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DOMAIN NAME DISPUTE 

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL 

DECISION 
 

CIIDRC case number: 14800-UDRP Decision date: March 15, 2021 

Domain Name:  beeclaen.net 

Panel:  Rodolfo C. Rivas 

Complainant:  Bee-Clean Building Maintenance 

Registrant:  ERM Power Retail Pty Ltd 

 

1. PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

On February 9, 2021, the Complainant named above submitted a Complaint to the Canadian International 

Dispute Resolution Centre ("CIIDRC") under the UDRP and the UDRP Rules. The Registrant's identity is 

not published in the public WHOIS database; therefore, the Registrant's name was not included in the 

Complaint. The Registrar of the disputed domain name was notified of this proceeding on February 10, 

2021. The Registrar transmitted by email to CIIDRC its verification response informing the identity of the 

Registrant, Respondent, in this administrative proceeding. The Registrar also confirmed that the disputed 

domain name was placed on a Registrar LOCK.  

 

On February 10, 2021, CIIDRC advised the Complainant that the Complaint is not in administrative 

compliance with the UDRP Rules. Per UDRP Rule 4 (d), the Complainant had five days to correct all 

instances of non-compliance. On February 12, 2021, the Complainant submitted its revised Complaint. On 

February 17, 2021, CIIDRC, as Service Provider, confirmed compliance of the Complaint and 

commencement of the dispute resolution process.  

 

According to UDRP Rule 4 and Supplemental Rule 5, CIIDRC notified the Respondent of this 

administrative proceeding and forwarded the Complaint to the Respondent on February 17, 2021.  

 

The Respondent failed to file its response by the due date of March 9, 2021.  

CANADIAN INTERNATIONAL INTERNET DISPUTE RESOLUTION CENTRE 

 



2	
	

Domain	Name: beeclaen.net	
																																																																																										14800-	UDRP	 	

 

The Complainant in this administrative proceeding has elected for a Panel consisting of a single-member.  

 

CIIDRC hereby appoints you, Rodolfo C. Rivas, as a single-member Panel in the above-referenced matter.  

 

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 CIIDRC to ensure compliance with the 

Rules, paragraph 7. 

 

CIIDRC set March 26, 2020, as the due date to receive the decision from the Panel. 

 

2. FACTS ALLEGED BY THE PARTIES 

The Complainant is a commercial janitorial supplier across Canada, and it uses the <beeclean.net> domain 

name in western Canada. Its website <www.bee-clean.com> shows the various services and locations that 

span Canada. 

 

The Complainant’s presence online is described below. 

The <beeclean.net> domain name is used for Bee-Clean’s western Canada ownership group (Alberta and 

BC), and it forwards to the <bee-clean.com> domain name. 

The <bee-clean.com> domain name is used for Bee-Clean’s eastern Canada ownership group 

(Saskatchewan going East).  

A franchise uses the <bee-clean.ca> domain name in Red Deer, Alberta, and it forwards to the <bee-

clean.com> domain name. 

 

The Complainant owns the Canadian trademark “Bee-Clean” TMA373483 registered on September 14, 

1990. The Complainant claims it has been using the trademark in commerce since as early as March 1969.  

 

The Complainant claims to have been using the common law trademark “Bee-Clean Building Maintenance” 

since as early as September 05, 2002.    

 

The domain was registered on February 1, 2021. 

 

3. CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

• Complainant 

The disputed domain name is a misspelled version of the Complainant’s <beeclean.net> domain 

name with the 'a' and the 'e' are swapped.  
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The disputed domain was used in a phishing attempt on February 1, 2021, pretending to be an 

employee using an email address utilizing the disputed domain name. 

 

The disputed domain name doesn't link to any website to provide any goods or services. The 

disputed domain name was registered on February 1, 2021, and was used in a phishing attempt to 

divert payment for services rendered in December. In the phishing email, they wanted the 

customer to cancel cheques that might have been sent and contact the person using the disputed 

domain name to receive banking information to make the payments.  

 

The Respondent pretended to be an actual employee of the Complainant by using a similar domain 

name with the same emailing naming convention (Firstname.Lastname). The Complainant sated it 

was fortunately, this was caught on by the customer of the Complainant. 

 

The Complainant sent an abuse request to the Registrar to look into the phishing attempt and the 

Registrar that the disputed domain name violated its terms and suspend the disputed domain 

name.  

 

• Respondent 

No administratively compliant Response has been filed. 

 
• Remedy Sought 

Transfer. 

 

4. DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 

4.1  Requirements 

Per Paragraph 4 of the Policy, the onus is on the Complainant to prove: 

1) That the Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the 

Complainant has rights: 

2) That the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the Domain Name; and 

3) That the Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 

   To consider each of these requirements in turn. 

4.2  Analysis  

4.2.1 That the Domain Name is Identical or Confusingly Similar to a Mark in which the Complainant 

has Rights 
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Concerning the initial aspect under the first element, and as per evidence on record, the Panel is 

satisfied that the Complainant has shown it owns rights in the “Bee-Clean” trademarks. 

 

The Panel must now turn its attention to assessing the confusing similarity between the disputed 

domain name and the trademarks. At the outset, the Panel notes that the disputed domain name 

almost reproduce the trademark “Bee-Clean” in its totality, except for a couple of differences. The first 

difference is the absence of the hyphen separating the two elements of the trademark. The second 

difference is the type that switches the letter "e" for the "a".  

 

In assessing the evidence provided, it is clear that the slight changes in both cases do not dispel a 

finding of confusing similarity between the disputed domain name and the trademarks. If anything, this 

appears to be a typical typosquatting case, that is, an intentional misspelling of a trademark (see 1.9 of 

WIPO 3.0 Overview). 

 

Based on this, the Panel finds the disputed domain name to be confusingly similar to the 

Complainant’s trademarks. As a result, the Panel determines that the Complaint has satisfied the first 

element set under paragraph 4(a)(i) of the Policy. 

 

4.2.2 That the Respondent has No Rights or Legitimate Interest in the Domain Name 

 

Based on the evidence on record, and acknowledging that the Respondent failed to produce 

allegations or evidence necessary to demonstrate its rights or legitimate interests in the disputed 

domain name, the uncontested facts indicate that a) the Respondent is not commonly known by the 

disputed domain name; b) the Respondent is not affiliated with the Complainant; c) it is not authorized 

to carry out any activity for the Complainant; d) has no business dealings with the Complainant and e) 

the Respondent has no license or authorization to use the trademarks. 

 

In the Panel view, these assertions are enough to establish a prima facie case that the Respondent 

lacks rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name (see 2.1 of WIPO 3.0 Overview). 

 

The Respondent fails to respond to the Complainant's contentions and has not rebutted the prima facie 

case. Additionally, the phishing attempt allegations, in conjunction with there being no other available 

evidence on record to allow the Panel to find any rights or legitimate interests for the Respondent in the 

disputed domain name, leave the Panel little room to conclude otherwise. The phishing attempt 

allegations, which, at the very least, aim to create an impression of having an association with the 

Complainant, will be examined in the element below. 
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The Panel finds that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name, 

and therefore the Complainant has fulfilled the second requirement set under paragraph 4(a) of the 

Policy. 

 

4.2.3 That the Respondent has Registered and Used the Domain Name in Bad Faith 

 

The Complainant provided evidence that shows a fraudulent use of the disputed domain name through 

an email meant to appear as having originated from the Complainant, intending to derive an unjust 

enrichment to the Respondent's benefit. The Panel believes that this conduct embodies the thrust of 

circumstances exemplified as evidence of bad faith under Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy.  

 

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the Complainant has satisfied the requirements set forth under 

paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy. 

5 DECISION and ORDER 

For the above reasons, per Paragraph 4 of the Policy, Paragraph 15 of the Rules, and Rule 10 of the 
Supplemental Rules, the Panel orders the transfer of the disputed domain name to the Complainant. 
                                      

Made as of March 15, 2021. 

 

SIGNATURE(S) OF PANEL 

	

____________________________	

Rodolfo C. Rivas 

 

 

 


