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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Graysky Capital Group, LLC v. Nate Burgman, coolapps
Case No. DIO2025-0057

1. The Parties

The Complainant is Graysky Capital Group, LLC, United States of America (“United States”), represented
McGuireWoods LLP, United States.

The Respondent is Nate Burgman, coolapps, Cyprus.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <medpalai.io> is registered with NameCheap, Inc. (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on December 18,
2025. On December 19, 2025, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar
verification in connection with the disputed domain name. On December 19, 2025, 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 and contact information in the Complaint (Withheld
for Privacy ehf). The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on December 22, 2025,
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 amendment to the Complaint on
December 22, 2025.

The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amendment to the Complaint satisfied the formal
requirements of the .IO0 Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “.10 Policy”), the Rules for .IO Domain
Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for .IO 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 December 24, 2025. In accordance with the Rules,

paragraph 5, the due date for Response was January 13, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any
response. Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on January 15, 2026.
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The Center appointed Deanna Wong Wai Man as the sole panelist in this matter on January 23, 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 Complainant is Graysky Capital Group, LLC, an investment group that funds and operates healthcare
initiatives aimed at improving patient access to medical care. Among its activities, the Complainant develops
and operates a mobile application that connects patients seeking medical care with qualified physicians in
appropriate medical disciplines. The Complainant has used the MEDPAL name and branding in connection
with these services since at least March 2021 and has developed goodwill and recognition in the healthcare
technology sector through its continuous use of the MEDPAL marks.

The Complainant is the owner of a trademark portfolio, including but not limited to, multiple United States
trademark registrations for the MEDPAL marks. These include United States Trademark Registration

No. 6,420,537 for the word mark MEDPAL, registered on July 13, 2021, covering, inter alia, downloadable
mobile application software and online systems for connecting patients with healthcare providers in Classes
9 and 42, and United States Trademark Registration No. 7,383,663 for the MEDPAL MEDICAL CARE.
ANYTIME. ANYWHERE. logo, registered on May 14, 2024, covering downloadable mobile application
software for similar healthcare-related services in Class 9. These registrations remain in full force and effect.
The Complainant also owns a domain name that incorporates the MEDPAL marks, specifically
<medpal.com>.

The disputed domain name was registered on April 1, 2025, which is several years after the Complainant
acquired trademark rights in the MEDPAL marks. The disputed domain nhame resolves to an active website
that prominently displays a “MedPal” logo and purports to offer services (such as the use of artificial
intelligence to assist users in understanding laboratory results, monitoring symptoms, and making informed
health decisions) which are closely related to those offered by the Complainant under the MEDPAL marks.

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant

The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the .10 Policy for a
transfer of the disputed domain name.

Firstly, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the MEDPAL
marks in which it has rights. The disputed domain name wholly incorporates the MEDPAL word mark and
the dominant textual element of the MEDPAL logo, with the additional term “ai” being descriptive (a generic
and ubiquitous term used as shorthand for “artificial intelligence”) and insufficient to dispel confusion. The
Complainant submits that the addition of a generic or descriptive term, particularly one commonly associated
with technology, does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity, nor does the inclusion of the “.io” country
code Top-Level Domain, which is generally disregarded for the purposes of comparison. Accordingly, the
Complainant maintains that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the MEDPAL marks.

The Complainant further argues that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed
domain name. The Complainant states that it has not authorized, licensed, or otherwise permitted the
Respondent to use the MEDPAL marks, and that the Respondent is not commonly known by the disputed
domain name. The Complainant submits that the Respondent’s use of the disputed domain name is not a
bona fide offering of goods or services, nor a legitimate noncommercial or fair use, but instead consists of
operating a website that closely resembles the Complainant’s services and prominently displays a MEDPAL-
formative mark, thereby creating the false impression of an association with the Complainant.
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Finally, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name was registered and is being used in bad
faith. The Complainant asserts that its MEDPAL marks predate the registration of the disputed domain name
and that, given the Respondent’s apparent operation in the same industry, the Respondent was aware of the
Complainant and its marks at the time of registration. The Complainant further submits that the Respondent
is using the disputed domain name intentionally to attract Internet users for commercial gain by creating a
likelihood of confusion with the MEDPAL marks as to the source, sponsorship, or affiliation of the website.
On this basis, the Complainant maintains that the requirements of bad-faith registration and use under the
.10 Policy are satisfied.

B. Respondent

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

6. Discussion and Findings

As the criteria under the .10 Policy are very similar to the criteria under the Uniform Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy (UDRP), the Panel considers that the principles which have been developed under the
UDRP (notably including the WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Selected UDRP Questions, Third
Edition (“WIPO Overview 3.0”)) may be applied and referred to for guidance, where appropriate under the .10
Policy. See LINBIT HA- Solutions GmbH v. Xvz William, WIPO Case No. DIO2024-0040 and Corning
Incorporated v. Michael Nava, Domain Nerdz LLC, WIPO Case No. DIO2025-0002.

A. Identical or Confusingly Similar

The Panel finds that the Complainant has shown sufficient rights in respect of a registered trademark or
service mark for the purposes of the .10 Policy, see for reference WIPO Overview 3.0, section 1.2.1.

The Panel finds that the entirety of the MEDPAL mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name.
Accordingly, the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the mark for the purposes of the .10 Policy,
see for reference WIPO Overview 3.0, section 1.7.

Although the addition of another term, here “ai”, 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 .10 Policy, see for reference,
WIPO Overview 3.0, section 1.8.

Based on the foregoing elements, the Panel finds the first element of the .10 Policy has been established.
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Although the overall burden of proof in proceedings under the .IO Policy is on the complainant, panels have
consistently recognized that proving 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, see
for reference WIPO Overview 3.0, 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


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DIO2024-0040
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DIO2025-0002
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
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.10 Policy or otherwise.

Furthermore, the Panel notes that the Respondent is not commonly known by the disputed domain name, is
not licensed by the Complainant to use the MEDPAL mark in any way, is clearly using the website at the
disputed domain name for commercial purposes and has not provided any evidence of use of, or
demonstrable preparations to use, the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of
goods or services. Instead, the disputed domain name resolves to a website offering services closely related
to, or overlapping with those of the Complainant, while prominently displaying a MEDPAL-formative sign,
which the Panel considers a clear attempt to create a misleading impression of association or commercial
connection with the Complainant.

Additionally, the Panel finds that the nature of the disputed domain name, being confusingly similar to the
Complainant’s trademarks and solely consisting of the Complainant’s MEDPAL mark combined with the
descriptive term “ai” (commonly used to refer to artificial intelligence), thereby suggesting that the website at
the disputed domain name is designated as the website for the Complainant’s artificial intelligence-related
services, carries a risk of implied affiliation and cannot constitute fair use, as it effectively impersonates the
Complainant and its products or suggests sponsorship or endorsement by the Complainant (see for
reference WIPO Overview 3.0, section 2.5.1).

Based on the foregoing elements, the Panel finds the second element of the .IO Policy has been established.
C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith

In the present case, the Panel notes that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name, which
incorporates the Complainant's MEDPAL mark in its entirety, and that the Complainant's MEDPAL mark was
registered several years prior to the registration of the disputed domain name. The Panel finds that, in light
of the Complainant’s evidence, a simple Internet or trademark search at the time of registration would have
revealed the Complainant’s prior registered trademark rights in MEDPAL. The Panel therefore finds that the
Respondent knew, or at least should have known, of the Complainant and its MEDPAL marks when
registering the disputed domain name, particularly given the Respondent’s apparent operation in a closely
related or overlapping field of activity. On the balance of probabilities, the Panel finds that the Respondent
deliberately and consciously targeted the Complainant’s prior trademark rights in the MEDPAL mark. In the
Panel’s view, these circumstances clearly indicate bad faith on the part of the Respondent, and the Panel
accordingly finds that the disputed domain name was registered in bad faith.

As to use of the disputed domain name in bad faith, the Panel further notes that the disputed domain name
resolves to a website offering services related to healthcare and medical technology and prominently
displaying a MEDPAL-formative sign. The overall presentation of the website gives the impression of an
association or at least commercial connection with the Complainant. The Panel therefore finds that the
Respondent has used the disputed domain name to intentionally attract Internet users by creating a
likelihood of confusion with the Complainant's MEDPAL marks as to the source, affiliation, or endorsement of
the website and the services offered there, which is direct evidence of use in bad faith by the Respondent
under the .10 Policy.

In light of the foregoing, the Panel concludes that the disputed domain name was registered and is being
used in bad faith and that the third element of the .10 Policy has been established.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/
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7. Decision

For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with paragraphs 4(i) of the .10 Policy and 15 of the Rules, the
Panel orders that the disputed domain name, <medpalai.io> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Deanna Wong Wai Man/
Deanna Wong Wai Man
Sole Panelist

Date: February 5, 2026
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