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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Alibaba Innovation Private Limited v. Clare Calvin
Case No. DIO02026-0007

1. The Parties
Complainant is Alibaba Innovation Private Limited, Singapore, represented Convey Srl, Italy.

Respondent is Clare Calvin, China.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

Domain Name <z-image.io> (the “Domain Name”) is registered with NameSilo, LLC (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on March 2, 2026.
On March 3, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in
connection with the Domain Name. On March 3, 2026, the Registrar transmitted by email to the Center its
verification response disclosing registrant and contact information for the Domain Name which differed from
the named Respondent and contact information in the Complaint. The Center sent an email to Complainant
on March 6, 2026 providing the registrant and contact information disclosed by the Registrar, and inviting
Complainant to submit an amendment to the Complaint. Complainant filed an amended Complaint on March
9, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint together with the amended Complaint satisfied the formal
requirements of the .IO Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Policy”), the Rules for .I0 Domain
Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Rules”), and the WIPO Supplemental Rules for .IO Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy (the “Supplemental Rules”).

In accordance with the Rules, paragraphs 2 and 4, the Center formally notified Respondent of the Complaint,
and the proceedings commenced on March 16, 2026. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph 5, the due
date for Response was April 5, 2026. Respondent did not submit any response. Accordingly, the Center
notified Respondent’s default on April 7, 2026.

The Center appointed Robert A. Badgley as the sole panelist in this matter on April 10, 2026. The Panel
finds that it was properly constituted. The Panel has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration
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of Impartiality and Independence, as required by the Center to ensure compliance with the Rules, paragraph
7.

4. Factual Background
Complainant alleges:

“The Complainant is Alibaba Innovation Private Limited, a company belonging to the Alibaba Group, a
leading Chinese multinational conglomerate founded on June 28, 1999, in Hangzhou, Zhejiang. The Group
operates globally across a wide range of sectors including e-commerce, retail, Internet, and technology. It
offers consumer-to-consumer (C2C), business-to-consumer (B2C), and business-to-business (B2B) sales
services through both Chinese and international marketplaces. In addition, the Group provides services in
digital media and entertainment, logistics, and cloud computing. Alibaba Innovation Private Limited is part of
this global ecosystem, which also includes entities such as Alibaba (China) Co., Ltd. and Alibaba.com
Corporation.”

“Alibaba is one of the world’s largest and most influential companies in the fields of retail and e-commerce
and is active in over 190 countries. In addition to its leadership in online commerce, the company was ranked
in 2020 as the fifth-largest artificial intelligence enterprise globally. Through its fintech subsidiary, Ant Group,
Alibaba also operates as the world’s second-largest financial services provider after Visa. Furthermore, it is
recognized as one of the most prominent venture capital and investment firms worldwide.”

“Alibaba operates the world’s largest online marketplace across all major segments: B2B (Alibaba.com), C2C
(Taobao), and B2C (Tmall). The Group has also significantly expanded into the media, entertainment and
artificial intelligence sectors, with revenues in these areas growing at a triple-digit rate year over year.
Notably, during the 2018 edition of China’s Singles’ Day — the world’s largest online and offline shopping
event — Alibaba set a global sales record.”

“As part of its Al strategy, Alibaba has developed Z-Image, an open-source image generation framework
designed to deliver high-quality, photorealistic visuals with unprecedented speed. Conceived within the
Tongyi-Al research ecosystem, Z-Image reflects Alibaba’s commitment to advancing efficient diffusion-based
models and democratizing access to next-generation creative tools. The system emphasizes lightweight
architecture, rapid inference, multilingual text rendering, and reliable instruction following, making it a
versatile foundation for image generation across both consumer and enterprise applications.”

“The evolution of the Z-Image family includes multiple specialized designed to address different technical
needs. Z-Image Turbo, released on November 26, 2025, is a distilled version of the original 6-billion-
parameter model and delivers sub-second image generation on enterprise-grade hardware while maintaining
strong photorealism, accurate bilingual text rendering, and robust prompt responsiveness. In addition to Z-
Image-Turbo, the Complainant has announced two further variants: Z-lmage-Omni-Base, a non-distilled
foundational model developed to support full-weight access for fine-tuning and research-oriented
customization, and Z-Image-Edit, a dedicated variant 6 designed for advanced image editing and image-to-
image transformations through natural-language instructions. Together, these announced variants expand
the strategic reach and technical capabilities of the Z-Image family within the Complainant’s broader
generative-Al ecosystem.”

“Subsequent updates have significantly expanded the creative and technical range of the Z-Image series. Z-
Image-Turbo’s release in November 2025 marked a major milestone, earning top ranking among open-

source text-to-image systems for its efficiency and visual quality.”

Complainant alleges further:



page 3

“The Complainant has also taken formal steps to secure trademark protection for the ‘Z-Image’ denomination
in multiple jurisdictions worldwide. In particular, the Complainant has filed trademark applications for ‘Z-
Image’ before several national and regional trademark offices, including the European Union Intellectual
Property Office (EUIPO), the Intellectual Property Office of Singapore, Thailand, Philippines, Malaysia,
United Kingdom and the [United States]. These filings demonstrate the Complainant’s clear intention to
secure and enforce exclusive rights over the Z-Image mark on a global scale, further confirming the
distinctiveness, commercial relevance, and strategic importance of the designation withing the Complainant’s
broader Al technology portfolio.”

Annexed to the Complaint are trademark applications corroborating the foregoing allegations.

The Domain Name was registered on November 26, 2025. Complainant asserts that the Domain Name was
registered on “the same date of the Complainant’s launch of the official GitHub repository for the Z-Image
project, [...] its official technical blog, as well as its model distribution pages hosted on Hugging Face and
ModelScope.”

According to Complainant, the Domain Name was registered without Complainant’s authorization and
resolves to a website “which prominently features and promotes the Complainant’s Z-IMAGE-branded
leading Al image-generation models.” Complainant asserts that Respondent “is using the disputed Domain
Name to promote and offer access to the Complainant’s Z-IMAGE Al models through tiered pricing plans,
without any authorization.”

Annexed to the Complaint are screenshots of Respondent’s website, which is replete with references to the
Z-IMAGE trademark. At several points, the site invites users to avail themselves of a free trial offer. The site
also indicates the price for various monthly subscriptions, including USD 7.99 for “basic” service and USD
25.90 for “pro” service.

Complainant also alleges, and annexes a Google Maps screenshot as support, that the physical address
indicated by Respondent in the Whols database does not exist.

Respondent has not denied any of the foregoing allegations and has not challenged any of the documentary
evidence submitted by Complainant.

5. Parties’ Contentions

A. Complainant

Complainant contends that it has established all three elements required under the Policy for a transfer of the
Domain Name.

B. Respondent

Respondent did not reply to Complainant’s contentions.

6. Discussion and Findings

Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy lists the three elements which Complainant must satisfy with respect to the
Domain Name:

(i) the Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trademark or service mark in which
Complainant has rights; and
(i)  Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name; and
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(i)  the Domain Name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.
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
Complainant’s trademark and the Domain Names. WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP
Questions, (“WIPO Overview 3.1”), section 1.7.

The Panel finds that Complainant has common law rights in the unregistered trademark Z-IMAGE through
use demonstrated in the record and extensive consumer recognition. The Panel also observes that
Respondent, by registering the Domain Name and creating a website purporting to offer for sale
Complainant’s Z-IMAGE services, clearly considers Z-IMAGE as a source identifier for Complainant’s
services, and hence is in no position to dispute Complainant’s claim to common law trademark rights.

The Panel also finds that the Domain Name is identical to the Z-IMAGE mark.
Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(i).
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Pursuant to paragraph 4(c) of the Policy, Respondent may establish its rights or legitimate interests in the
Domain Name, among other circumstances, by showing any of the following elements:

(i) before any notice to you [Respondent] of the dispute, your use of, or 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; or

(i)  you [Respondent] (as an individual, business, or other organization) have been commonly known by
the Domain Name, even if you have acquired no trademark or service mark rights; or

(i)  you [Respondent] are making a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the Domain Name, without
intent for commercial gain to misleadingly divert consumers or to tarnish the trademark or service mark at
issue.

The Panel concludes that Respondent lacks rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name.

Respondent has not come forward in this proceeding to articulate any bona fide basis for registering the
Domain Name. The undisputed record shows that Respondent registered the Domain Name with no
authorization from Complainant and used it for a website that creates the false impression that the website is
affiliated with or endorsed by Complainant, all with the goal of deriving revenue on the back of Complainant’s
reputation. Such a use clearly does not invest Respondent with a legitimate interest vis-a-vis the Domain
Name.

Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(ii).
C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith

Paragraph 4(b) of the Policy provides that the following circumstances, “in particular but without limitation,”
are evidence of the registration or use of the Domain Name in “bad faith”;

(i) circumstances indicating that Respondent has registered or has acquired the Domain Name primarily
for the purpose of selling, renting, or otherwise transferring the Domain Name registration to Complainant
who is the owner of the trademark or service mark or to a competitor of that Complainant, for valuable
consideration in excess of its documented out of pocket costs directly related to the Domain Name; or

(i)  that Respondent has registered the Domain Name in order to prevent the owner of the trademark or
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service mark from reflecting the mark in a corresponding domain name, provided that Respondent has
engaged in a pattern of such conduct; or

(i)  that Respondent has registered the Domain Name primarily for the purpose of disrupting the business
of a competitor; or

(iv) that by using the Domain Name, Respondent has intentionally attempted to attract, for commercial
gain, Internet users to Respondent’s website or other online location, by creating a likelihood of confusion
with Complainant’s mark as to the source, sponsorship, affiliation, or endorsement of Respondent’s website
or location or of a product or service on Respondent’s website or location.

The Panel concludes, on the undisputed record here, that Respondent has registered and used the Domain
Name in bad faith. The Panel incorporates its discussion above in the “Rights or Legitimate Interests”
section. The Panel concludes that Respondent registered the Domain Name in order to target Complainant
and its nascent trademark rights for improper commercial gain, in violation of the above-quoted Policy
paragraph 4(b)(iv).

Complainant has established Policy paragraph 4(a)(iii).

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 Domain Name <z-image.io> be transferred to Complainant.

/Robert A. Badgley/
Robert A. Badgley

Sole Panelist

Date: April 12, 2026
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