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1. The Parties 
 
The Complainant is Arashi Vision Inc., dba Insta360, China, represented by DI LI LAW, P.C., United States 
of  America (“United States”). 
 
The Respondent is Lingbao Yang, China. 
 
 
2. The Domain Name and Registrar 
 
The disputed domain name <insta360.ai> (the “Disputed Domain Name”) is registered with GoDaddy.com, 
LLC (the “Registrar”). 
 
 
3. Procedural History 
 
The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on February 2, 2026.  
On February 3, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verif ication in 
connection with the Disputed Domain Name.  On February 3, 2026, the Registrar transmitted by email to the 
Center its verif ication response disclosing registrant and contact information for the Disputed Domain Name 
which differed from the named Respondent (Registration Private, Domains By Proxy, LLC) and contact 
information in the Complaint.  The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on February 4, 
2026, providing the registrant and contact information disclosed by the Registrar, and inviting the 
Complainant to submit an amendment to the Complaint.  The Complainant f iled an amended Complaint on 
February 4, 2026.   
 
The Center verif ied that the Complaint together with the amended Complaint satisf ied 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 notif ied the Respondent of  the 
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on February 12, 2026.  In accordance with the Rules, 
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was March 4, 2026.  The Respondent did not submit any response.  
Accordingly, the Center notif ied the Respondent’s default on March 9, 2026. 
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The Center appointed Rosita Li as the sole panelist in this matter on March 16, 2026.  The Panel f inds 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 leading global manufacturer of products and software for 360° cameras, VR cameras, 
action cameras, webcam, etc.  It was established on July 9, 2015, is based in Shenzhen, China, and claims 
to be the number one company in the 360° camera market worldwide.  Its range of products under the brand 
name “Insta360” includes panoramic imaging cameras, action cameras, video conferencing systems, and 
mobile devices, which are available in over 200 countries. 
 
The Complainant is the owner of trademark registrations for INSTA360 in various jurisdictions for, among 
other things, panoramic cameras and downloadable computer software applications for panoramic imaging 
technology, including:   
 
1. China Trade Mark No. 23026097 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on September 7, 2019; 
2. European Union Trade Mark No. 15340301, for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Classes 9 and 42 

on August 29, 2016; 
3. United States Trade Mark No. 5271872, for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Classes 9 and 42 on 

August 22, 2017; 
4. United Kingdom Trade Mark No. UK00004042125 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on 

September 27, 2024; 
5. United Kingdom Trade Mark No. UK00915340301 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Classes 9 

and 42 on August 29, 2016;   
6. Canada Trade Mark No. TMA1148322 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Classes 9 and 42 on 

October 26, 2022;   
7. Canada Trade Mark No. TMA1367587 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on December 12, 

2025;   
8. Australia Trade Mark No. 2445106 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on February 12, 

2025;   
9. Republic of Korea Trade Mark No. 401606765 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Classes 9 and 42 

on May 18, 2020;   
10. United Arab Emirates Trade Mark No. 327581 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on May 

30, 2020;   
11. Saudi Arabia Trade Mark No. 1443018588 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on April 7, 

2022;   
12. India Trade Mark No. 4648318 for INSTA360 (stylized), registered in Class 9 on September 9, 2020;  

and  
13. Mexico Trade Mark No. 2879519 for INSTA360, registered in Class 9 on June 16, 2025;   
 
(collectively, the “INSTA360 Trademarks”). 
 
The Complainant is also the owner of several domain names that comprise the INSTA360 Trademarks, such 
as <insta360.com>, <inst360.com>, <insta360.cn>, <insta360.us>, <insta360.uk>, <insta360.cc>, 
<insta360.jp>, and <insta360.kr>, among others.   
 
The Panel notes that the Complainant has spent substantial time, effort, money and resources in developing, 
using and maintaining its INSTA360 Trademarks and domain names.  As such, the Complainant’s business 
conducted under the INSTA360 Trademarks represents a high volume of goodwill, reputation and f inancial 
value.   
 
The Disputed Domain Name was registered by the Respondent on August 19, 2023.   
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The Disputed Domain Name cannot be opened whether at the time of  the Complaint or at the time of  
preparing this decision.   
 
On or around December 23, 2025, the Complainant approached the Respondent through a GoDaddy 
domain broker to purchase the Disputed Domain Name.  The Respondent quoted a price of USD 100,000 for 
the sale of  the Disputed Domain Name to the Complainant.   
 
 
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.   
 
(i) The Disputed Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service in which the 

Complainant has rights.  The Complainant contends that:   
 
- The Complainant is the owner of  the INSTA360 Trademarks.   
- The Disputed Domain Name comprises the word “Insta360” in its entirety and is very likely to cause 

confusion among consumers and the general public, who might associate the Respondent with the 
Complainant, or mistakenly believe that the Complainant is the owner, sponsor or provider of  the 
Disputed Domain Name. 

- In a previous WIPO Domain Name Dispute Arashi Vision Inc., dba Insta360 v. Alec Garcia, WIPO 
Case No. D2025-4399, the Complainant filed a complaint against another respondent regarding the 
disputed domain name <insta360.community>.  In this prior case, the Panel found that the 
Complainant established all three elements of the Policy and ruled in the Complainant’s favour.  The 
current case is highly similar to the prior case in that the Disputed Domain Name comprises the word 
“Insta360” in its entirety.   

 
(ii) The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of  the Disputed Domain Name.  The 

Complainant contends that: 
 
- The Complainant has not authorized, licensed, or otherwise permitted the Respondent to use its 

INSTA360 trademark or to register any domain name incorporating it.  There is no business 
association or relationship between the parties, and the Respondent is not commonly known by the 
name “Insta360” or “Insta360 AI.” 

- The addition of  the descriptive word “ai” does not diminish the confusing similarity between the 
Disputed Domain Name and the INSTA360 Trademarks.  On the contrary, it heightens the likelihood 
that Internet users will assume an official association, endorsement, or affiliation with the Complainant 
or its services.   

- Before notice of this dispute, the Respondent made no demonstrable preparations to use the Disputed 
Domain Name in connection with a bona f ide of fering of  goods or services. 

 
(iii) The Disputed Domain Name was registered and is being used in bad faith.  The Complainant 

contends that:   
 
- The Respondent has still not used the Disputed Domain Name in connection with any bona f ide 

of fering of  goods or services in over two years since it was registered.  This indicates that the 
Respondent was acting in bad faith and acquired the Disputed Domain Name primarily for the purpose 
of  selling or otherwise transferring it to the Complainant.   

- When the Complainant approached the Respondent, the Respondent quoted a price of  USD 100,000 
for the sale of  the Disputed Domain Name to the Complainant, which was an unreasonable and 
unacceptable sum to the Complainant.  The Respondent did not have an intention to enter into a bona 
f ide transaction regarding the Disputed Domain Name, and the Complainant’s ef forts to obtain the 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/text.jsp?case=D2025-4399


page 4 
 

Disputed Domain Name through commercial means, instead of  legal means, were abused by the 
Respondent in an attempt to receive money f rom the Complainant unjustly. 

- Given the distinctiveness and prior use of  the INSTA360 Trademarks, it is implausible that the 
Respondent was unaware of the Complainant’s rights when registering the Disputed Domain Name.  
The deliberate inclusion of the word “Insta360” in its entirety, along with the generic term “ai,” indicates 
the Respondent’s intent to create confusion as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement.   

 
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 f irst 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 of  WIPO Panel Views on 
Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7. 
 
Based on the available materials, the Panel f inds 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 f inds that the entirety of  the Complainant’s INSTA360 Trademarks 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. 
 
The Top-Level Domain “.ai” is viewed as a standard registration requirement and as such is disregarded 
under the f irst element confusing similarity test.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.11.1.   
 
Based on the available materials, the Panel f inds the f irst 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. 
 
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 dif f icult 
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 satisf ied 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.  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 
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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In accordance with WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.5.1, UDRP panels have found that domain names identical 
to a complainant’s trademark carry a high risk of  implied af f iliation.  The Disputed Domain Name has 
included the INSTA360 Trademarks in their entirety, which would easily be understood as referring to the 
Complainant’s products, and be interpreted by Internet users as indicating some form of  relationship or 
association with the Complainant.  This is especially the case when considering the Complainant’s domain 
names, which take the formation of “Insta360” followed by country-code Top-Level Domains.  The Panel 
notes that apart from being associated with artif icial intelligence, “.ai” is itself  a country-code Top-Level 
Domain for Anguilla, United Kingdom. 
 
For purposes of  assessing fair use under UDRP paragraph 4(c)(i), before any notice of  the dispute, a 
respondent must use or show demonstrable preparations to use the domain name or a name corresponding 
to the domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services.  In the present case, the 
Disputed Domain Name cannot be opened, nor did the Respondent show demonstrable preparations to use 
the Disputed Domain Name in connection with a bona fide of fering of  goods or services before receiving 
notice of the dispute.  There is also no indication that the Respondent has been commonly known by the 
Disputed Domain Name.   
 
Given the above, the Panel finds that there is a high risk that the public would assume that the Disputed 
Domain Name is authorised by or affiliated with the Complainant.  It is clear that the use of  the Disputed 
Domain Name, which incorporates the mark INSTA360 in its entirety, is an attempt by the Respondent to 
capitalize on the goodwill and reputation of the Insta360 Trademarks, which the Panel does not consider to 
be a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the Disputed Domain Name nor a bona fide offering of goods or 
services.   
 
Based on the available materials, the Panel finds the second element of  the Policy has been established.   
 
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.   
 
In the present case, the Panel notes that the Disputed Domain Name incorporates the Complainant’s 
INSTA360 Trademarks in their entirety.  The Panel also notes that the Disputed Domain Name was 
registered on August 19, 2023, well af ter the registration of  most of  the Complainant’s INSTA360 
Trademarks.  The Panel is satisfied that the INSTA360 Trademarks are well known and reputable, with long-
standing and substantial use by the Complainant in the the 360° camera market.  The Panel is prepared to 
f ind that the Respondent knew or should have known that the registration of  the Disputed Domain Name 
would be confusingly similar to the INSTA360 Trademarks.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.2.2.  Accordingly, 
the Panel f inds that the Respondent’s registration of the Disputed Domain Name, which is confusingly similar 
to the INSTA360 Trademarks, is a clear indication of  bad faith.   
 
The Disputed Domain Name does not resolve to any active website.  Considering the reputation or 
distinctiveness of the Complainant’s Trademarks, the composition of  the Disputed Domain Name, and the 
Respondent’s failure to file a Response, the Panel finds that the non-use of the Disputed Domain Name does 
not prevent a f inding of  bad faith.  WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.3. 
 
In accordance with paragraph 4(b)(i) of the Policy, the circumstances indicate that the Respondent registered 
the domain name primarily for the purpose of  selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the domain name 
registration to the Complainant who is the owner of the INSTA360 Trademarks, for valuable consideration in 
excess of the out-of-pocket costs that could reasonably be directly related to the Disputed Domain Name – 
an indicator of bad faith on the part of  the Respondent.  By reason of  the matters stated in the previous 
section 6.B above, and with no response f rom the Respondent, the Panel is prepared to f ind the 
Respondent’s aim in registering the Disputed Domain Name was to prof it f rom or exploit the INSTA360 
Trademarks.   

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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A mere of fer to sell for a profit which does not target a trademark owner would not be considered a violation 
of  paragraph 4(b)(i) of the Policy.  However, the Respondent’s offer to sell the Disputed Domain Name for a 
premium sum of USD 100,000 would most likely exceed his reasonable out-of -pocket costs.  The Panel is 
prepared to find that the Respondent did target the Complainant, the owner of the INSTA360 Trademarks, in 
registering the Disputed Domain Name to profit from or exploit the INSTA360 Trademarks.  WIPO Overview 
3.1, section 3.1.1.   
 
Having reviewed the materials, the Panel f inds that the Respondent’s registration and lack of  use of  the 
Disputed Domain Name constitute bad faith under the Policy. 
 
The Panel f inds 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 Name <insta360.ai> be transferred to the Complainant. 
 
 
/Rosita Li/ 
Rosita Li 
Sole Panelist 
Date:  March 30, 2026  

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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