	statements	and	documents	submitted	and	in
accordance	with	the	Procedural	Rules	(the	definition	of	which	includes	the	ADR	Rules,	see	the	definitions	section	contained	in	paragraph	A1	of	the	ADR
Rules).

The	Respondent	has	not	filed	a	Response	to	the	Complaint.	In	such	an	eventuality,	the	effect	of	the	provisions	of	Paragraph	B10	of	the	ADR	Rules	is	that	the
failure	may	be	considered	by	the	Panel	as	grounds	to	accept	the	claims	of	the	Complainant.	However,	this	does	not	mean	a	Complaint	will	automatically	be
upheld	whenever	a	Respondent	fails	to	respond;	the	Complainant	is	still	required	to	demonstrate	that	the	provisions	of	Paragraph	B11(d)(1)	of	the	ADR	Rules
are	satisfied.	Consequently,	the	Panel	will	turn	to	each	of	the	three	parts	of	paragraph	B11(d)(1)	of	the	ADR	Rules	in	turn.	The	brief	Complaint	does	not
expressly	address	any	of	the	three	parts	of	paragraph	B11(d)(1)	of	the	ADR	Rules.	However,	the	Complainant	is	not	legally	represented	and	appears	to	be	a
small	entity.	The	circumstances	are	also	reasonably	clear	from	the	Complaint,	despite	its	brevity.

2.	Rights	-	identical	or	confusingly	similar

Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	and	paragraph	B11(d)(1)(i)	of	the	ADR	Rules	require	that	the	disputed	domain	name	be	identical	or	confusingly	similar	to	a	name
in	respect	of	which	a	right	is	recognised	or	established	by	the	national	law	of	a	Member	State	and/or	European	Union	law.	The	Panel	notes	that	the	documents
accompanying	the	Complaint	include	a	summary	of	a	trade	mark	application	in	France	in	the	name	of	M.	Cussonnier.	This	is	a	figurative	mark	containing	two
parts,	UR	and	HubUR,	both	in	stylised	form	with	a	blue	lightning	flash	between	the	U	and	R	of	the	UR	in	both	parts.	Although	only	a	summary	of	the	trade	mark
application	has	been	provided,	the	Expert	notes	from	a	search	of	the	Trade	Marks	Registry	in	France	(INPI)	that	the	trade	mark	was	registered	on	23rd
December	2022:	UR	HubUR	(Marques)	-	Data	INPI

In	the	letter	of	authority	addressed	to	the	agency	filing	the	Complaint	M.	Cussonnier	says	that	he	is	the	manager	and	founder	of	the	Complainant.	The	Panel	is
prepared	to	accept	in	this	uncontested	case	that	this	implies	a	licence	from	M.	Cussonnier	to	the	Complainant	to	use	any	rights	M.	Cussonnier	has	in	the	mark
UR	HubUR.	The	Complainant	has	provided	very	little	evidence	of	the	nature	and	extent	of	the	Complainant's	business	(the	only	evidence	there	is	of	active	use
of	the	brand	name	HUBUR	is	in	the	capture	of	the	website	on	Wayback	Machine	from	15th	March	2025).	However,	the	registered	trade	mark	in	France	is
sufficient	to	meet	the	requirements	of	Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	and	paragraph	B11(d)(1)(i)	of	the	ADR	Rules,	providing	the	disputed	domain	name	is
confusingly	similar	to	the	trade	mark,	and	providing	the	Complainant	has	rights	in	that	trade	mark.

M.	Cussonnier's	apparent	(and	undisputed)	control	of	the	Complainant	and	its	sister	company	Wallaby	Limited	suggests	that	it	is	not	necessary	to	draw	too	fine
a	distinction	in	this	case	as	to	precisely	which	entity	has	the	relevant	rights.	As	the	previous	owner	of	the	disputed	domain	name,	the	Complainant	appears	to
the	Panel	to	be	the	correct	party	to	bring	this	Complaint,	in	accordance	with	the	letter	of	authority	from	M.	Cussonnier.	The	disputed	domain	name	is	not
identical	to	the	name	or	mark	UR	HubUR,	however	the	Panel	is	prepared	to	accept	in	an	undisputed	case	that	there	is	sufficient	similarity	between	the	disputed
domain	name	and	a	substantial	part	of	the	mark	for	it	to	be	confusing.	The	suffix	of	the	disputed	domain	name	“.eu”	is	typically	not	taken	into	account	in	the
comparison	exercise	between	the	domain	name	concerned	and	the	name	in	which	a	right	is	recognised	or	established.

Therefore,	the	Panel	finds	that	the	disputed	domain	name	is	confusingly	similar	to	the	registered	trademark	UR	HubUR	in	which	the	Complainant	has	rights,
and	that	the	first	element	set	out	in	Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	and	that	set	out	in	paragraph	B11(d)(1)(i)	of	the	ADR	Rules	is	satisfied.

3.	Respondent's	Rights	or	Legitimate	Interest

Paragraph	B11	(e)	of	the	ADR	Rules	lists	examples	of	circumstances,	without	limitation,	by	which	a	respondent	may	demonstrate	rights	or	legitimate	interests
in	a	disputed	domain	name,	namely	that:

B.	RESPONDENT

DISCUSSION	AND	FINDINGS

DISCUSSION	AND	FINDINGS

https://data.inpi.fr/marques/FR4869644?q=#FR4869644


(i)	before	any	notice	of	the	dispute,	the	respondent	can	show	use	of	the	domain	name	or	a	name	corresponding	to	the	domain	name	in	connection	with	the
offering	of	goods	or	services	or	has	made	demonstrable	preparation	to	do	so;	or

(ii)	the	respondent	can	show	that	it	has	been	commonly	known	by	the	domain	name,	even	if	no	trade	mark	or	service	mark	rights	have	been	acquired;	or

(iii)	the	respondent	is	making	a	legitimate	and	noncommercial	or	fair	use	of	the	domain	name,	without	intent	to	mislead	consumers	or	harm	the	reputation	of	a
name	in	which	a	right	is	recognized	or	established	by	national	law	and/or	Community	law.

There	is	no	information	before	the	Panel	which	would	suggest	that	the	Respondent	has	any	basis	for	asserting	a	right	or	legitimate	interest	in	the	disputed
domain	name.	As	outlined	earlier,	the	disputed	domain	name	simply	redirects	to	a	third	party	website	which	contains	'adult'	material.	The	Respondent	is	not
therefore	using	the	disputed	domain	name	or	a	name	corresponding	to	it,	for	an	offering	of	goods	and	services.	There	is	no	evidence	that	the	Respondent	is
known	by	the	disputed	domain	name,	nor	is	he	making	a	legitimate	and	non-commercial	or	fair	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name.

The	Complainant	has	made	out	a	prima	facie	case	which	shifts	the	burden	of	proof	to	the	Respondent;	see	section	IV,	5	of	the	CAC	.EU	Overview	2.0.	As	there
is	no	response	from	the	Respondent,	he	has	failed	to	satisfy	that	burden.	Therefore,	the	Panel	finds	that	the	Respondent	has	no	rights	or	legitimate	interest	in
respect	of	the	disputed	domain	name.

4.	Registration	or	use	in	bad	faith

The	issue	of	bad	faith	is	expressed	in	Article	(4)(4)	of	Regulation	517	and	paragraph	B11(d)(1)(iii)	of	the	ADR	Rules	as	an	alternative	to	a	lack	of	rights	or
legitimate	interest	which	may	be	proved	by	the	Complainant.	Either	registration	in	bad	faith	or	use	in	bad	faith	may	be	proved	by	the	Complainant.	In	this	case,
the	Complainant	has	already	succeeded	on	the	lack	of	rights	or	legitimate	interest,	therefore	it	is	not	strictly	necessary	to	consider	this	element.	However,	for
completeness,	the	Panel	will	briefly	consider	the	issue	of	bad	faith.

	The	Respondent	registered	the	disputed	domain	name	shortly	after	the	Complainant’s	registration	of	it	had	lapsed,	following	at	least	18	months	of	prior	use	by
the	Complainant.	The	only	known	use	of	the	disputed	domain	name	since	the	Respondent's	registration	has	been	to	redirect	to	a	third	party	website	containing
'adult'	material.	It	is	accordingly	reasonable	to	conclude	that	the	Respondent	registered	the	disputed	domain	name	in	order	to	take	advantage	of	the	previous
goodwill	built	up	by	the	Complainant	in	its	mark.	This	clearly	indicates	an	awareness	by	the	Respondent	of	the	Complainant	as	well	as	an	intention	on	the	part
of	the	Respondent	to	use	the	disputed	domain	name	for	this	purpose	as	at	the	date	of	registration.

	Paragraph	B11	(f)	of	the	ADR	Rules	sets	out	a	non-exhaustive	list	of	circumstances	that	will	be	considered	bad	faith	registration	and	use	of	a	domain	name.
Paragraph	B11(f)	(4)	provides	that	such	evidence	may	be	found	if	a	disputed	domain	name	was	intentionally	used	to	attract	Internet	users	to	a	respondent’s
website	by	creating	a	likelihood	of	confusion	with	a	name	on	which	a	right	is	recognised	or	established,	by	national	or	Community	law,	as	to	the	source,
sponsorship,	affiliation	or	endorsement	of	the	respondent’s	website	or	service	on	the	website.

Use	of	the	disputed	domain	name	in	order	to	redirect	to	a	third	party	website	is	most	likely	intended	to	capture	web	traffic	from	Internet	users	who	have	been
seeking	information	about	the	Complainant	and	who	assume	from	the	fact	that	the	disputed	domain	name	is	confusingly	similar	to	the	Complainant's	trading
name,	UR	HUBUR,	that	the	disputed	domain	name	is	owned	and/or	operated	by	the	Complainant.	The	Respondent’s	activities	therefore	fall	within	the	scope	of
the	circumstances	set	out	at	paragraph	B11(f)(4)	of	the	ADR	Rules.

Therefore,	the	Panel	finds	that	the	disputed	domain	name	was	registered	and	used	by	the	Respondent	in	bad	faith.

5.	Eligibility	criteria

Based	on	the	fact	that	the	Complainant	satisfies	the	eligibility	criteria	provided	by	Article	3(c)	of	Regulation	517,	being	an	undertaking	that	is	established	in
Ireland,	the	Panel	shall	order	transfer	of	the	disputed	domain	name	to	the	Complainant,	all	in	accordance	with	Article	4(4)	of	Regulation	517	and	paragraph
B11(b)	of	the	ADR	Rules.

	
	

For	all	the	foregoing	reasons,	in	accordance	with	Paragraphs	B12	(b)	and	(c)	of	the	Rules,	the	Panel	orders	that	the	domain	name	<hubur.eu>	be	transferred	to
the	Complainant.

	

PANELISTS
Name LLB(Hons)	(Law),	BSc	(Geology)	Robert	Elliott	MScR	(Geology),	PhD	(Geology)

2025-09-04	

Summary

I.	Disputed	domain	name:	hubur.eu

II.	Country	of	the	Complainant:	Ireland,	country	of	the	Respondent:	France

III.	Date	of	registration	of	the	domain	name:	16	June	2025

IV.	Rights	relied	on	by	the	Complainant	(B(11)(f)	ADR	Rules)	on	which	the	Panel	based	its	decision:	registered	trademark:	UR	HubUR

V.	Response	submitted:	No

DECISION

DATE	OF	PANEL	DECISION

ENGLISH	SUMMARY	OF	THIS	DECISION	IS	HEREBY	ATTACHED	AS	ANNEX	1



VI.	Domain	name	is	confusingly	similar	to	the	protected	rights	of	the	Complainant

VII.	Rights	or	legitimate	interests	of	the	Respondent	(B(11)(f)	ADR	Rules):
1.	No
2.	Why:	Disputed	domain	name	not	being	used	in	connection	with	an	offering	of	goods	and	services	and	no	other	basis	for	finding	rights	or	legitimate	interests.

VIII.	Bad	faith	of	the	Respondent	(B(11)(e)	ADR	Rules):
1.	Yes
2.	Why:	The	disputed	domain	name	was	evidently	acquired	and	subsequently	used	to	attempt	to	confuse	Internet	users	who	will	have	been	seeking	information
about	the	Complainant.

IX.	Other	substantial	facts	the	Panel	considers	relevant:	None

X.	Dispute	Result:	Transfer	of	the	disputed	domain	name

XI.	Procedural	factors	the	Panel	considers	relevant:	None

XII.	Is	Complainant	eligible?	Yes

	


