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I. PARTIES TO THE ARBITRATION

1. The Complainant is Las Vegas Sands Corp., 5420 S. Durango Drive Las
Vegas, NV 89113, United States of America represented by their Power of Attorneys An
ad & An and, Safir Anand,First Channel, Plot No.17A, Sector 16A, Film City, Noida Email

::Safir@anandandanand.com

2. The Respondent is Ankit Dwivedi, H No 32 Sainik Nagar, Kanpur, and Uttar

Pradesh 208007 with Email ankitdwivedi008@gmail.com

1I. APPLICABLE LAW AND JURISDICTION
The .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy
s under and in accordance with the .IN

The present arbitration proceeding i
Domain Name Dispute Resolution policy (the Policy) which was adopted by the

National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI) and sets out the legal framework for

resolution of disputes between a domain name registrant and a Complainant arising out
omain Name. By registering the domain name

of the registration and use of an .IN D W
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www. thevenetian.in' with the NIx] accreditod Registrar, the Respondent has agreed to
the resolution of disputes under the |iN Dispute Resolution Policy and Ruies framed

thereunder, The Policy and the N Domain  Name Dispute Resolution Rules of

Procedure posted 2020 (the Rules) were approved by NIXI in accordance with the

Arbitration and Conclliation Act, 1996,

III._ Filing of the Complaint and Constitution of the Arbitral Tribunal
) i filed the Complaint under the .IN Domain Name

Dispute Resolution Policy against the Respondents, seeking transfer of the Domain
Name ‘www.thevenetian.in .into the Complainant, Following which, the .IN Registry

18% December 2025 and hence on the very next day, i.e. on 19t December 2025, this
Tribunal issued the Notice of Arbitration under 5(c) of the Rules. To the parties for

commencement of Arbitral Proceedings.

4. The Arbitral Tribunal has been constituted properly and in accordance with

Arbitral Tribunal and to the arbitrability of the dispute.
IV. THE DOMAIN NAME, REGISTRAR & REGISTRANT
H \ 2 N
The particulars of the registration of the domain name Ww.m as
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found in the |IN Registty d

atabaee
GoDaddy, Aabase are et out bejgy.

Address: NIL , Email .

!%m
L The g
€ Arbitrator, T
» Tmt.M™,
for the Present INDRp Case " SHIRUHA Was appointed on 17m November 2025

2.

re '
gmadmin@gmtaddy.mm

Immediately thereafter, On 19t

the i
parties for commencement of Arbitral Proceedings and directed the Complainant to
serve the said Notice to the Respondent both Online and Offline to the address

mentioned therein. The Respondent was given an opportunity to file a response in
writing in opposition to the Complaint, if any along with evidence in support of its stand
or contention on or before seven working days from the date of receipt of the said

Notice.
3. On 24™ December 2025, the Respondent sent an E mail stating that “we

A L T ALl . ot bf £ 2R . N _>__ Vamanmas Gl mvsmmndice S . a e A Bl varmmem v
aon t neea we rignt or ue aomai WWW.LIEVELIEUdILIIL In any Tormat . AS uieie WasS ii0

Accordingly, This Arbitral Tribunal holds that the service on the Respondent was done
in accordance with Rule 2(a) of the Rules. Further as the respondent has not filed any

objections in proper format as required by him, on 2% January 2026, He was set

Evnario
I_Apal Lc.

VI. COMPLAINANT'S CONTENTIONS
1. The Complainant is one of the leading global developers of destination

properties that feature premium accommodations, world-class gaming and

entertainment, convention and exhibition facilities, celebrity chef reWny
N e Ay 4
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T 99401 g
and is also the proprietor of the trade marks "VENET
other amenities and s als | d operates The Ve
. s in India. The Complainant owns and operates enetian,
internationally as well as in India. ‘ |
he largest single structure
b yened in 2007, is t 9
Macao in Macao. The Venetian Macao, ope ,
- - rd by area and the largest casino in the
hotel in Asia, the 6th largest building in the wo ‘
netianmacao.com has been registered
world. The Complainant’s domain name www.ve o ot s
. : me,
since 2003. The Complainant has invested a substantial amount o -
. rotection
costs in creating the VENETIAN brand internationally and for securing legal p '

" ive
over its various trademarks and other intellectual property and has extensively
advertised and promoted its VENETIAN trade mark, which has resulted in wide
awareness of the Complainant’s trade mark globally, as well as trans-border reputation
in India. The Complainant’s The Venetian resort is accessible to Indian consumers as
well, since the resorts are prominently listed on Makemytrip.com, Booking.com and
Agoda.com. Moreover, the IIFA (International Indian Film Academy) Awards were held

at The Venetian Macao in 2009 and 2013. The Complainant’s services under the marks
“VENETIAN" acquired great reputation in a substantial number of countries of the world
including India. The Complainant’s The Venetian has received several industry awards
over the years. By virtue of continuous and extensive use, the Complainant’s VENETIAN
trade mark has become popular and has gained immense goodwill and reputation
among the relevant section of public, and the consumers associate the VENETIAN trade
mark exclusively with the Complainant. A foremost Google search for VENETIAN
primarily reveals in addition to the common law rights, the Complainant has statutory
rights over the VENETIAN trade mark in various countries, including India. The
Complainant has been extremely vigilant in safeguarding and protecting its trade marks
including “VENETIAN". The Complainant has from time to time initiated appropriate
actions and obtained favourable orders against third parties misusing the Complainant’s
trademarks. The Complainant has a legal, vested and common law right to the
exclusive use of its trade marks in India. The Complainant has a further right to restrain

the use of the same, a deceptive or an identical trade mark through the process of law

being infringement and passing off of its rights. Any use of an identical angi/or
deceptively similar trade mark by any other person without th/egfigw}w{ant's
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impugned domain name also belongs to the Complainant in India, which is not true.
The impugned domain name is clearly registered and parked to capitalize on the
Complainant’s enormous reputation and goodwill in the "VENETIAN” trade mark and
trading style and The Respondent is using the impugned domain name to intentionally
make commercial gains as the impugned domain name is also used in respect of a
hotel situated in India which leaves no doubt that the Respondent is using the identical
domain name offering identical services to mislead viewers and consumers looking for

the Complainant’s VENETIAN hotel. Hence this Complaint.

VII. IO ND FINDINGS:
The Hon’ble Apex Court of India has repeatedly held that even in an uncontested

matter the Plaintiffs case must stand on its own legs and it cannot derive any
advantage by the absence of the defendants. Accordingly, A Complainant who alleges
that the disputed domain name conflicts with its legitimate rights or interests must
:stablish the following three elements required by Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Policy
° WES—
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