
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

ARBITRATION 
AND 
MEDIATION CENTER 

 
 
 
 
ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION 

Privacy Protected, Privacy Protected by Hostnet 
D2026-1990 

 
 
 
 
1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is , 
Türkiye, represented  
 

) 
“ ”)  

 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name  is “ ”)  
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 

“Center”
May 8, 2026

 an amendment to the 
 

 
 

“Policy” or “ ”
“Rules”
“ ”  

 

 on May 25,  
 
The Complainant  
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The Center appointed as panelists in 
this matter on 

 
 

to 
that i ed 

ed appropriate, under  
“ “)

holder disclosed and evidenced by the Respondent a company 
, the state on 

, and 

, 
The Respondent  provide the name, postal and e-mail addresses, and the 

 

 
 
The Panel stated that the Respondent
invited to provide comments 

July 1, 
 

 
 
4. Factual Background 
 
The Complainant is 

a Payment 
 

 
 

 
  

, in ; 
 

 
; 

 
 

and 
 

),  
, in Classes  

 

Hizlipara Ödeme Hizmetleri ve Elektronik Para A.S. v. Privacy Protected by 
Hostnet / Seber Holding B.V. D2020-  “the 2020 ”), and the panel in that 

 

a 
present case e  
 
 
 



 
 

 

DATE: DESCRIPTION: 
 
January 26, 2016 The Complainant is incorporated in  
 
May 9, 2016 The disputed domain name is  
 

 

Erol 
 is 

, 
 

 
April 12,   sole 

company PayPorter  
 

 
“ ” 

[the Panel presumes this means  receives an invoice in the 
, the disputed domain 

name is  the Court s principal 
,  

 
 

“
”  

 
June   company 

incorporated  
 
 

-
Complaint c  

 
December    
 
December    

trademark  
 
January 2018   
 
February 2018  its 

 
 
March  2018   
 
July 26, 2018  

 –  
 

 26, 2019 The Complainant  in  
 

 29, 2019 The Complainant   
 



 
 

 

December  2019  PAYPORTER 
“ ”

 
 
January 1, 2020   

 
 
May 29, 2020 The Complainant   
 
June  2020   
 
July 1, 2020  result, the 

  
 

 21, 2020 The Complainant sends a cease-and-   
   

 
 28, 2020 s cease-and-desist letter, 

 

 
 

 2, 2020   the 
Complainant s PAYPORTER  

 
 10, 2020 The Complainant submits the Complaint in  

 
 

 -

said “ – ”, and 
 

 
 

 
 The panel renders its decision in that the disputed 

domain name s trademark, 

Complainant 

s
panel notes that the dispute 
raises 

s that its 
a

s  
 

 
) bears 

 
European  
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October 6, 2021 Cancellation Division  
 

 initiated by the Complainant 

Case number
21-1205  

 
February 10, 2022 is pronounced by 

- The interim relie

Complainant s European 

said 
each to pay the Complainant 

said 
per day penalty 
orders 

 and statutory interest  
 
March 9, 2022 

“Morpara” “PayPorter” 
 

 
 issued in Case 

- The Court dismisses the 
Complainant s claims, and in a counterclaim by 

orders the Complainant to pay said Morpara companies 

, the claim The Court 
s admission, Morpara s activities commenced in May 

Mark Morpara -
s application and made 

preliminary use about [Assessment, 
have stated that 

to the 
trade name PayPorter, and that it has not been established that there has been a 

Complainant

[Assessment, 
“

”  
 
December  A screenshot  

“
” [Panel  
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December 11,  A screenshot that t
has un to display an entity called “PORTÉ 

” trapline “ ” superimposed 

-
“ ” in the 

“
é 

sophistication in everyday   Porté -
and a   Porté  

  Each brand embodies our commitmen
innovation,   

 
” T

 
 
April 15, 2026 

 
 

- “Privacy Protected by 
Hostnet” Hostnet 
number ) the 

 
“Hostnet”  

 
The Response in the present case it 

On June 1, 2026, Hostnet issued an email to the 
“ The contact 

s name  s initial and 
telephone number and address ”

, “ Hostnet 
[sic  ”  

 
 

-  
 
 
5. Supplemental Filing 
 
As a procedural matter, the Panel 

“ ”)  
 

 

mation contained therein in its complaint 
 

 
R-1 to R-

 
 
 



 
 

 

  
 

 omplainant 
 

 espondent 
 

 disputed domain name
‘  that the Complainant has not had opportunity to 

 
 
The Panel considers that 1-6 are or contain 

, that they are or contain and that the Complainant did not and 
e  

 
 

that the Respondent 
p The Panel has decided that this is not necessary, since all 

Respondent  the Complainant s reaction in the Response  
 
 
6. Parties’ Contentions 
 
A. Complainant (Complaint) 
 

 
 

the Complainant states that the R -

Further, the R -
disputed domain name to 

Panel disputed domain name 
disputed domain name has taken 

place since the decision in  
 
The Complainant nonetheless observes that in , the disputed 

 and submits that t
privacy protection service,  here 
disputed parties as in 
case  
 
The Complainant contends that the disputed 

 , 
material circumstances   directly 

 in the 
PAYPORTER mark t - disputed 

disputed 
 

 
The Complainant contends that 
disputed domain name on the basis that a

in the trademark  
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– The decided , that t
 the Complainant s PAYPORTER trademark by PayP

; 
 
– T  in an i dated February 10, 2022, ordered 

Complainant s European 
trademark PAYPORTER “PayPorter” 

9, 2022, the 
in such case  

“Payporter” to “Morpara”;   
 
– T , in its dated April , 
since the various s
trademark PAYPORTER or related  
 
– T  decided on April 15, 2026, that the 
appeal by the Cancellation Division the 

and  
 

use the PAYPORTER 
mark The Complainant adds that the Respondent s 
disputed Court decision, 

, 
 

 
T ds that the Respondent

constitutes trademark tarnishment  
 
The Complainant submits that, that the disputed domain name has been 

any disputed domain name had 
various decisions, and the Complainant s trademark 

 simple “payporter” or  

disputed 
 

 
Further to Procedural Order that the Respondent disclose the 

s said  
 
The Complainant submits 

no 

, 
and under the Rules, may the Respondent s cond
constitutes  

all 

  
provides concerned s 

- is a 
 

Policy  
 
The Complainant notes that the response 
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The 
Respondent - issued to 

since e 

-date the 
trademark PAYPORTER 

and made  
 

, , , or 
 

 
B. Respondent 
 

 
 

Respondent the 2020 
disputed domain name and such remedy 

The Respondent contends that the Complainant cannot establish that the disputed domain 
 “the Respondent s side” 

Complainant trademark  
 
The Respondent submits that the “non-

”
that t s market, nor 

 
 

 
 
- - the disputed domain 

name  
 

-

 
 
- -

 
- - -  
- -  
- -

 
- -  
 
C. Complainant (Supplemental Filing) 
 

remarks 
 

 
 the  ticket to -6) establishes only   made and does not 

prove any business discussions  to the    
 the  submitted -5) is a  promotional document  the type distributed 

by  to thousands  potential clients  its receipt does not demonstrate 
any commitment,  or business relationship;   

 the identity and role  the party   the Respondent    
 R-  has not been established;   
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 there is no purchase order, no  supply  no payment record, and no other 
 evidence  commitment to  

 
 e standard 

 
 

contradicts the Respondent , as it does not display contact 

‘Coming Soon’ 
 

 

 
 

products or services 
are in a sector and non- preclude tarnishment  The Complainant also submits 
that this tarnishment constitutes real- consumer harm,  consumer
are  and then encounter  

erodes con
  Furthermore, the Complainant contends, rospective partner 

institutions conduct   the Complainant   
encounter the <  , this 
to the Complainant s business activities but also serious doubts about the Complainant s reputation and 

 The Complainant also submits that the Respondent  on t e that 
“under the PayPorter umbrella”, is actively “Complainant s 

e Respondent l ”  Thereby, the Respondent 
adopts the Complainant  
 
 
7. Discussion and Findings 
 
7.1 Procedural matters 
 
Refiling 
 

Seminole Tribe of Florida v. propertyusa, ltd, 
D2019-  

 

“ -
-

” The disputed domain name here is the same as 
that in the The 
Complainant is the same entity as in such case, 

 
 

- as in On 
 

the 2020 
 

point, the 
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it 
 

 

the un)  
 
The record that 

Factual , 
and From the Complaint and the Response,  Parties assume or, in 

Handelsregister),  has been the sole shareholder and 

company, only on March 1, 
case  

 
 

 
 
1  presumably the Complaint), 
and appears to be  at present; 
 
2  s details as the only 
disputed domain name “This domain ”  
 

 June 2, 2026  “
” 

 
The Respondent s -  

issued by Hostnet to  and to no other natural or 
) since at least  2022  

use to business is recorded 
, and )  

 

 
 
Furthermore, based upon the above items numbered 1 to   
consistently  the Procedural Order, the Panel considers 
that the Complainant has raised a credible case that there has 
domain name to a third party, T
the Parties themselves have submitted, the Parties to the current dispute are not the same as the parties to 

 
 

 its independent research 
rocedural Order  

Complainant s contentions that it believes 

Response and 
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p
then   These circumstances may have 

contributed to t  on the the Respondent in the 
 

 
 

the true position  
) 

Complainant

 
 

 decided not to issue a Procedural Order 
Complainant also 
considered that to do so “
Policy ” Tufco Technologies, Inc., Tufco LP, Hamco Manufacturing and Distributing LLC v. Hamco Alabama 
LLC, D2011- ) nd, as the panel put it in Robert Kennedy College v. Domain Name 
Proxy Service, Inc. - “complainants should ‘ it  

   
 

not 
case 

proceeded on the basis that the case 
the Panel concluded that the 

, due to the shared 
dramatis personae on the Respondent s sid

 in the Panel s opinion 
been accepted and the merits had been 1  
disputed domain name by   

involved both the Complainant and the dramatis personae on the Respondent s 
s  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 in any event 
Complainant to be the , notably the 

vant  directly and materially , section 
 told the Court that Morpara 

had 
  The Court case 

There is no impact on the 
decision 

The Complainant also asserted, secondly, 
purported 

the disputed domain name
 



 
 

 

7.2. Substantive Matters 
 

 
 

 
  

 
  
  

 
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar 
 

 
 
 

 
 

s PAYPORTER trademark 
- “ ”  

s 
 

 
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests 
 

 
 

 
 

 
“ ”  

 
 
 

see  
 

 may demonstrate a 
respondent s  
 

 

services;  or 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

to the Respondent has submitted - 
- 

e present dispute, it had taken demonstrable preparatory steps to use the disputed domain name 
“ - ”  

 
 



 
 

 

The Complainant s position 
)   an 

a 
putative early-   
 

the Respondent  a party to the cases that led to t
and administrative decisions 

particular  relevant decisions 
concern the  
 
As set out in  

, inter alia, evidence 
 -  and correspondence and 

- For this purpose, the Respondent has submitted a screen print 

 e  set out in the timeline at  
 

hatsApp 
app) 
company called ‘

 
 

, nor their combination, prove concrete a 
business The -6) does not prove that actual business 
discussions took place, and in any event, the 
established;  - and does not 

The 
-

 
communicatio  
potential the disputed domain 
name “ ”

person    
 

Respondent does not support its 
submission that it has taken 

-  in accor i) The 
Panel also notes that the Respondent has not invoked any other itimate interest in the 

ii) iii)  
 

concludes 
Complainant has made out a 

 
 
C. Bad faith registration and use 
 
Date of transfer 
 
As set out in 

as to 



15 
 

 

should be considered
the disputed domain name)  personally

 
P Panel has to 

make a  
, 

The disputed 

 inter alia, the disputed 

 
Retail 

d the 
 

, 
 

 
Bad faith registration and use 
 

-   circumstances 
 

 
“

 
- -pocket costs directly related to the domain name; or 

conduct;  or 

competitor;  or 

- s 

” 
 

has taken place 
, 

 
 
The Complainant has disputed domain name by the 
Respondent   

“
 

decisions;  
 that tarnishes the Complainant s 

” 
 

– 
and decisions – the Panel has already pointed out above that 

t  that none 
 or not the Respondent 

 
Certainly, there is no reason to support the Complainant s statement that such 
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  is not , as 

disputed  
 

  be 
 –  the Respondent 

director –  its name , the 
Respondent 

 
 

 
 

 

the Panel The Complainant submits that the 
Respondent  business is 
elaborated in the Complaint “ s brand - 

- 
”  

  serious doubts 
about the Complainant  
 

ese statements

  and the evidence submitted it cannot conclude that a 
necessarily  

 

 
 The Panel

 
  e Parties may choose to 

 
 
D. Reverse Domain Name Hijacking 
 
The Respondent has submitted that “ ” 

uses the “ ”  to 
 

 co
s non-  

 
As set out in “

-name holder, the 
panel shall declare in its decision tha

”   “ ”) 
“ -

”  
 



 
 

 

, the Panel is 
-

disputed domain n
Complainant s  that the disputed domain 
name it  

- to hide its true identity 
and to contribute to, or at least maintain, the incorrect Parties that there had been a 

in name  
 

e  and the 
 

 
 
8. Decision 
 

 
 
 
 
/Andrew D. S. Lothian/ 
Andrew D. S. Lothian 

 
 
 
/Wolter Wefers Bettink/ 
Wolter Wefers Bettink 
Panelist 
 
 
/Willem J. H. Leppink/ 
Willem J. H. Leppink 
Panelist 

July 18, 2026 


