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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainants are Galaktika N.V., Kingdom of the Netherlands (“Netherlands”) and Unionstar Limited, 
Cyprus, represented internally. 
 
The Respondents are Three Gaming Limitada, Costa Rica, and XYZ Entertainment B.V., Netherlands, both 
represented by Muscovitch Law P.C., Canada. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <solcasino.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 23, 
2025.  On December 24, 2025, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar 
verification in connection with the disputed domain name.  On December 24, 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.  The 
Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on December 29, 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 January 12, 2026.   
 
The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amendment to the Complaint satisfied the formal 
requirements of the .IO Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “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 January 12, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 
5, the due date for Response was February 8, 2026.  The Response was filed on February 6, 2026. 
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The Center appointed W. Scott Blackmer, Tobias Cohen Jehoram, and Andrew D. S. Lothian as the 
panelists in this matter on March 25, 2026.  The Panel finds that it was properly constituted.  Each member 
of 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 Complainants are Galaktika N.V. (“Galaktika”), a company registered under the laws of Curaçao, 
Netherlands and headquartered in Willemstad, Curaçao, and Unionstar Limited (“Unionstar”), Cyprus.  The 
Complaint explains that the two companies share a common interest in this proceeding:  Galaktitka is the 
parent company, which is a licensed online casino operator in Curaçao and holds relevant Curaçao 
trademark registrations, while Unionstar is a subsidiary acting as a licensee of Galaktika’s intellectual 
property rights and also holds registered corresponding European Union trademarks as detailed below.  The 
Respondents state that they do not object to the inclusion of both related Complainants in this proceeding, 
and the Panel finds this both efficient and equitable.  Galaktika and Unionstar are referred to collectively 
hereafter as the “Complainant” unless otherwise indicated.   
 
The Complainant operates an online casino in multiple languages at “www.sol.casino”, which it states it has 
been using “since 2020”.  However, the Complainant has not furnished any historical screenshots of the 
Complainant’s website or other evidence concerning its sales, advertising, or market presence.  The Internet 
Archive’s Wayback Machine has some archived screenshots of an undeveloped “Sol Casino” website in the 
Russian language in 2019.  The Panel notes that other archived instances on the Wayback Machine from 
2020 through 2025 produce error messages or indicate that they are in the Russian language but fail to 
resolve.  1   
 
The Complainant holds trademark registrations including the following: 
 

Mark Owner Jurisdiction Reg. Number Reg. Date International 
Class 

SOL (word) Galaktika Curaçao 19686 July 17, 2020 9, 41, 42 
SOL CASINO 
(figurative)2 

Galaktika Curaçao 19688 July 17, 2020 9, 41, 42 

SOL CASINO 
(figurative) 

Unionstar European Union 018507093 November 3, 
2021 

9, 42 

SOL CASINO 
(word) 

Unionstar European Union 018763226 December 30, 
2022 

9, 41, 42 

SOL CASINO 
(word) 

Galaktika Curaçao 21268 December 24, 
2024 

9, 41, 42 

 
The disputed domain name was created on November 6, 2021, and is registered to the Respondent Three 
Gaming Limitada (“Three Gaming”) of Puntarenas, Costa Rica.  The Respondent affirms that it acquired the 
disputed domain name from Dan.com on November 11, 2021.  The disputed domain name resolves to an 
online gambling website.  According to the Response, this website went live on about December 5, 2021, 
and the Panel notes that the Wayback Machine has archived screenshots of the Respondent’s website from 
December 2021 onward.  From the beginning, the Respondent’s website was distinguished for using 
cryptocurrency, prominently SOL tokens in the open-source Solana blockchain network, and the home page 
included a link to Solana at “www.solana.com”.   
 

 
1Noting the general powers of a panel articulated in paragraphs 10 and 12 of the Rules, it is commonly accepted that a panel may 
undertake limited factual research into matters of public record, as the Panel has done in these proceedings.  WIPO Overview of WIPO 
Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 4.8. 
2The Complainant incorrectly characterizes this as a word mark. 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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Based on information from the Respondent’s website, the Complaint suggests that the “interrelated” 
company XYZ Entertainment B.V. (“XYZ Entertainment”) should also be included as a Respondent, as the 
former website operator.  The Response filed on behalf of both Three Gaming and XYZ Entertainment states 
that both companies share the same management and have been involved in operating the website 
associated with the disputed domain name, and further that they have no objection to being treated jointly as 
Respondents.  Consequently, the Panel finds it efficient and equitable to include both companies as 
Respondents in this proceeding and refers to them hereafter collectively as the “Respondent” unless 
otherwise indicated.  See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 4.11.2.  3 
 
The Complainant brought a trademark infringement action against the Respondent XYZ Entertainment in 
Curaçao in 2025 (Case No. CUR202500332).  The Complainant obtained a judgment on preliminary relief on 
March 11, 2025 (a copy is attached to the Complaint in this proceeding) ordering XYZ Entertainment to 
cease using the disputed domain name.  The Respondent appealed this judgment;  the appeal remains 
pending at the time of this Decision.  Meanwhile, the Respondent Three Gaming obtained an online 
gambling license from the Tobique First Nation in Canada, took over responsibility for operating the 
Respondent’s website, and applied for Canadian registration of a SOL CASINO figurative mark (pending 
application number 2381981, filed February 25, 2025). 
 
 
5. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant 
 
The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Policy for a transfer 
of the disputed domain name.   
 
Notably, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is identical to its SOL CASINO word 
mark and the verbal element of its SOL CASINO figurative mark, as well as incorporating its SOL mark.  The 
Complainant asserts that the Respondent is not licensed to use the Complainant’s marks, has no relevant 
trademark rights of its own, and does not use the disputed domain name for a “legitimate” commercial 
offering because it is “merely trading on the Complainants’ goodwill”.  The Complainant argues that the 
Respondent attempted to conceal its identity as website operator, using a domain privacy service to register 
the disputed domain name and shifting the identity in a website footnote from XYZ Entertainment to Three 
Gaming, suggesting that these indicate both illegitimacy and bad faith.   
 
The Complainant cites the Policy, paragraph 4(b)(iv) to argue the Respondent has acted in bad faith by 
attempting to divert Internet users for commercial gain by creating a likelihood of confusion with the 
Complainant’s marks.  The Complainant suggests that the Respondent’s reason for changing the name of 
the website operator was to evade the Curaçao court order directed at XYZ Entertainment, another sign of 
bad faith on the part of the Respondent. 
 
B. Respondent 
 
The Respondent argues that the Parties’ ongoing dispute under Curaçao national trademark law (which 
remains under appeal) is not dispositive of the issues under the Policy. 
 

 
3Taking into consideration many similarities between the .IO Policy and the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (“UDRP”), 
the Panel has taken note of the WIPO Overview 3.1 and, where appropriate, will decide consistent with the consensus views captured 
therein. 

 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The Respondent acknowledges that the Complainant obtained certain trademark registrations for SOL (a 
common Latin-based word) and for SOL CASINO but denies awareness of them before this dispute arose.  4  
The Respondent notes that it registered the disputed domain name a year before the Complainant obtained 
its first registration anywhere in the world for SOL CASINO as a word mark, and claims that by the time the 
Complainant registered SOL CASINO as a word mark in Curaçao in December 2024, the Respondent had 
acquired trade name rights corresponding to the disputed domain name.  The Respondent points out that 
there have been other SOL, SOL CASINO, and formative marks that have nothing to do with the 
Complainant, citing examples from Spain and the United States.  The Respondent denies targeting any of 
them with the disputed domain name and offers its own reasons for choosing a name for its online presence 
based on “sol”. 
 
The Respondent attaches the Declaration of its head of casino operations.  According to this Declaration, the 
Respondent’s online casino opened in December 2021 based on the innovative concept of using SOL 
cryptocurrency tokens on the open-source Solana blockchain network, which was new at that time, launched 
in 2020.  Thus, “SOL” was a term unrelated to the Spanish word for “sun” or to the Complainant, of which the 
Respondent was unaware.  The Respondent observes that the Complainant was not well known and did not 
have a developed or active website in English in December 2021, and the Complainant’s domain name was 
in the lesser used “casino” generic Top Level Domain (“gTLD”).  The Response includes an excerpt from a 
Discord discussion in December 2021 with a Solana online community leader, a co-founder of the Solana 
blockchain, who helped select the disputed domain name for its appeal to users of the Solana ecosystem.  
The Respondent’s website launched with a collection of 5,000 NFTs (non-fungible tokens) on the Magic 
Eden marketplace and has since distributed digital assets, including SOL tokens, with an aggregate stated 
value of over USD 77 million.  The Respondent observes that the Complainant’s website does not accept 
payments in SOL tokens or any other cryptocurrency.   
 
The Respondent argues that it operates a robust, licensed business using the disputed domain name and 
has never targeted the Complainant’s marks.  The Respondent asserts that there is no evidence of imitation 
on the website, providing screenshots of the two Parties’ websites for comparison and noting that the Parties 
focus on different markets, with the Respondent serving only consumers with cryptocurrency wallets.  The 
Respondent cites numerous social media reports and followers as evidence of the commercial success of 
the Respondent’s website.  The Respondent continues its business, licensed in Canada now given the 
pending litigation in Curaçao, and argues that this business was always focused in good faith on using the 
disputed domain name for its relevant reference to a cryptocurrency, not to a lesser-known online gambling 
operator with a different consumer market.   
 
 
6. Discussion and Findings 
 
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar 
 
It is well accepted that the first element functions primarily as a standing requirement.  The standing (or 
threshold) test for confusing similarity involves a reasoned but relatively straightforward comparison between 
the Complainant’s trademark and the disputed domain name.  WIPO Overview 3.1 section 1.7. 
 
The Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark or service mark (the registered SOL and SOL 
CASINO word marks and the textual element of the registered SOL CASINO figurative marks) for the 
purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1. 
 

 
4The Respondent observes that the Complainant incorrectly characterizes its 2021 European Union trademark registration number 
018507093 as a registered word mark (it is a figurative mark) and notes that the Complainant’s first registration anywhere in the world 
for SOL CASINO as a word mark was granted in December 2022, a year after the Respondent registered the disputed domain name. 

 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The entirety of the SOL and SOL CASINO word marks and the entirety of the textual element of the SOL 
CASINO figurative marks are reproduced within the disputed domain name.  Moreover, the term “casino” 
found in the disputed domain name enhances confusing similarity in this case because the marks were 
registered in connection with casino gambling services.  Accordingly, the disputed domain name is identical 
to the marks for the purposes of the Policy.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7. 
 
The Panel finds the first element of the Policy has been established. 
 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 
Paragraph 4(c) of the Policy provides a list of circumstances in which the Respondent may demonstrate 
rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name. 
 
The Respondent has established that it has been offering licensed online casino services through the 
website associated with the disputed domain name since December 2021, consistent with the example of 
legitimate interests given in the Policy, paragraph 4(c)(i) (a use in connection with a bona fide offering of 
goods and services prior to any notice to the Respondent of the dispute).  This could not be deemed a “bona 
fide” commercial use, however, if the Panel found that this facially legitimate interest is pretextual and that 
the Respondent registered or used the disputed domain in an effort to trade on the Complainant’s reputation.  
That possibility is examined in the following section on the element of bad faith.   
 
C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith 
 
The Policy requires a showing of bad faith in either the registration or use of the disputed domain name. 
 
The Panel notes that, for the purposes of paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the Policy, paragraph 4(b) of the Policy 
establishes circumstances, in particular, but without limitation, that, if found by the Panel to be present, shall 
be evidence of the registration and use of a domain name in bad faith.   
 
The Complainant infers that the Respondent targeted its mark, evidently because the Complainant had 
registered the SOL word mark and figurative SOL CASINO marks in Curaçao and the European Union and 
allegedly launched an online gambling website in 2020, before the Respondent acquired the disputed 
domain name in November 2021.  The Complainant offers no evidence, however, of an online presence at 
that time nor of any imitative use or targeting activity by the Respondent thereafter.   
 
The Panel finds the Respondent’s denial of awareness and intent to exploit the Complainant mark credible, 
given the lack of evidence of the Complainant’s visibility online, the difference in their markets, and the 
Respondent’s strong reasons for using “sol” with reference to a cryptocurrency token.  The Respondent’s 
registration of the disputed domain name through a domain privacy service is not suspicious, as the 
Complainant suggests.  It is a common practice which is often a default applied by registrars these days, and 
there is no sign that the change in the Respondent’s website contact details has actually impeded the 
Complainant or the Center in identifying and contacting the Respondent.  Moreover, it is hardly surprising 
that the Respondent would seek another licensing jurisdiction when challenged in Curaçao, and this is not in 
itself an indicator of bad faith under the Policy.  Trademark law is national and not entirely coterminous with 
the UDRP or .IO Policy.   
 
The balance of probabilities, on this record, points to the Respondent selecting and using the disputed 
domain name for its reference to the SOL token and the relevant suggestion of an online “crypto casino” 
business, not for an intended false association with the Complainant. 
 
The Panel does not find that the Respondent registered or used the disputed domain name in bad faith 
within the meaning of the Policy.   
 
It follows from the same factual analysis that the second element of the Policy also has not been established. 
 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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7. Decision 
 
For the foregoing reasons, the Complaint is denied.   
 
 
/W. Scott Blackmer/ 
W. Scott Blackmer 
Presiding Panelist 
 
 
/Tobias Cohen Jehoram/ 
Tobias Cohen Jehoram 
Panelist 
 
 
/Andrew D. S. Lothian/ 
Andrew D. S. Lothian 
Panelist 
Date:  April 2, 2026 
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