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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION

MBC FZ IP- LLC v. Timofei Mikhailovskii / Individual Entrepreneur
Timofei Mikhailovskii

Case No. DAE2026-0008

1. The Parties

The Complainant is MBC FZ IP- LLC, United Arab Emirates, represented by Al Tamimi & Company,
United Arab Emirates.

The Respondent is Timofei Mikhailovskii / Individual Entrepreneur Timofei Mikhailovskii, Georgia, self-
represented.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <mbc.ae> is registered with AE Domain Administration (.aeDA).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on April 20, 2026.
On April 21, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to AE Domain Administration (.aeDA) a request for
registrant verification in connection with the disputed domain name. On April 22, 2026, AE Domain
Administration (.aeDA) transmitted by email to the Center its verification response confirming that the
Respondent is listed as the registrant and providing the contact details.

The Center verified that the Complaint satisfied the formal requirements of the UAE Domain Name Dispute
Resolution Policy for — UAE DRP approved by .aeDA (the “Policy”), the Rules for UAE Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy — UAE DRP (the “Rules”), and the Supplemental Rules for UAE Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy — UAE DRP (the “Supplemental Rules”).

In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2(a) and 4(a), the Center formally notified the Respondent of the
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on April 27, 2026. In accordance with the Rules,

paragraph 5(a), the due date for Response was May 17, 2026. The Respondent submitted the response on
May 16, 2026. On May 21, 2026, the Center received an email communication from the Complainant.
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The Center appointed Mehmet Polat Kalafatogdlu as the sole panelist in this matter on May 26, 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.

On May 27, 2026, the Complainant filed a supplemental filing. On June 2, 2026, the Respondent filed a
supplemental filing. On June 9, 2026, the Complainant filed another supplemental filing.

4. Factual Background

The Complainant is part of MBC Group, which is a Saudi media conglomerate based in Riyadh. The
Complainant notes that it is considered the Middle East’s largest television broadcaster. The Complainant is
the first private free-to-air satellite broadcasting company in the Arab World, which was launched in London
in 1991. MBC Group operates over 19 free-to-air satellite TV channels and a video-on-demand service. The
Complainant submits that it owns numerous registered trademarks for MBC (word mark and logo) in various
jurisdictions worldwide, all across the Middle East and North Africa, in Europe, Asian countries, and the
United States of America.

The Complainant owns the following MBC trademark registrations, among others:

- the United Kingdom trademark registration No. UK00900844910 for MBC, registered on
March 29, 2005; and

- the United Arab Emirates trademark registration No. 98378 for MBC Logo (in color), registered
on August 16, 2009.

The Complainant asserts that its MBC trademark has acquired strong trademark recognition over the years,
and, as of 2025, its social media ecosystem reaches over 760 million followers globally. In addition, prior
decisions recognized that the MBC trademark has a strong reputation and is well known, particularly in the
Middle East region. In MBC FZ - LLC v. Ebator, Tarek Hassan Abdelaal, WIPO Case No. D2012-2305, the
panel noted that “Complainant’s corporate group operates widely-known television and radio broadcast and
webcasting in the Middle East under variants of the term ‘MBC’” and “the Panel agrees, however, that
Complainant’s trademarks were well established in the region and in Egypt by the time of Respondent’s
registration of the disputed domain name in July 2012”. In MBC IP FZ LLC, MBC FZ LLC v. MBC (Modern
Broadcast Center) / Sabri Arafa, InMotion Hosting, Inc., WIPO Case No. D2020-1104, the panel noted that
“the Complainant has established rights in the mark MBC by virtue of its registered trade marks as well as
unregistered trade mark rights deriving from the extensive and worldwide use of that term” and “(...) the
Complainant has established an extensive reputation in the term ‘MBC’ arising from its use for broadcasting
services dating back to the 1990’s (...)". In MBC FZ IP LLC v. medo ali, WIPO Case No. DC0O2023-0026,
the panel noted that “the Complainant is one of the Arab world largest television broadcaster”.

The Complainant also submits that it is the owner of over 400 domain names incorporating the MBC
trademark, including the domain names <mbc.fm>, <mbc.info>, <mbc.plus>, <mbc.social>, and
<mbc.watch>.

The disputed domain name was registered on March 1, 2026. At the time of filing the Complaint and this
Decision, it resolves to a parked webpage where it is offered for sale. The Complainant was the previous
owner of the disputed domain name from at least January 2023 to January 2026.

The Respondent appears to be an individual located in Georgia. The Respondent is a dealer in domain
names, including short domain names in the “.ae” country code Top-Level Domain (“ccTLD”). The record
shows that the Respondent owns several three-letter domain names with the “.ae” ccTLD.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2012-2305
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2020-1104
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=DCO2023-0026
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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. The Complainant’s contentions regarding the three elements under the Policy
are summarized below.

First, the Complainant asserts that the disputed domain name wholly incorporates the MBC trademark.

Second, the Complainant contends that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the
disputed domain name. The Complainant asserts that no license or authorization of any other kind has been
given to the Respondent to use the MBC trademark. The Respondent does not have any relationship with
the Complainant. Mere registration does not establish rights or legitimate interests in a domain name. The
Respondent is not making a legitimate non-commercial or fair use of the disputed domain name without the
intention of commercial gain. There is a risk that the Respondent has registered and may have the intention
to use the disputed domain name for the purpose of diverting Internet users to his own portal and to
intentionally trade on the Complainant’s fame. The disputed domain name has been chosen with the sole
intent to profit or otherwise abuse the MBC trademark.

Third, the Complainant submits that it was the continuous and legitimate owner of the disputed domain name
from at least January 2023 to January 2026, when the disputed domain name inadvertently lapsed. It argues
that the Respondent was well aware and had constructive notice of the Complainant’s rights in the MBC
trademark when he registered the disputed domain name. The Respondent hoped to capitalize on the
reputation of the Complainant. The Complainant submits that the disputed domain name appears to be
inactive and the pattern of maintaining registration without active use is indicative of cybersquatting.

In its supplemental filing dated May 27, 2026, the Complainant, first, provides explanations concerning the
technical cause of the inadvertent lapse of the disputed domain name. Furthermore, the Complainant
argues that the Respondent’s statement that he had never heard of MBC prior to this dispute is not credible
in the context of the “.ae” ccTLD. The Respondent is not a casual individual registrant; he is a sophisticated
domain dealer specifically and actively acquiring three-letter “.ae” domain names as a commercial enterprise.
A domain dealer operating specifically within the “.ae” namespace and acquiring what he acknowledges to
be a premium three-letter domain name in that namespace, is expected to conduct at least rudimentary due
diligence. The Complainant further notes that WIPO panels have previously confirmed the Complainant’s
well-established trademark rights in the MENA region; a professional domain dealer operating specifically in
the “.ae” ccTLD cannot credibly maintain ignorance of the single most prominent “MBC” entity in the United
Arab Emirates; and the Respondent’s argument that the letters “MBC” are used by dozens of different
businesses globally does not assist him in the context of the “.ae” ccTLD. Lastly, the Complainant contends
that the Respondent’s registration of the disputed domain name, the most prominent and high-value form of
the MBC identifier in the United Arab Emirates namespace, within six weeks of its inadvertent lapse, and its
immediate listing for sale, is consistent with opportunistic bad faith registration.

In its supplemental filing dated June 9, 2026, the Complainant further argues the Respondent’s duty of good
faith due diligence, submits further references to previous UDRP decisions, contends that the cases cited by
the Respondent in his submissions are misleading, and argues on the immediate listing for sale of the
disputed domain name after its registration and on its continuous renewal history until January 2026.

B. Respondent

The Respondent contends that the Complainant has not satisfied the elements required under the Policy for
a transfer of the disputed domain name. The Respondent’s contentions are summarized below.
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The Respondent submits that this dispute concerns a non-distinctive three-letter combination, which is used
as a generic acronym and as a trademark by countless companies on a concurrent and non-exclusive basis
worldwide. The Respondent is a domain dealer who became aware of the apparent abandonment of the
disputed domain name and has acquired it as part of a considerable portfolio of similar three-letter acronymic
domain names for its intrinsic market value, and thus for reasons unrelated to the Complainant.

The Respondent notes that despite the widespread concurrent use of the acronym “MBC” in many contexts
by many entities, the Complaint does not provide a single fact indicating that the Complainant was somehow
targeted by the Respondent’s registration and use. He further notes that when a domain name expires and
becomes available for registration, there is no information about who previously owned it, and the
Complainant does not explain where the Respondent was supposed to have this information.

The Respondent is not responsible for the Complainant’s failure to renew the disputed domain name.

The Respondent has registered a valuable three-letter domain name and offered it for sale in accordance
with its intrinsic value as a non-exclusive acronym. The Respondent submits that there are more than 150
registered marks or pending registrations in “MBC” owned by dozens of entities other than the Complainant,
and including in jurisdictions where the Complainant claims rights.

The Respondent states that he is a dealer in domain names, including short domain names in the “.ae”
ccTLD. The disputed domain name consists of a three-letter acronym that has a very wide range of potential
associations and is used by numerous businesses other than the Complainant. The Respondent submits
that there are domain names registered by other entities under various ccTLDs (including under the “.ae”
ccTLD) or generic Top-Level Domains (“gTLDs”) that consist of or include the letters “MBC”. The
Respondent argues that it is simply not the case that the Complainant, while it may be well-known in the
broadcasting industry in particular, has a monopoly on the use of the letters “MBC” for the conduct of any
business whatsoever, either globally or specifically in the United Arab Emirates. The Respondent states that
he has not used the disputed domain name for any purpose having to do with broadcasting. The
Complainant fails to satisfy the criteria of the passive holding doctrine, and the disputed domain name is not,
in fact, passively held. It resolves to a domain sales landing page. The disputed domain name cannot be
understood to be inherently associated with the Complainant’s asserted mark, nor has it been used in any
way suggesting a predatory intent in relation to the Complainant’s mark. The Respondent had never heard
of the Complainant prior to this dispute, and acquired the disputed domain name in the belief that it has
higher value as a generic three-letter domain name.

In his supplemental filing, the Respondent notes that the Complainant’s subjective intent in the
circumstances of non-renewal of the disputed domain name is entirely irrelevant to the Respondent’s intent
in having noticed an expiring three-letter domain name. The Respondent is located in Georgia. To the
Respondent’s knowledge, the Complainant does not broadcast in Georgia, and the Complainant does not
allege to have any reputation in Georgia. The Respondent collects domain names in a variety of ccTLDs.
The Respondent is the registrant of more than 200 three-letter domain names in a wide range of gTLDs and
ccTLDs. Lastly, the Respondent argues that the Complainant does not own a monopoly in the letters “MBC”,
not even in the United Arab Emirates, and the Respondent has not used the disputed domain name for any
purpose implicating the Complainant’s claim of rights.

6. Discussion and Findings
6.1. Procedural Issue: the Admissibility of the Parties’ Supplemental Filings

The Center received the Complainant’s unsolicited supplemental filing dated May 27, 2026, and the
Respondent’s unsolicited supplemental filing dated June 2, 2026 (in reply to the Complainant’s supplemental
filing). Unsolicited supplemental filings are generally discouraged in the framework of these proceedings,
unless specifically requested by the panel, and the panel has discretionary authority to determine the
admissibility of further statements or documents submitted by the parties. In the present case, the Panel
considers that these supplemental filings were brief, and their review did not cause a significant delay for the
Panel. These submissions have also been helpful in assessing the dispute within the context of the “.ae”
ccTLD. The Panel also considers that the Respondent has availed himself of the opportunity to respond to



page 5

the Complainant’s supplemental filing. Under these circumstances, the Panel has exceptionally taken these
two submissions into account as part of the record.

However, the Panel declines to admit the Complainant’s supplemental filing dated June 9, 2026, submitted at
a very late stage of proceedings. This submission is partly duplicative of earlier submissions, and the
remaining explanations appear to be more of a rebuttal to different cited cases by the Respondent. In any
event, this supplemental filing would not have affected the Panel's conclusions in this case.

6.2. Substantive Issues
Under paragraph 6(a) of the Policy, the Complainant is required to prove that:

(i) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which the
Complainant has rights; and

(i) the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests with respect to the disputed domain name; and
(iii) the disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.

Considering the similarities between the Policy and the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy
(the “UDRP”), the Panel will refer to cases decided under the UDRP and the WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel
Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1"), if relevant to this proceeding.

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 for the purposes of the Policy.
WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.2.1.

The entirety of the mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name. Accordingly, the disputed domain
name is identical to the mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the first element of the Policy has been established.
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Paragraph 6(c) of the Policy provides a list of circumstances in which the Respondent may demonstrate
rights or legitimate interests in a disputed domain name.

Although the overall burden of proof in the proceedings is on the complainant, panels have 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. WIPO Overview 3.1,

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. Although the
Respondent filed a Response, the Panel finds that he did not rebut the Complainant’s prima facie case and
provided no sufficient argument demonstrating rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name,
such as those enumerated in the Policy or otherwise.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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 Panel, first, notes that a general offer for sale of a three-letter domain name may not of itself indicate
bad faith, provided that it does not target or take unfair advantage of a complainant’s trademark. Inthe
present case, the Panel notes that the composition of the disputed domain name, which includes the
Complainant’s trademark together with the “.ae” ccTLD, carries a high risk of implied affiliation.

WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.5.1. By taking into consideration the determinations below regarding the bad
faith registration, the Panel finds that the Respondent should have known that the registration of the disputed
domain name and its commercialization by an offer for sale would result in taking unfair advantage of the
Complainant’s trademark rights in the specific context of the “.ae” ccTLD. The Panel finds that the
circumstances of the case do not support the finding of rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain
name.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the second element of the Policy has been established.
C. Registered or is Being Used in Bad Faith

In order to succeed under the third element of the Policy, the Complainant must establish that the disputed
domain name was either registered or is being used in bad faith. In addition, the Panel adopts the “balance
of probabilities” as the applicable standard of proof, which is generally accepted as the case where a party
demonstrates to a panel’s satisfaction that it is more likely than not that a claimed fact is true.

(See WIPO Overview 3.1, section 4.2.) Lastly, it is generally accepted that the bad faith condition is broadly
understood to occur where a respondent takes unfair advantage of or otherwise abuses a complainant’s
trademark.

The Panel considers the Respondent’s statement that he did not have information about who was the
previous owner of the disputed domain name when he registered it and finds that the reasons for the non-
renewal of the disputed domain name are not determinative under the circumstances of the present case.

In the present case, the Panel accepts that three-letter domain names have an intrinsic market value. The
Panel also notes the possibility of the co-existence of identical or similar trademarks in the same or different
jurisdictions and the possibility of other domain names registered by different entities consisting of the letters
“MBC”. However, each case must be evaluated on its own merits. The Panel considers that the present
ccTLD context in which the disputed domain name is registered and whether the relevant trademark is well-
known in that territory must be carefully evaluated. In other words, in a case that involves a gTLD or a
ccTLD where the relevant trademark is unknown, different conclusions might have been reached depending
on the circumstances of the case.

Considering the Complainant’s decades-long broadcasting activities, its prior and numerous trademark
registrations covering different territories in the Middle East region and beyond, and the previous
determinations by WIPO panels mentioned above, it is fair to conclude that the Complainant’'s MBC
trademark has a strong reputation and is well known in the Middle East region, including the United Arab
Emirates. Panels have consistently found that the mere registration of a domain name that is confusingly
similar to a famous or widely-known trademark by an unaffiliated entity can by itself create a presumption of
bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4.

Furthermore, referring to WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.2, the Panel considers that the case involves a
“.ae” ccTLD, the Complainant’s trademark is well known in the United Arab Emirates, and following the
Respondent’s statements, the Respondent is a domain investor in the “.ae” ccTLD (among others). The
Panel further notes that, as a professional domain investor operating within the “.ae” ccTLD space, the
Respondent was, or should have been, aware of the Complainant’s well-known trademark at the time of
registration, and that by registering a domain name identical to such trademark, the Respondent should have
known that the value of the disputed domain name was directly related to the Complainant’s goodwill and
reputation, rather than any independent value of its own. As a result, the Panel rejects the Respondent’s
defenses and finds that the Respondent, who is a domain investor in the “.ae” ccTLD, which covers a
territory where the Complainant’s trademark is well known, should have known that his registration of the
disputed domain name would be identical to the Complainant’s trademark. Considering the foregoing, the



https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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Respondent should have known that the registration would capitalize on the Complainant’s trademark
recognition, thereby causing harm to the Complainant and confusing Internet users. In the Panel’s view, this
amounts to bad faith registration under the Policy.

While it is not necessary for the Panel to make a finding on bad faith use given the determination of bad faith
registration above, the Panel notes that the Respondent’s offering of the disputed domain name for sale
constitutes additional evidence of bad faith under the Policy. In this regard, the Panel finds that the disputed
domain name is being offered for sale not on account of any independent commercial value, but rather
because of its direct connection to the Complainant’s goodwill and reputation. The value attributed to the
disputed domain name derives from its association with the Complainant’s well-known trademark in the
Middle East region, including the United Arab Emirates, further demonstrating that the Respondent is
seeking to unfairly exploit the Complainant's established reputation and goodwill for its own commercial gain.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element of the Policy.

7. Decision

For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with paragraphs 6(i) of the Policy and 15 of the Rules, the Panel
orders that the domain name <mbc.ae> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Mehmet Polat Kalafatoglu/
Mehmet Polat Kalafatoglu
Panelist

Date: June 10, 2026
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