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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Instagram, LLC v. Mr. Gwoply
Case No. DAI2026-0004

1. The Parties

The Complainant is Instagram, LLC, United States of America (the “US”), represented by Hogan Lovells
(Paris) LLP, France.

The Respondent is Mr. Gwoply, Anguilla, United Kingdom (the “UK”).

2. The Domain Names and Registrar

The disputed domain names <instagram.net.ai> and <instagram.org.ai> (the “Disputed Domain Names”) are
registered with ZenaidaAXA.cate.ai (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on January 26, 2026.
On January 27, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in
connection with the Disputed Domain Names. On January 30, 2026, the Registrar 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 Uniform Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy” or “UDRP”), the Rules for Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution
Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for Uniform 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 February 4, 2026. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph
5, the due date for Response was February 24, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any response.
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on February 25, 2026.
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The Center appointed Monica Novac as the sole panelist in this matter on March 2, 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 a US company which offers its world-renowned online photo and video sharing social
networking service and mobile application under the name Instagram. Since its launch in 2010, Instagram
has rapidly acquired and developed considerable goodwill and reputation worldwide. Acquired by Meta
Platforms, Inc. (formerly known as Facebook, Inc.) in 2012, Instagram today is the world’s fastest growing
photo and video sharing and editing software and online social network, with more than 2 billion monthly
active accounts worldwide.

Instagram has received numerous awards, including “App of the Year” in 2011 from Apple Inc., and it is
currently among the most downloaded applications worldwide.

The Complainant holds several trademark registrations for INSTAGRAM in various jurisdictions, including the
following:

- UK Trademark Registration No. UK00003123325 INSTAGRAM (word), registered on January 15,
2016, for goods and services in classes 9, 35, 38, 41, 42, and 45;

- US Trademark Registration No. 4146057 INSTAGRAM (word), registered on May 22, 2012, for goods
in class 9;

- International Trademark Registration No. 1129314 INSTAGRAM (word), registered on March 15,
2012, for goods and services in classes 9 and 42, designating several jurisdictions, including the European
Union; and

- European Union Trade Mark Registration No. 014493886 INSTAGRAM (word), registered on
December 24, 2015, for services in classes 35, 38, 41, and 45.

Previous UDRP panels have already recognized the well-known character of the INSTAGRAM trademark.

The Complainant holds numerous domain names comprising the INSTAGRAM trademark, including the
domain names <instagram.com> (registered on June 4, 2004) which resolves as well as <instagram.net>
(registered on November 6, 2010) and <instagram.org> (registered on May 10, 2015) which redirect to the
Complainant’s official website.

The Respondent is reportedly located in Anguilla, UK. The Respondent registered the Disputed Domain
Names on January 6, 2018. According to the evidence filed by the Complainant, on January 14, 2026 (i.e.
shortly before filing of the Complaint), the Disputed Domain Names resolved to parked websites in which
pay-per-click (“PPC”) links were also displayed. In particular, the Disputed Domain Name <instagram.net.ai>
displayed, among others, the link “Instagram Entrar” (i.e. Spanish for “Instagram Enter”), while the other
Disputed Domain Name <instagram.org.ai> displayed the links “Abrir Instagram” (i.e. Spanish for “Open
Instagram”), “Instagram Play Store” and “Instagram Official Website”. On the date of filing of the Complaint,
as well as on the date of this Decision, when accessed by the Panel, the Disputed Domain Names resolve to
inactive websites.

On November 10, 2025, the Complainant’s lawyers sent a cease-and-desist letter (via email) to the
Respondent, demanding, among others, the transfer of the Disputed Domain Names to the Complainant, at
no cost. The Respondent replied the same day stating that it registered and used the Disputed Domain
Names in good faith. The Respondent asserted that “the .ai extension is the country code for Anguilla and is
widely recognized and used in the technology sector as an abbreviation for ‘Artificial Intelligence’. My [the
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Respondent’s] holding of these domains was not intended to capitalize on Instagram’s goodwill for social
media, but rather as a forward-looking registration pertaining to the potential intersection of the ‘Instagram’
concept with artificial intelligence technologies”. Finally, the Respondent expressed its willingness to settle
the matter amicably and to comply with the demands within the cease-and-desist letter, in exchange of the
payment by the Complainant of compensation amounting to USD 20,000. On November 24, 2025, the
Complainant’s lawyers replied to the Respondent requesting that the transfer of the Disputed Domain Names
is made at no cost to the Complainant. The Complainant maintains that no further response was received
from the Respondent.
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 Names.

Notably, the Complainant contends that:

- the Disputed Domain Names are identical to the Complainant’s INSTAGRAM trademark;
- the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the Disputed Domain Names; and
- the Disputed Domain Names have been registered and are being used in bad faith.

B. Respondent

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

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 Names. WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on
Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.17), 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 Panel notes that the Disputed Domain Names incorporate the Complainant's INSTAGRAM trademark in
its entirety, with no other additions. Accordingly, the Disputed Domain Names are identical to the
Complainant’s mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.

According to the WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.11.1, the country-code Top-Level Domains (“ccTLDs”)
“.net.ai” and “.org.ai” in the Disputed Domain Names are viewed as a standard registration requirement and
as such are disregarded under the first element confusing similarity test.

The Panel finds the first element of the Policy has been established.


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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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.

Although the overall burden of proof in UDRP proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized
that proving that 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
21.

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 Names.

It is accepted by the Panel that the Respondent is not related to the Complainant in any way and that the
Complainant has not authorized the Respondent to use its INSTAGRAM trademark as part of the Disputed
Domain Names or otherwise. There is also no evidence that the Respondent is commonly known by the
Disputed Domain Names.

The Panel is of the opinion that the composition of the Disputed Domain Names carries a high risk of implied
affiliation with the Complainant. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.5.1. In the Panel’s view, the Respondent
registered the Disputed Domain Names with the intent to mislead Internet users or cause confusion with the
Complainant.

Although at the time of this Decision, the Disputed Domain Names resolve to inactive websites, as per the
evidence filed by the Complainant, it seems that the Disputed Domain Names used to resolve to parked
websites in which PPC links were displayed, most of which were targeting directly the Complainant, its
trademark and activity. Panels have held that the use of a domain name to host a parked page comprising
PPC links does not represent a bona fide offering where such links compete with or capitalize on the
reputation and goodwill of the complainant’s mark or otherwise mislead Internet users. WIPO Overview 3.1,
section 2.9.

The Panel takes note of the Respondent’s statements within the reply sent to the Complainant’s cease-and-
desist letter on November 10, 2025 (as detailed above). The essence of the Respondent’s reply is that it
registered the Disputed Domain Names foreseeing “the potential intersection of the ‘Instagram’ concept with
artificial intelligence technologies”. However, the Respondent’s allegations were not accompanied by any
relevant evidence — and none was submitted in response to the present Complaint — demonstrating any
Respondent’s rights or legitimate interests in the Disputed Domain Names such as those enumerated in the
Policy or otherwise.

In view of all the above, the Panel is of the opinion that the Respondent does not use the Disputed Domain
Names in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services, nor does it make a legitimate

noncommercial or fair use of the Disputed Domain Names as per the Policy.

The Panel finds the second element of the Policy has been established.


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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C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith

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.

Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy sets out a list of non-exhaustive circumstances that may indicate that a domain
name was registered and used in bad faith, but other circumstances may be relevant in assessing whether a
respondent’s registration and use of a domain name is in bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.1.

Panels have consistently found that the mere registration of a domain name that is identical (or confusingly
similar) to a well-known trademark, and particularly in the case of coined or fanciful marks, can by itself
create a presumption of bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.1.4.

In the present case, the Panel notes that the Complainant registered and used its INSTAGRAM trademark
before the Respondent registered the Disputed Domain Names. In view of the worldwide reputation of the
Complainant, the well-known character of its trademark and the composition of the Disputed Domain Names,
it is unlikely that the Respondent was not aware of the Complainant’s trademark and business when
registering the Disputed Domain Names. The Panel considers that the Respondent targeted the
Complainant when registering the Disputed Domain Names. Furthermore, the Panel is of the opinion that
the Respondent registered the Disputed Domain Names with the intent to mislead Internet users into
believing that the websites at the Disputed Domain Names are affiliated with or endorsed by the
Complainant, which is a clear proof of bad faith.

The Panel notes that the Disputed Domain Names were used for parked webpages with PPC links (most of
which were targeting directly the Complainant, its trademark and activity) for which the Respondent might
have received some commercial and financial gain. In light of this, and as the Respondent did not provide
any convincing justification as to why it selected and registered the Disputed Domain Names which are
identical to the Complainant’s mark, the Panel finds that the Respondent has been using the Disputed
Domain Names to intentionally attempt to attract, for commercial gain, Internet users to its websites by
creating a likelihood of confusion with the INSTAGRAM trademark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation,
or endorsement of the Respondent’s websites, in accordance with paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy. Given
the above, the Panel considers that the Respondent registered the Disputed Domain Names in order to trade
off the reputation of the Complainant’s mark.

Via the reply sent to the Complainant’s cease-and-desist letter on November 10, 2025, the Respondent
expressed its willingness to settle the matter amicably and to comply with the demands within the cease-and-
desist letter, in exchange of the payment by the Complainant of compensation amounting to USD 20,000. In
the Panel’s view, these are circumstances that indicate that the Respondent registered the Disputed Domain
Names primarily for the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the Disputed Domain Names to
the Complainant for valuable consideration in excess of his out-of-pocket costs directly related to the
Disputed Domain Names, which amounts to bad faith under paragraph 4(b)(i) of the Policy.

Furthermore, the Panel considers that there is sufficient evidence to make a determination based on
paragraph 4(b)(ii) of the Policy, which provides that bad faith registration and use will be found where the
Respondent has “registered the domain name in order to prevent the owner of the trademark or service mark
from reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name, provided that [the Respondent has] [...] engaged
in a pattern of such conduct”. UDRP panels have held that establishing a pattern of bad faith conduct
requires more than one, but as few as two instances of abusive domain name registration. WIPO Overview
3.1, section 3.1.2. In this case, the fact that the Respondent registered, simultaneously, the Disputed
Domain Names which are identical to the Complainant’s mark represents, in the Panel’s opinion, a pattern of
conduct directed against the Complainant, preventing it from reflecting its trademark in the Disputed Domain
Names (also see ELO v. Ajeet Mahajan, WIPO Case No. D2024-4886).


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/text.jsp?case=D2024-4886
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Having reviewed the record, the Panel finds the Respondent’s registration and use of the Disputed Domain
Names constitutes bad faith under the Policy.

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

7. Decision

For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with paragraphs 4(i) of the Policy and 15 of the Rules, the Panel
orders that the Disputed Domain Names <instagram.net.ai> and <instagram.org.ai> be transferred to the
Complainant.

/Monica Novac/
Monica Novac

Sole Panelist

Date: March 16, 2026
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