
             
 

1 
 

                                 

   

  DECISION UNDER THE UNIFORM DISPUTE RESOLUTION POLICY 
 

CIIDRC case number:  UDRP13576     Decision date: October 20, 2020 

 

Panelist(s): Steven M. Levy, Esq. 

Domain(s) in Dispute: deltosbooks.com; communicateingreek.com 
Complainant: E. Arvanitaki & Sia Oe (Deltos Publishing) 

Respondent: Stavros Bazigos 

Registrar: Google LLC 

 

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

 

The Canadian International Internet Dispute Resolution Centre (“CIIDRC”) has informed 

the Panel as follows: The Complaint under the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution 

Policy (“Policy”) was filed with the CIIDRC on August 28, 2020 requesting a single-

member Panel. The CIIDRC checked the Complaint and, on August 29, 2020, determined 

that it satisfies the formal requirements of the Policy, the Rules for Uniform Domain 

Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the CIIDRC Supplemental Rules. The 

CIIDRC transmitted by email to the concerned Registrar, Google LLC, a request for 

registrar verification in connection with the disputed domain name. The Registrar 

confirmed that the disputed domain name was placed in a Registrar LOCK. The Registrar 

also provided the identity and contact details of the Respondent to the CIIDRC. The date 

of commencement of the Proceeding is August 31, 2020 and, pursuant to Rule 4 and 

CIIDRC Supplemental Rule 5, the CIIDRC notified the Respondent of this administrative 

proceeding by forwarding a Notice of Commencement together with all of the pleadings in 

this case. Respondent submitted its response on September 21, 2020. On October 5, 

2020 the CIIDRC appointed Steven M. Levy, Esq. as a single-member Panel and so 

notified the Parties to this proceeding. On October 7, 2020, Complainant requested leave 

to file an additional submission and this request was granted on the same day. On 

October 14, 2020 Complainant filed its additional submission. On October 19, 2020, 

Respondent filed its own additional submission. 

 

2. REMEDY SOUGHT 

CANADIAN INTERNATIONAL INTERNET DISPUTE RESOLUTION CENTRE 
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Complainant seeks a transfer of the disputed domain names. 

 

3. FACTUAL AND LEGAL GROUNDS ASSERTED BY THE PARTIES 

• Complainant 

Complainant is an author and publisher of instructional books, compact discs, and other 

educational materials designed to assist students in learning the Greek language. It has 

been in business since at least 1987 and has continuously operated under the name 

Deltos Publishing. In 1996, Complainant obtained a trademark registration in Greece for 

the word DELTOS as spelled in Greek letters (ΔΕΛΤΟΣ) claiming publishing services. This 

registration expired in 2006 and, in 2009, Complainant filed another trademark 

application in Greece for the same mark, this time claiming both books and publishing 

services. This more recent registration remains valid as of today. The activities of 

Complainant’s organization have been promoted on its own website at www.deltos.gr. 

Further, since 1987, Complainant has published a book titled Communicate In Greek and 

has since expanded this title to include different skill levels and related workbooks and 

compact discs. 

Respondent registered the disputed domain name communicateingreek.com on 

November 15, 2005 and the disputed domain name deltosbooks.com on October 16, 

2007. Both of these domain names automatically redirect users to a country selection 

page at the Respondent’s own website https://bibliagora.net. Once a user selects its 

desired country, it is taken to another of the Respondent’s websites at which are offered 

for sale a variety of books, from various sources, that have either been written in or 

translated into the Greek language. In particular, the sites offer Greek language 

instructional books from both Complainant and other authors and publishers. Finally, the 

websites also offer various educational children’s toys. Complainant has repeatedly asked 

the Respondent to take both domain names offline and give it control of these sites. 

Complainant’s claims that the disputed domain name violates the Policy par. 4(a) can be 

summarized as follows: 

i) Complainant owns trademark rights to the word DELTOS and the phrase 

COMMUNICATE IN GREEK and the disputed domain names are confusingly similar 

to Complainant’s trademarks, merely adding the word “books” and the “.com” 

TLD; 

ii) Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain names as 

they are used to promote the sale of products which are competitive to those 

offered by Complainant, there is no evidence that Respondent is commonly known 
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by the disputed domain names, and Respondent’s https://biblagora.net website is 

not a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain names; and 

iii) Respondent passes itself off as Complainant and seeks commercial gain by 

creating a likelihood of confusion with the DELTOS and COMMUNICATE IN GREEK 

marks while selling products of third parties that compete with Complainant. 

 

• Respondent 

 

Respondent is associated with a company called SNBC Group, a group of companies, 

partnerships, and professionals throughout Europe. It owns 32 online e-shops offering 

21,000 products from more than 250 suppliers. SNBC’s book-selling division includes 

Biblagora, a series of e-bookshops present in 10 countries. This division also operates the 

websites at the deltosbooks.com and communicateingreek.com domain names which are 

dedicated to providing customers all over the world with Greek language books and 

educational materials. The website at deltosbooks.com was developed in 2007 in order to 

fill the gap of promotion, distribution, and sale of Greek language course books including 

the Complainant’s titles, outside of Greece via a dedicated channel. Respondent has been 

purchasing books and other products from Complainant for many years. Respondent has 

never sought to pass itself off as Complainant and the name SNBC GROUP is displayed 

directly below its DELTOS BOOKS logo which is completely different from the appearance 

of Complainant’s own logo. 

 

4. PROCEDURAL RULINGS 

 

Language Of The Proceedings: The concerned Registrar has indicated that the language 

used for the registration of both disputed domain names was English. Therefore, the 

Panel determines that English shall be the language of these proceedings. 

 

5. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

 

Paragraph 15 (a) of the Rules instructs this Panel to: 

 

decide a complaint on the basis of the statements and documents submitted in 
accordance with the Policy, these Rules and any rules and principles of law that it 
deems applicable. 
 

Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy requires that Complainant must prove each of the following 

three elements to obtain an order that a disputed domain name should be cancelled or 

transferred: 
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(i) your domain names is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service 
mark in which 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 and is being used in bad faith. 

 

The Panel will address each element of Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy in turn. 

 

a. Identical and/or Confusingly Similar: 

 

Complainant asserts rights in the trademarks DELTOS and ΔΕΛΤΟΣ, as well as the phrase 

COMMUNICATE IN GREEK. Ownership of a registration with a national or regional 

trademark office, or the existence of common-law trademark rights will satisfy the 

threshold requirement of Policy ¶ 4(a)(i) that a Complainant has rights in a trademark or 

service mark. See, e.g., Novartis AG v. Thanased chinorotjarhodsorn / 

ATXMEDIASTREAMING, FA 1898499 (FORUM June 29, 2020) (“Registration of a mark 

with the USPTO is sufficient to demonstrate rights in the mark under Policy ¶ 4(a)(i).”); 

Sister Sister LLC and James Charles Dickinson p/k/a “James Charles" v. Khanh Nguyen 

Van, FA 1911687 (FORUM Oct. 8, 2020) (“Where a complainant lacks a registered 

trademark, common law rights in a mark may satisfy Policy ¶ 4(a)(i).”) Here, 

Complainant has submitted into evidence links to the European Union Intellectual 

Property Network website which indicates that it owns an expired registration of the mark 

ΔΕΛΤΟΣ as well as a more recent and currently valid registration for that mark. It further 

claims use of the email address “deltospublishing@gmail.com”, notes that it’s offices 

appear on Google Maps as “Deltos Publishing”, and also submits copies of its official 

newsletter as well as Android and Apple stores offering its Deltos Publishing mobile apps. 

With respect to the phrase COMMUNICATE IN GREEK, Complainant asserts common law 

trademark rights in the phrase since 1987 and submits, in support thereof, images of its 

book by the same name, a screenshot from Respondent’s website at which the book is 

sold, and an order sheet referencing the book title.  

 

Respondent has not contested Complainant’s asserted registrations of the ΔΕΛΤΟΣ mark 

although it claims that “the word Deltos is not unique and is being freely used in many 

circumstances…” It goes on to list five other websites that include the word “deltos” in 

their title but, upon a review by the Panel, most of these relate to the sale of products or 

services other than books (one is a USA-based site offering the sale of English-language 

comic books). In light of the evidence presented, the Panel accepts Complainant’s 
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evidence as meeting the standard for proving trademark rights in the mark DELTOS or 

ΔΕΛΤΟΣ under Policy ¶ 4(a)(i). 

 

With respect to the COMMUNICATE IN GREEK mark, Respondent asserts that this is “so 

generic that cannot be owned as a trademark or copyright by anyone, let alone when this 

is part of a title of a book.” Although Respondent’s point is well taken and is relevant to 

the Panel’s consideration of other Policy ¶ 4(a) elements, the Panel finds that 

Complainant has supported its claim of common-law trademark rights with just enough 

evidence to satisfy the threshold standard of Policy ¶ 4(a)(i). The Brest Métropole v. 

Richard Fong, D2019-0073 (WIPO Mar. 5, 2019) (“It is well accepted that the first 

element functions primarily as a standing requirement.”) Further, Respondent claims that 

the COMMUNICATE IN GREEK title has only been in use since 2010 but a review of the 

copyright notice appearing on Complainant’s books indicates that it was, in fact, first 

published in 1987. In any event, “[t]he Policy does not require a complainant to own a 

registered trademark prior to a respondent’s registration if it can demonstrate established 

common law rights in the mark.” See e.g., Microsoft Corporation v. Story Remix / 

Inofficial, FA 1734934 (FORUM July 10, 2017). 

 

Next, Complainant asserts that Respondent’s domain names are identical or confusingly 

similar to its asserted trademarks differing only by the addition of the word “books” and 

the “.com” top-level domain. Such differences have not been upheld as avoiding 

confusing similarity by prior Panels. See, e.g., Editorial Planeta, S.A. v. Domain Admin, 

Whois Privacy Corp., D2016-1841 (WIPO Nov. 11, 2016) (the domain planetabooks.com 

was found confusingly similar to Complainant’s trademark PLANETA). Here, as it is 

immediately apparent that each of the Complainant’s marks are recognizable in the 

disputed domain names, the Panel finds that the domain names are confusingly similar 

thereto and, thus, that Policy ¶ 4(a)(i) has been satisfied. 

 

b. Rights or Legitimate Interests 

 

The WIPO Overview 3.0, par. 2.1, states that “[w]hile the overall burden of proof in UDRP 

proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized that proving a respondent 

lacks rights or legitimate interests in a domain name may result in the often impossible 

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. If the 



             
 

6 
 

respondent fails to come forward with such relevant evidence, the complainant is deemed 

to have satisfied the second element.” 

 

Further, Policy ¶ 4(c) sets out three examples of how a Respondent may demonstrate 

that it possesses rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name. Complainant 

addresses each of these in-turn. 

 

In its pro se drafted Complaint, Complainant makes no specific references to Policy ¶ 4(c) 

but does assert that Respondent uses the disputed domain names without Complainant’s 

consent to redirect users to its own book sales page. It also points out that Respondent 

sells some of Complainant’s book titles and that there have been instances of actual 

customer confusion. Prior decisions have held that use of a confusingly similar domain 

name for commercial gain is not a bona fide offering of goods or services. See Rockwool 

International A/S v. Mr. Zhu, TUNGKIN INDUSTRY Co. Ltd, D2020-2183 (WIPO Oct. 8, 

2020) (no rights or legitimate interest found where “the disputed domain name directs to 

an active webpage, clearly displaying the Complainant’s well-known trademark 

ROCKWOOL on the home page, and in the product listings, without the authorization of 

the Complainant. The Panel accepts that this shows the Respondent’s intention to divert 

consumers for commercial gain to its website, by taking unfair advantage of the goodwill 

and reputation of the Complainant’s trademarks for ROCKWOOL.”) Further, the use of a 

trademark to sell both the goods of a complainant and its competitors has been found not 

to be bona fide as set out in the seminal case of Oki Data Americas Inc v ASD Inc., 

D2001-0903 (WIPO Nov. 6, 2001) and other cases adopting its holding. In support of its 

claim, Complainant has submitted into evidence a screenshot of Respondent’s website on 

which the COMMUNICATE IN GREEK book is offered for sale “where deltosbooks.com 

appears as the author in the respective field”. It also submits correspondence from a 

number of third parties who have contacted it with regard to orders that were placed with 

Respondent and asserts that these are instances of actual confusion. Further screenshots 

show that Respondent sells books from Complainant’s competitors on the same site. In 

light of the evidence presented by Complainant the Panel reaches the conclusion that 

Respondent’s use of the deltosbooks.com domain name for the promotion and sale of 

products that compete with Complainant is a bona fide offering of goods or services 

under Policy ¶ 4(c)(i). 

 

However, with regard to the communicateingreek.com domain name, Panels have held 

that where a domain name is comprised of dictionary words or otherwise generic or 

descriptive phrases it “should be genuinely used, or at least demonstrably intended for 

such use, in connection with the relied-upon dictionary meaning and not to trade off 

third-party trademark rights” WIPO Overview 3.0, par. 2.10; ELCOMAN Srl v. Marc Ellis, 
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D2020-1628 (WIPO Sep. 7, 2020) (kobra.com at one point resolved to a “landing page, 

announcing (in German), ‘This website is dedicated to my love of snakes.’”) Respondent 

claims that the words “Communicate In Greek” are generic for educational books and, 

although Complainant may have some narrow measure of trademark rights in the phrase 

based upon its longstanding use, it has not submitted sufficient evidence for the Panel to 

conclude that its rights extend beyond the specific sale of its books bearing that title – 

particularly as of the 2005 date on which Respondent registered the 

communicateingreek.com domain name.1 As such, the Panel does not find Respondent’s 

broader use of these words to describe its general offering of Greek language 

instructional materials to be within the scope of Complainant’s rights. Respondent 

appears to be using the communicateingreek.com domain name in connection with the 

dictionary meaning of the phrase and thus it’s use is bona fide under Policy ¶ 4(c)(i). 

 

With regard to Policy ¶ 4(c)(ii), a Respondent may demonstrate rights or legitimate 

interests if it can prove that it is commonly known by the disputed domain name. In 

considering this issue, Panels may consider a number of different sources of information. 

Evidence in the relevant Whois record showing that a respondent’s name is different from 

the domain name can demonstrate that Respondent is not commonly known by that 

name. See Emerson Electric Co. v. Cai Jian Lin / Shen Zhen Shi colorsun Zi Dong Hua 

You Xian Gong Si, FA 1798802 (FORUM Aug. 31, 2018) (“UDRP panels have consistently 

held that evidence of a registrant name that is materially different from the domain name 

at issue is competent evidence that the respondent is not commonly known by the 

domain name.”) Further, a respondent may not be commonly known by a domain name 

where a complainant has not authorized or licensed the use of its mark to the 

respondent. See Navistar International Corporation v. N Rahmany, FA 1620789 (FORUM 

June 8, 2015) (finding that the respondent was not commonly known by the disputed 

domain name where the complainant had never authorized the respondent to incorporate 

its NAVISTAR mark in any domain name registration). In the present case, the Whois 

records for the disputed domain names, as revealed by the concerned Registrar, identify 

Respondent as Stavros Bazigos. This does not bear any resemblance to the disputed 

domain names. Further, Complainant has specifically represented that Respondent’s use 

of the domain names was without its consent. Next, written purchase orders that 

Respondent has submitted into evidence all identify it as SNBC Group and the name 

Deltos Books does not appear on these documents. Finally, Respondent has submitted 

into evidence screenshots of what it claims to be its deltosbooks.com website (e.g., its 

Terms and Conditions page, its order form, and a page offering student and teacher 

 
1 Complainant claims that “many of our consumers (teachers, students, booksellers, retail or whole, and 
others) often use ‘Communicate in Greek’ to refer to our company ‘Deltos Publishing’”, however, no evidence is 
submitted to support this. 
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discounts. However, when the Panel attempted to visit any page whose URL uses the 

deltosbooks.com domain name, it was automatically redirected back to one of 

Respondent’s Bibliagora Network pages. Using a search engine the Panel found only two 

results that mention the deltosbooks.com domain name and both of these automatically 

redirect users to the Bibliagora site. The Panel cannot, upon a balance of this limited and 

inconsistent evidence, conclude that Respondent is commonly known by the name Deltos 

Books. 

 

Finally, Policy ¶ 4(a)(iii) provides that rights or legitimate interests may be found where a 

respondent is “making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the domain name, 

without intent for commercial gain to misleadingly divert consumers or to tarnish the 

trademark or service mark at issue.” As the Respondent makes no claim that its use of 

the disputed domain names is noncommercial or without intent for commercial gain, the 

Panel finds this section inapplicable to the present dispute. 

 

Upon a preponderance of the evidence in this case, the Panel finds that Respondent does 

not have any rights or legitimate interests in the deltosbooks.com domain name under 

Policy ¶ 4(a)(ii) but that it does so with regard to the communicateingreek.com domain 

name. 

 

c. Bad Faith Registration and Use 

 

Inherently prerequisite to a finding of bad faith under Policy ¶ 4(a)(iii) is some attribution 

of knowledge of a complainant’s trademark, whether actual or based upon a conclusion 

that a respondent should have known of the mark. See, Domain Name Arbitration, 4.02-

C (Gerald M. Levine, Legal Corner Press, 2nd ed. 2019) (“Knowledge and Targeting Are 

Prerequisites to Finding Bad Faith Registration”); USA Video Interactive Corporation v. 

B.G. Enterprises, D2000-1052 (WIPO Dec. 13, 2000) (claim denied where “Respondent 

registered and used the domain name without knowledge of Complainant for a bona fide 

commercial purpose.”). See also, WIPO Overview 3.0, par. 3.1.1 (when examining 

whether “circumstances indicate that the respondent’s intent in registering the disputed 

domain name was in fact to profit in some fashion from or otherwise exploit the 

complainant’s trademark”, Panels may consider such issues as “the respondent’s likely 

knowledge of the complainant’s rights”). Both Complainant and Respondent agree that 

they have been engaged in a business relationship since 2005 during which Respondent 

has purchased and then resold Complainant’s books and CDs. The Panel thus finds that 

Respondent had actual knowledge of Complainant’s marks at the time it registered the 

disputed domain names. 
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Next, Complainant claims that Respondent’s use of the disputed domain names in the 

sale of books and other products has caused confusion with its trademarks and has been 

used to sell competing products. A domain name that copies a complainant’s mark, thus 

creating a likelihood of confusion for commercial gain, can evince bad faith registration 

and use under Policy ¶ 4(b)(iv). See BBY Solutions, Inc. v. Grant Ritzwoller, FA 1703389 

(FORUM Dec. 21, 2016) (finding bad faith because the <bestbuyus.com> domain name 

was obviously connected with the complainant’s well-known BEST BUY mark, thus 

creating a likelihood of confusion strictly for commercial gain); Philip Morris Products S.A. 

v. Cihan Atalay, D2020-2169 (WIPO Oct. 1, 2020) (bad faith found where “the disputed 

domain name resolves to a website on which both the Complainant’s IQOS goods and 

competing goods are sold.”) Although Complainant has made no specific reference to 

Policy ¶ 4(b), it does claim that “consumers of material published by our firm Deltos 

Publishing have been misled to believe that deltosbooks.com and 

communicateingreek.com, the two contested domain names, are components of Deltos 

Publishing on the lnternet. This is the result of the Respondent's behavior who 

intentionally created two domain names completely identical to our registered 

trademarks.” In support, Complainant submits copies of certain emails from Respondent’s 

customers relating to orders with Respondent that were sent to Complainant at its email 

address using either the <deltos.gr> domain name or the phrase Deltos Publishing. 

Respondent has not contested these instances except for one which it claims was “an 

innocent data input mistake”.  Complainant further submits screenshots of Respondent’s 

website to support its claim that “they have sold, other competitive course books” using 

the deltosbooks.com domain name. In defense, Respondent states that “SNBC Group is 

not contractually or otherwise obliged to sell only the Complainant's products” but this 

does not appear to address Complainant’s assertion of trademark misuse. 

 

It is also worth noting that the Respondent initially offered only a cursory explanation for 

its choice of the word “deltos” for its deltosbooks.com domain name claiming that the 

word “is not unique and is being freely used in many circumstances in many languages 

usually to represent a triangle or a delta shape.” However, after Complainant filed an 

additional submission to address points raised in the Response, Respondent filed its own 

additional submission claiming that, upon Respondent’s suggestion that it register the 

deltosbooks.com domain name in 2007, Complainant “gave their consent in a verbal 

agreement.” The Panel views this statement with some skepticism as no mention of this 

claim was made in the Response, Complainant claims no consent was given, and 

Complainant has submitted into evidence a series of emails to Respondent, going back to 

2012, in which it contests Respondent’s ownership of, and seeks to gain control of the 

disputed domain names. No evidence of is submitted by Respondent for this claim of 

consent and the Panel is not in a position to test the veracity thereof but this does 
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support Complainant’s assertion that the disputed domain name specifically refers to 

Complainant and its products and undercuts Respondent’s assertion that it has never 

sought to represent itself as Complainant’s business. Thus, upon a balance of the parties’ 

claims and the available evidence, particularly the use of the deltosbooks.com domain 

name to promote and sell competing third-party products, the Panel concludes that this 

domain name was registered and used in violation of Policy ¶ 4(b)(iv). 

 

The fact that the domain names were created some years ago is not relevant to the 

present dispute as the doctrine of laches is disfavored in UDRP decisions and Respondent 

has not asserted the defense in any event. See National Association for Stock Car Auto 

Racing, Inc. v. Racing Connection / The Racin’ Connection, Inc., D2007-1524 (WIPO Jan. 

28, 2008) (“[T]he Panel concludes that the equitable defense of laches does not properly 

apply in this Policy proceeding. The remedies under the Policy are injunctive rather than 

compensatory in nature, and the concern is to avoid ongoing or future confusion as to the 

source of communications, goods, or services.) Complainant states that it “accidentally 

discovered the existence of both domain names around the middle of 2011”. It had a 

meeting with Respondent at Complainant’s offices in Athens and later “repeatedly 

expressed to SNBC Group their disapproval regarding the existence and use of both” 

disputed domain names. A letter to Respondent written by Complainant’s lawyer has 

been submitted into evidence. Under these circumstances, the Panel does not find any 

application of the laches defense nor any detrimental reliance by Respondent on the 

Complainant’s actions or the span of time from the registration of the disputed domain 

names to the bringing of the present Complaint. 

 

With respect to the domain name communicateingreek.com, Respondent asserts that it 

did not exhibit bad faith as this domain is generic in nature. Where a domain name has a 

descriptive or generic meaning and is used in relation to such meaning, a respondent 

may be found to have acted in good faith. See Daniel A. Rosen, Inc. d/b/a Credit Repair 

Cloud v. Michael Steele / Nemo Apps LLC, FA 1910796 (FORUM Oct. 12, 2020) (“the 

descriptive character of the domain name [credithero.com] is such that, as submitted by 

Respondent, there are many plausible uses to which the domain name may be put 

without infringing Complainant’s mark or misleading Internet users.”); ADAM KAY / YOU 

LOVE FRUIT INC  v. HANNAH KRAUSZ / PURE BITES, FA 1910498 (FORUM Sep. 30, 

2020) (“the Panel is not persuaded, on the balance of probabilities, that Respondent is 

using the Domain Name [youlovefruit.com] to take advantage of any confusion with 

Complaint’s YOU LOVE FRUIT mark, as opposed to the descriptive meaning of the words 

comprising a Domain Name.”) Respondent asserts that “the words that make the domain 

name communicatelngreek.com are so generic that cannot be owned as a trademark…” 

As noted above, Complainant has not demonstrated that its rights to the COMMUNICATE 
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IN GREEK mark extend beyond reference to its own books – certainly not as of the 2005 

date on which Respondent registered its domain name – and so, on balance, the Panel 

finds that Respondent’s use of the communicatelngreek.com domain name to refer to its 

range of Greek language products does not amount to bad faith. 

  

6. DECISION AND ORDER 

For the above reasons and, in accordance with Policy ¶ 4, Section 15 of the Rules, and 

Section 10 of the Supplemental Rules, the Panel orders that the disputed domain name 

deltosbooks.com be transferred to the Complainant and that the case is denied with 

respect to the domain name communicatelngreek.com. 

Made as of October 20, 2020 

 
Steven M. Levy, Esq. 

Panelist 

 

 


