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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

PANEL DECISION

The Pink Pig SA, Jorge Pork Meat SL v. PRIME DOMAIN MANAGER
LIMITED, PRIME DOMAIN MANAGER LIMITED

Case No. DEU2026-0012

1. The Parties

Complainants are The Pink Pig SA (“Complainant No. 1”) and Jorge Pork Meat SL (“Complainant No. 2”),
Spain, represented by Integra, Spain.

Respondent is PRIME DOMAIN MANAGER LIMITED, PRIME DOMAIN MANAGER LIMITED, Cyprus.

2. The Domain Name, Registry and Registrar

The Registry of the disputed domain name <thepinkpig.eu> is the European Registry for Internet Domains
(“EURId” or the “Registry”). The Registrar of the disputed domain name is MARCARIA.COM LLC.

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on March 16, 2026.
On March 16, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registry a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On March 18, 2026, the Registry 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 and contact information in the Complaint. The Center sent an
email communication to Complainant on March 19, 2026, providing the registrant and contact information
disclosed by the Registry, and inviting Complainant to submit an amendment to the Complaint. Complainant
filed an amended Complaint on March 23, 2026. On March 23, 2026, the Center sent a further request for
amendment. Complainant filed a second amended Complaint on March 24, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended Complaints satisfied the formal
requirements of the .eu Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules (the “ADR Rules”) and the World Intellectual
Property Organization Supplemental Rules for .eu Alternative Dispute Resolution Rules (the “Supplemental
Rules”).

In accordance with the ADR Rules, Paragraph B(2), the Center formally notified Respondent of the
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on March 26, 2026. In accordance with the ADR Rules,
Paragraph B(3), the due date for Response was April 15, 2026. Respondent did not submit any response.
Accordingly, the Center notified Respondent’s default on April 16, 2026.
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The Center appointed Stephanie G. Hartung as the sole panelist in this matter on April 28, 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 ADR Rules,
Paragraph B(5).

4. Factual Background

Complainant No. 1 is a company organized under the laws of Spain that forms part of the group of
companies known as “Grupo Jorge” which is active in the sustainable meat products industry. Complainant
No. 2 is a company as well organized under the laws of Spain that is the parent company of Complainant No.
1 and the owner of the following trademark on which this Complaint is based:

- Word-/device trademark THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE, European Union Intellectual Property Office,
filing number: 018021517, registration date: October 28, 2020, status: active.

Moreover, Complainants have demonstrated to own since 2009 the domain name <thepinkpig.es> which
resolves to the Grupo Jorge’s main website at “www.jorgesl.com” used to promote the group of companies’
sustainable meat products and related services internationally.

Respondent, according to the Registrar verification, is located in Cyprus. The disputed domain name was
registered on January 2, 2026. At the time of the rendering of this Decision, it does not resolve to any active
website. Complainants, however, have demonstrated that, at some point before the filing of the Complaint,
the disputed domain name resolved to a website at “www.thepinkpig.eu” which purported to offer Spanish
pork meat, thereby prominently displaying Complainants’ THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE trademark and
official logo, and also using contact details in Zaragoza, Spain, which were identical to those of
Complainants.

Complainants request that the disputed domain name be revoked.

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant

Complainants contend that they have satisfied each of the elements required under the ADR Rules for a
revocation of the disputed domain name. Notably, Complainants contend that they have been permanently
attacked since the end of 2022 by the same domain name owners, who were creating and copying
fraudulent webpages in which they pretended to belong to the “Grupo Jorge” group of companies.

Complainants submit that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to Complainants’ THE PINK PIG
GRUPO JORGE trademark, as it is fully included therein. Moreover, Complainants assert that Respondent
has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the disputed domain name since (1) the latter is identical to
Complainants’ THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE trademark, and (2) the website offered under the disputed
domain name pretends to be made by Complainants, which is demonstrated (e.g. by using corresponding
address information). Finally, Complainants argue that Respondent has registered or is using the disputed
domain name in bad faith since (1) the latter is identical to Complainants’ THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE
trademark, (2) the use of Complainants’ trademark and logo is infringing, and (3) the content under the
disputed domain name constitutes impersonation of Complainants.

B. Respondent

Respondent did not reply to Complainants’ contentions.
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6. Discussion and Findings

Pursuant to Article 4(4) of European Union (“EU”) Regulation 2019/517 as well as Paragraph B11(d)(1) of
the ADR Rules, it is for Complainants to establish that:

(i) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to a name in respect of which a right is
recognized or established by the national law of a Member State and/or European Union law and; either

(i) the disputed domain name has been registered by Respondent without rights or legitimate interests in the
name; or

(iii) the disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.
A. Multiple Complainants

First, while the ADR Rules do not expressly contemplate the possibility of an ADR complaint filed jointly by
multiple complainants, prior panels under the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (‘UDRP”)
have held that a single complaint filed by more than one complainant against a single respondent may be
permitted under certain circumstances, especially if complainants have a specific common grievance against
respondent, or respondent has engaged in common conduct that has affected complainants in a similar
fashion. See WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.17),
section 4.11.1.1

The Panel notes that Complainants not only are related entities within the same group of companies, but
also that the trademark THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE, on which this Complaint is based, belongs to
Complainant No. 2, but directly affects the business of Complainant No. 1 who is apparently authorized to
use this trademark. Complainants, therefore, obviously have a specific common grievance against
Respondent why it is appropriate in the case at hand and in line with the UDRP panelists’ majority view to
accept this Complaint filed by multiple complainants.

B. Identical or Confusingly Similar to a name in respect of which a right or rights are recognized or
established by national law of a Member State and/or European Union law

Second, the Panel concludes that the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the trademark THE
PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE, in which Complainants have demonstrated to enjoy registered trademark rights,
which are protected for the territory of the European Union. Also, the disputed domain name comprises a
substantial part of the textual elements of said trademark, namely “the pink pig” and, therefore, is still
recognizable within the disputed domain name. In this context, numerous UDRP panels have recognized
that this is sufficient to establish that the disputed domain name is at least confusingly similar to the
registered trademark in dispute (WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7).

Therefore, the Panel holds that the requirements of Paragraph B11(d)(1)(i) of the ADR Rules are met.
C. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Third, the Panel is further convinced, on the basis of Complainants’ undisputed contentions, that Respondent
has not made use of the disputed domain name in connection with a bona fide offering of goods or services,
nor has Respondent been commonly known by the disputed domain name, nor can it be found that
Respondent has made a legitimate noncommercial or fair use thereof without intent for commercial gain.

" Due to the similarities between the ADR rules and the UDRP, the Panel can also draw on the established award practice in UDRP
proceedings in relevant cases, e.g. WIPO Overview 3.1.


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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Pursuant to the ADR Rules, Paragraph B11(d)(1)(ii), it is up to complainant to plead and prove accordingly
that the disputed domain name has been registered by respondent without rights or legitimate interests
therein. The ADR Rules contain in Paragraph B11(e) a non-exhaustive list of case scenarios suitable to
prove rights or legitimate interests of a respondent. Inasmuch as it is typically difficult to prove a negative
fact (here the absence of rights or legitimate interests), it is in line with the majority view of UDRP panels as
well as in .eu ADR proceedings that it is sufficient if complainant establishes a so-called prima facie case.
This results in a shifting of the burden of production, and it is then up to respondent to present and prove that
there are corresponding rights or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name (see for example: Lidl-
Stiftung & Coupon KG v. Name Redacted, WIPO Case No. DEU2018-0012).

It is undisputed between the Parties that Respondent has neither been granted a license nor has it been
otherwise authorized by Complainants to use the trademark THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE, either as a
domain name or in any other way. Also, there is no reason to believe that Respondent’'s name somehow
corresponds with the disputed domain name, and Respondent does not appear to have any trademark rights
associated with the terms “the pink pig” and/or “Grupo Jorge” on its own. Quite to the contrary, the disputed
domain name resolved at some point in the past to a website at “www.thepinkpig.eu” which purported to offer
for sale Spanish pork meat, thereby prominently displaying Complainants’ THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE
trademark and official logo, and also using contact details in Zaragoza, Spain, which were identical to those
of Complainants, without any authorization to do so and, thus, creating the impression that such website
derived from Complainants which it obviously did not. Such use of the disputed domain name constitutes a
clear impersonation of Complainant, presumably for some unlawful purpose. In this context, UDRP panels
have long held that the use of a domain name for illegitimate activity (here: Complainant’s
impersonation/passing off by Respondent) can never confer rights or legitimate interests on a respondent.
WIPQO Overview 3.1, section 2.13.1.

Therefore, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name was registered by Respondent without any rights
or legitimate interests therein, which is why the requirements of Paragraph B11(d)(1)(ii) of the ADR Rules are
met, too.

D. Registered or Used in Bad Faith

Finally, and for the sake of completeness only, the Panel, in addition, holds that the disputed domain name
also has been registered and is being used in bad faith.

The circumstances to this case leave no doubts that Respondent was fully aware of Complainants’ rights in
their trademark THE THINK PIG GRUPO JORGE when registering the disputed domain name and that the
latter is clearly directed thereto. Moreover, using the disputed domain name to resolve to a website at
“www.thepinkpig.eu” which purported to offer for sale Spanish pork meat, thereby prominently displaying
Complainants’ THE PINK PIG GRUPO JORGE trademark and official logo, and also using contact details in
Zaragoza, Spain, which were identical to those of Complainants, without any authorization to do so and,
thus, creating the impression that such website derived from Complainants which it obviously does not,
constitutes a clear impersonation of Complainant, presumably for some unlawful purpose. In this context,
UDRRP panels have long held that the use of a domain name for illegitimate activity (here, Complainant’s
impersonation/passing off by Respondent) constitutes bad faith. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 3.4.

Accordingly, the Panel finds that the requirements of Paragraph B11(d)(1)(iii) of the ADR Rules are met, too.


https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/decisions/text/2018/deu2018-0012.html
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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7. Decision

For the foregoing reasons, in accordance with Paragraph B(11) of the ADR Rules, the Panel orders that the
disputed domain name, <thepinkpig.eu> be revoked.

/Stephanie G. Hartung/
Stephanie G. Hartung
Sole Panelist

Date: May 12, 2026
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