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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Thirdbase Wellness Private Limited v. Nathanniel Patrick Wijaya
Case No. DC02026-0001

1. The Parties
The Complainant is Thirdbase Wellness Private Limited, India, represented by LexOrbis, India.

The Respondent is Nathanniel Patrick Wijaya, Indonesia.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <thirdbase.co> 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 January 5, 2026.
On January 6, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On January 6, 2026, 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 (Registration Private, Domains By Proxy, LLC) and contact
information in the Complaint. The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on January 9,
2026, 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 13, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amendment to 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 January 22, 2026. In accordance with the Rules,
paragraph 5, the due date for Response was February 11, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any
response. Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on February 12, 2026.
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The Center appointed Steven A. Maier as the sole panelist in this matter on February 19, 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 company registered in India. It is a supplier of “intimate wellness, healthcare and
lifestyle products”.

The Complainant is the owner of India trademark registration number 6350787 for the word mark
THIRDBASE, registered with effect from March 18, 2024 in International Class 10.

The Complainant operates a website at “www.thirdbase.in”, offering a range of adult goods.

The disputed domain name was first registered on October 16, 2023. The Complainant states that it was the
original registrant of the disputed domain name, which was later acquired by the Respondent when the
Complainant inadvertently allowed it to lapse. The Complaint provides evidence of its registration of the
disputed domain name for a period of one year.

The Complainant provides evidence that the disputed domain name has been used as follows:

- On December 22, 2025, to resolve to a website headed “Thirdbase — India’s Best Luxury Intimate Wellness
Brand”, containing references to products offered by the Complainant, but with incomplete images and links;
and

- On December 26, 2025, to resolve to an online gambling site headed “Bos898 Third Base — The Most
Sophisticated Gaming Site with Unexpected Surprises”.

The Complainant states that the disputed domain name resolved at one time to an identical copy of its
website at “www.thirdbase.in”, although it does not exhibit evidence in support of this.

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 submits that its THIRDBASE trademark is widely known in the field of intimate wellness
and has become distinctive of its services in that field. It claims to have incurred promotional expenditure in
connection with the mark equivalent to approximately USD 44,000, and provides evidence of its presence on
social media including Instagram, X, LinkedIn and Facebook. It also exhibits coverage of its brand, products
and services in various articles in Indian publications.

The Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is identical to its THIRDBASE trademark, the
Top-Level Domain “.co” being disregarded for the purpose of comparison.
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The Complainant submits that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed
domain name. It states that it has no relationship with the Respondent and has never authorized it to use its
THIRDBASE trademark, that the Respondent has not commonly been known by the disputed domain name,
and that the Respondent is not making any bona fide commercial use of the disputed domain name. It
contends that, instead, the Respondent is using the disputed domain name to impersonate the Complainant
and to divert the Complainant’s consumer traffic for its own commercial benefit.

The Complainant contends that that the disputed domain name was acquired by the Respondent and is
being used in bad faith. It states that the Respondent was clearly aware of its trademark and business, since
it opportunistically registered the disputed domain name upon the Complainant inadvertently dropping it, and
has used the disputed domain name to replicate the Complainant’s own website at “www.thirdbase.in”.

The Complainant submits in particular that, by using the disputed domain name, the Respondent has created
deception and confusion by misrepresenting the Complainant’s trademark as an indication of the source,
sponsorship, affiliation or endorsement of the Respondent’s website.

The Complainant requests the transfer of the disputed domain name.
B. Respondent

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

6. Discussion and Findings

In order to succeed in the Complaint, the Complainant is required to show that all three of the elements set
out under paragraph 4(a) of the Policy are present. Those elements are that:

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

(i) the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name; and
(ii) the disputed domain name has been registered and is being used in bad faith.
A. Identical or Confusingly Similar

The Complainant has established that it is the owner of registered trademark rights for the mark
THIRDBASE. The disputed domain name is identical that trademark, and the first element under the Policy
is therefore established.

B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

In the view of the Panel, the Complainant’s submissions set out above give rise to a prima facie case that the
Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name. However, the
Respondent has failed to file a Response in this proceeding, and has not submitted any explanation for its
registration and use of the disputed domain name, or evidence of rights or legitimate interests on its part in
the disputed domain name, whether in the circumstances contemplated by paragraph 4(c) of the Policy or
otherwise. The Panel finds moreover that the Respondent has used the disputed domain name to
impersonate the Complainant, which cannot give rise to rights or legitimate interests on the Respondent’s
part.

The second element under the Policy is therefore satisfied.
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C. Registered and Used in Bad Faith

The Panel finds the Respondent’s use of the disputed domain name, as evidenced on December 22, 2025,
to be effectively conclusive of the third element. Whether or not the Respondent replicated the
Complainant’s full website at some other time, it is clear from the screenshots dated December 22, 2025,
that it expressly represented its website as being that of the Complainant, and included elements of the
Complainant’s content on that website. Such conduct demonstrates that the Respondent was aware of the
Complainant at the date it acquired the disputed domain name, and did so for the purpose of taking unfair
advantage of the Complainant’s trademark by causing confusion with it.

It is also clear that, subsequent to using the disputed domain name for a website that impersonated the
Complainant, the Respondent has used it for the purpose of a gambling website from which it must be
assumed to derive revenues. It is clearly to be inferred, therefore, that the Respondent has sought to divert
Internet traffic intended for the Complainant to its gambling website, and that by using the disputed domain
name, the Respondent has intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial gain, Internet users to its
website by creating a likelihood of confusion with the Complainant’s trademarks as to the source,
sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of its website or of a product or service on its website

(paragraph 4(b)(iv) of the Policy).

The third element under the Policy is therefore established.

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 <thirdbase.co> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Steven A. Maier/
Steven A. Maier
Sole Panelist

Date: March 3, 2026
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