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ARBITRATION WORLD
AND INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY
MEDIATION CENTER ORGANIZATION

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL DECISION
Instagram, LLC v. turbogrm Ltd
Case No. DNL2026-0015

1. The Parties

The Complainant is Instagram, LLC, United States of America, represented by Hogan Lovells (Paris) LLP,
France.

The registrant of the disputed domain name is turbogrm Ltd, United Kingdom, (the “Respondent”).

2. The Domain Name and Registrar

The disputed domain name <instalikeskopen.nl> is registered with SIDN through Key-Systems GmbH.

3. Procedural History

The Complaint was filed with the WIPO Arbitration and Mediation Center (the “Center”) on April 20, 2026.
On April 21, 2026, the Center transmitted by email to SIDN a request for registrar verification in connection
with the disputed domain name.

On April 22, 2026, SIDN 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 the Complainant on April 22, 2026, providing the information
disclosed by SIDN, and inviting the Complainant to amend the Complaint in this light. The Complainant filed
an amended Complaint on April 27, 2026.

The Center verified that the Complaint as amended satisfies the formal requirements of the Dispute
Resolution Regulations for .nl Domain Names (the “Regulations”).

In accordance with the Regulations, articles 5.1 and 16.4, the Center formally notified the Respondent of the
Complaint and the proceedings commenced on April 29, 2026. In accordance with the Regulations, article
7.1, the due date for Response was May 19, 2026. The Center did not receive any response. Accordingly,
the Center notified the Respondent’s default on May 21, 2026.
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The Center appointed Rogier de Vrey as the panelist in this matter on June 4, 2026. The Panel finds that it
was properly constituted. The Panelist has submitted the Statement of Acceptance and Declaration of
Impartiality and Independence, as required to ensure compliance with the Regulations, article 9.2.

4. Factual Background
The following facts are undisputed.

The Complainant is a company operating a social-networking platform based on online photo and video
sharing named Instagram. Instagram was launched in 2010 and currently has more than 3 billion monthly
active users worldwide.

The Complainant owns various trademark registrations covering the terms INSTA and INSTAGRAM. These
trademarks are inter alia the following (the "Trademarks"):

- International trademark registration designating the European Union for INSTAGRAM with registration
number 1129314 and registered on March 15, 2012;

- European Union trademark registration for INSTAGRAM with registration number 014493886 and
registered on December 24, 2015; and

- European Union trademark registration for INSTA with registration number 014810535 filed on
November 19, 2015 and registered on May 23, 2018;

Furthermore, the Complainant is registrant of various domain names incorporating its INSTAGRAM
trademarks, such as but not limited to, <instagram.com>, <instagram.net>, <instagram.org> and
<instagram.eu>.

The Complainant does also maintain an online presence by being active on various social media platforms
such as on Facebook, X, LinkedIn and Instagram itself.

SIDN informed the Center that the disputed domain name was first registered on February 9, 2018, and that
the date of the current registration by change of registrant is January 19, 2026. At the time of filing the
Complaint, the disputed domain name resolved to <likeskopen.com>.

The Complaint contains evidence that the disputed domain name previously resolved to a website on which
the Trademarks were referenced on multiple occasions and on which followers, viewers and likes were
offered for sale. This website also featured a pink/purple gradient color scheme that resembles to some
degree the color scheme used by the Complainant on its websites.

The website previously also did not contain a disclaimer in relation to the absence of any relationship with
the Complainant. After the abuse notice sent by the Complainant's lawyers to the Respondent via the
registrar's registrant contact form and the subsequent cease and desist letter also sent to the Respondent by
the Complainant's lawyers (to none of which the Complainant received any response), the disputed domain
name started redirecting to the domain name <likeskopen.com> and currently still does so. This website
generally displays the same content with various small changes. The website still displays the Trademarks
on multiple occasions.

Notably, the website now contains a disclaimer in the Dutch language which, translated into English, reads
as follows:

"Likeskopen is not affiliated with platforms such as Meta, Facebook, or Instagram. The logos mentioned are
the property of their respective owners. Our services are intended solely to promote your own account for
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personal use. It is prohibited to use our services on an account that does not belong to you, or without
permission."

The website also contains the following text in the Dutch language which, translated into English, reads as
follows:

"However, there is always a chance that Instagram will eventually be able to identify and remove all fake
followers and likes. Therefore, we cannot guarantee that the followers and likes will remain forever. "

5. Parties’ Contentions
A. Complainant

The Complainant contends that it has satisfied each of the elements required under the Regulations for it to
become the registrant of the disputed domain name instead of the Respondent.

Notably, the Complainant contends the following.

Firstly, the Complainant contends that it has rights in a trademark protected under Dutch law and that the
disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the trademark rights of the Complainant. The Complainant
thereby contends that the fact that its European Union trademark registration INSTA was ultimately
registered (May 23, 2018) after the date of the first registration of the disputed domain name (February 9,
2018) does not by itself preclude the Complainant's standing to file a complaint.

Secondly, the Complainant contends that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the disputed
domain name as the Respondent (i) is not making a bona fide use of the disputed domain name, (ii) the
Respondent is not commonly known by the disputed domain name, and (iii) the Respondent is not making a
legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name.

Lastly, the Complainant contends that the disputed domain name is registered and is being used in bad faith.
B. Respondent

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

6. Discussion and Findings
Pursuant to article 2.1 of the Regulations, the Complainant must prove each of the following three elements:

a) the disputed domain name is identical or confusingly similar to: ) a trademark, trade name or
geographical indication protected under Dutch law in which the Complainant has rights; or Il) a personal
name registered in the General Municipal Register (Gemeentelijke Basisadministratie) of a municipality in the
Netherlands, or the name of a Dutch public legal entity or the name of an association or foundation
registered in the Netherlands under which the Complainant undertakes public activities on a permanent
basis; and

b) the Respondent has no rights to or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name; and

c¢) the disputed domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.

The Respondent did not provide a response to the Complaint. Therefore, based on article 10.3 of the
Regulations, the Panel decides on the dispute on the basis of the Complaint. In that case, the Complaint
shall be granted, unless the Panel considers it to be without basis in law or in fact.
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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 protected under Dutch law and the disputed domain name.

The Complainant has shown rights in respect of a trademark for the purposes of the Regulations.

The entirety of the European Union INSTA trademark is reproduced within the disputed domain name.
Accordingly, the disputed domain name is confusingly similar to the INSTA trademark for the purposes of the
Regulations.

Although the addition of other terms, here "likes" and "kopen" (“buy” in Dutch), may bear on assessment of
the second and third elements, the Panel finds the addition of such terms does not prevent a finding of
confusing similarity between the disputed domain name and the Trademarks for the purposes of the
Regulations.

The Panel notes that the fact that the disputed domain name was first registered before the European Union
trademark registration for INSTA is irrelevant to paragraph 2.1 a) i) of the Regulations (see section 1.1.3 of
the WIPO Overview of WIPO Panel Views on Select UDRP Questions (“WIPO Overview 3.1”)).In addition to
this, the Panel accepts Complainant's contention that the disputed domain name contains a dominant part
("INSTA") of Complainant's "INSTAGRAM" trademarks and that this is sufficient to establish confusing
similarity between the disputed domain name and Complainant's "INSTAGRAM" trademarks.

Furthermore, it is established case law that the applicable Top-Level Domain (“TLD”) (in this case: ".nl") is
viewed as a standard registration requirement and as such is disregarded in the confusing similarity test (see
section 1.11.1 of the WIPO Overview 3.1).

The Panel finds the first element of the Regulations has been established.
B. Rights or Legitimate Interests

Article 3.1 of the Regulations 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 .NL 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.

Having reviewed the available record, the Panel, taking into account that the Respondent has not submitted
a Response, finds that the Complainant has established a prima facie case that the Respondent lacks rights
or legitimate interests in the disputed domain name.

The Panel finds that the Respondent is not making a bona fide use of the disputed domain name as the
disputed domain name is being used by the Respondent for a website which contains the Complainant's
Trademarks, uses a purple color scheme that is reminiscent of gradient color scheme used by the
Complainant, and which is being used to offer and sell "likes", "views" and "followers" to users of the
Instagram platform for a profit. Such behavior cannot constitute a bona fide offering of goods or services or
a legitimate noncommercial or fair use of the disputed domain name. With such fraudulent activities, the

Respondent is trading on the goodwill of the Complainant's Trademarks and damages the reputation of the
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Complainant (see Instagram, LLC v. Semen Semchenko, Igor Petrov, lvan Ivanov, WIPO Case No. D2020-
3127, Instagram, LLC v. Registration Private, Domains By Proxy, LLC / Yan Jiang and Whois Domain Admin
/ Li Dan, WIPO Case No. D2020-2092, and Instagram, LLC v. Kerolous Morgan, Soft Eagles, WIPO Case
No. D2025-5395).

The Respondent's original website did not contain any disclaimer accurately and prominently disclosing its
lack of relationship with the Complainant. With regard to the Respondent's current website, despite the
disclaimer subsequently added in response to the Complainant's abuse notice and cease and desist letter,
this website suggests endorsement by or affiliation with the Complainant by making explicit references to the
Complainant's trademarks and featuring a similar colour scheme.

Lastly, the Respondent is also not commonly known under the disputed domain name.
Therefore, the Panel finds the second element of the Regulations has been established.
C. Registered or Used in Bad Faith

In light of its considerations under Section 6.B, the facts presented by the Complainant, and the lack of a
response by the Respondent, the Panel finds that the disputed domain name has been registered and/or is
used in bad faith.

The Panel notes that, for the purposes of paragraph Article 2.1(c) of the Regulations, Article 3.2 of the
Regulations establishes circumstances, in particular, but without limitation, that, if found by the Panel to be
present, shall be evidence of the registration or use of a domain name in bad faith.

In the present case, the Panel notes that the Respondent — as pointed out in paragraph 6B — is using the
disputed domain name for a website on which "likes", "views" and "followers" are offered for sale to users of
the Instagram platform which constitute fraudulent activities and damages the Complainant's goodwill and
reputation. In addition, on the website explicit reference is made to the Complainant's Trademarks with the

clear intention to target the Complainant and its Trademarks.

The Panel considers that when the Respondent became registrant of the disputed domain name on January
19, 2026, it must have known of the existence of the Complainant's Trademarks. Even considering the first
registration date of the disputed domain name (February 9, 2018), the Panel accepts the Complainant's
contention that at that moment the Respondent must have known of the existence of the Complainant's
business and Trademarks, especially considering the fact that the Complainant's Instagram platform was
already well known by then and the fact that the website targeted users of the Complainant's Instagram
platform. The mere fact that the first registration of the disputed domain name predates the Complainant's
European Union "INSTA" trademark, in the given circumstances does not preclude the finding that the
Respondent has registered and is using the disputed domain name in bad faith (see Alibaba Group Holding
Limited. v. De Chinese Handelsplaats B.V., WIPO Case No. DNL2019-0027 and PandaDoc, Inc. v.
PERSON, WIPO Case No. DNL2022-0011).

Lastly, the Panel also considers it of relevance that the Respondent has not submitted a response or any
proof to argue otherwise.

Considering all the foregoing, the Panel finds that the Respondent is using the disputed domain name to
intentionally 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 the website,
in accordance with Article 3.2(d) of the Regulations.

The Panel finds that the Complainant has established the third element of the Regulations.
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7. Decision

For all the foregoing reasons, in accordance with articles 1 and 14 of the Regulations, the Panel orders that
the Complainant becomes the registrant of the disputed domain name <instalikeskopen.nl> instead of the
Respondent.

/Rogier de Vrey/
Rogier de Vrey
Panelist

Date: June 18, 2026
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