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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
World Labs Technologies, Inc. v. li kun, ambitrend
Case No. DI02026-0012

1. The Parties

The Complainant is World Labs Technologies, Inc., United States of America (“United States”), represented
Perkins Coie, LLP, United States.

The Respondent is li kun, ambitrend, China.

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <marbleai.io> is registered with Porkbun LLC (the “Registrar”).

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on March 19, 2026.
On March 23, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to the Registrar a request for registrar verification in
connection with the disputed domain name. On March 24, 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 (Redacted Private by Design, LLC) and contact information in
the Complaint. The Center sent an email communication to the Complainant on March 25, 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 amended Complaint on March 25, 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 .IO 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 the Respondent of the
Complaint, and the proceedings commenced on March 31, 2026. In accordance with the Rules, paragraph
5, the due date for Response was April 20, 2026. The Respondent did not submit any response.
Accordingly, the Center notified the Respondent’s default on April 21, 2026.
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The Center appointed Wilson Pinheiro Jabur 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 Rules, paragraph
7.

4. Factual Background

The Complainant was launched in September 2024 by Fei-Fei Li. The Complainant operates under the
WORLD LABS house mark used in connection with the developing and offering of spatial intelligence and
artificial intelligence models, software, and related services.

One of the Complainant’s models is named “Marble”, released in September 2025 and officially launched in
November 2025, and which allows users to generate virtual worlds. The Complainant has received
extensive marketplace recognition and acclaim for the superior and innovative features of its “Marble” spatial
and artificial intelligence product and has been the subject of numerous unsolicited press articles in third-
party news publications and, as a result of its successes, has raised over USD 1 billion in funding (Annex C
to the Complaint).

The Complainant has applied for and/or is the owner of the following, amongst others, trademark
applications and/or registrations (Annexes D and E to the Complaint):

- United States trademark application No. 99345914, for the word mark MARBLE, filed on August 19,
2025, in classes 9 and 42; and

- International trademark registration, No. 1911627, for the word mark MARBLE, filed and registered on
January 20, 2026, in classes 9 and 42, however, none of the designated countries has granted protection
yet.

The disputed domain name was registered on November 12, 2025, and presently does not resolve to an
active webpage. In the past, the disputed domain name was used in connection with a webpage that
mimicked the Complainant’s official website, purportedly offering the Complainant’s artificial intelligence
models (Annex G to the Complaint).

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.

Notably, the Complainant asserts to have been established by Fei-Fei Li, the “well-known as the Godmother
of Al", to develop and offer innovative spatial intelligence and artificial intelligence models, software, and
related services, amongst which the “Marble” model, an “innovative product that allows users to generate
entire virtual worlds from text prompts, photos, panoramas or 3D models via online applications, portals, and
application programming interface (API) calls, which can be accessed and edited on line and downloaded
fully as editable 3D environments, and even embedded in other tech stacks via API”, a unique feature in the
current world models market.

Furthermore, the Complainant asserts to having first applied to register the MARBLE trademark in July 2025,
and continuously been using the MARBLE trademark in the United States commerce in connection with its
spatial intelligence software platform since September 2025.

Also according to the Complainant, its “Marble” spatial and artificial intelligence product has received
extensive marketplace recognition and acclaim for its superior and innovative features, also having the
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Complainant spent substantial time, effort, and money promoting the MARBLE trademark in the United
States and worldwide, including hundreds of thousands of dollars in advertising (Annex C to the Complaint),
what led, as a result, to the MARBLE trademark achieving widespread recognition and consumer association
of MARBLE exclusively with the Complainant in connection with the Complainant’s services.

The Complainant further contends that the Respondent registered the disputed domain name over three
months after the Complainant first applied to register the MARBLE trademark in the United States and two
months after the Complainant first began using the MARBLE trademark in commerce, without the
Complainant’s permission or consent; also not having the Respondent ever been associated or affiliated
with Complainant, and never having the Complainant authorized the Respondent to use the MARBLE
trademark, the WORLD LABS trademark, or any variations thereof.

The Complainant further indicates that the website that used to be available at the disputed domain name
displayed the Complainant’'s MARBLE trademark and WORLD LABS trademark, also reproducing
unauthorizedly the Complainant’s content (videos, images, marketing copy, trade dress, and product
descriptions, while intermixing the copied content with the Complainant’s trademarks) (Annex G to the
Complaint), as well as having the Respondent purposefully copied a video originally posted by the
Complainant on the social media platform X and displaying it on the website that used to be available at the
dispute domain name.

Lastly, the Complainant argues that the Respondent’s use of identical content and trademarks falsely implies
an affiliation, partnership, endorsement, or authorization by the Complainant while the Complainant has not
given any authorizations or licenses to the Respondent to use the MARBLE and WORLD LABS trademarks,
or to make any representations of affiliation with the Complainant, thus characterizing the Respondent’s
misconduct a targeted effort to cause consumer confusion.

B. Respondent

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

6. Discussion and Findings

Paragraph 4(a) of the Policy sets forth three requirements, which have to be met for this Panel to order the
transfer of the disputed domain name to the Complainant:

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

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

The Complainant must prove in this administrative proceeding that each of the aforesaid three elements is
present in order to obtain the transfer of the disputed domain name.

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 name. WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on
Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.17), section 1.7."

"Noting the substantive similarities between the Policy and the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (“UDRP”), the Panel
has referred to prior UDRP cases and the WIPO Overview 3.1, where appropriate.
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https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.1/
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The Complainant has established unregistered trademark or service mark rights for the purposes of the
Policy as well as pending applications which predated the registration of the disputed domain name. WIPO
Overview 3.1, sections 1.3 and 1.2.1.

The entirety of the mark is reproduced within the disputed domain name. Accordingly, the disputed domain
name is confusingly similar to the mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.7.
Although the addition of other term “ai”, may bear on assessment of the second and third elements, the
Panel finds that the addition of such term does not prevent a finding of confusing similarity between the
disputed domain name and the mark for the purposes of the Policy. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 1.8.

The Panel finds the first 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 ioDRP proceedings is on the complainant, panels have recognized
that proving 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 that 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.

In that sense, and according to the evidence submitted, the Complainant has made a prima facie case
against the Respondent. The Respondent has not been given the Complainant’s permission or consent, has
never been associated or affiliated with the Complainant, and has never been authorized to use the
MARBLE trademark.

Also, the lack of evidence as to any trademarks registered by the Respondent corresponding to the disputed
domain name, corroborates the indication of an absence of rights or legitimate interests in the disputed
domain name.

Furthermore, panels have held that the use of a domain name for illegal activity such as
impersonation/passing off, or other types of fraud can never confer rights or legitimate interests on a
respondent. WIPO Overview 3.1, section 2.13.1.

Under these circumstances and absent evidence to the contrary, the Panel finds that the Respondent does
not have rights or legitimate interests with respect to the disputed domain name.

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 or Used 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.

This case presents the following circumstances which indicate under the balance of probabilities bad faith
registration and use of the disputed domain name:

a) the composition of the disputed domain name consisting of the reproduction of the Complainant’s
MARBLE trademark with the term “ai” directly associated with the Complainant’s services;

b) the Respondent has used the disputed domain name in connection with a website impersonating the
Complainant’s official website, thus creating a high degree of likelihood of confusion; and

c) the Respondent has not formally responded to this procedure.

The current passive holding of the disputed domain name does not prevent a finding of bad faith. WIPO
Overview 3.1, section 3.3.

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 name, <marbleai.io> be transferred to the Complainant.

/Wilson Pinheiro Jabur/
Wilson Pinheiro Jabur
Sole Panelist

Date: May 5, 2026
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