a1 V13 g (D § o YR

'|(x()l()t)¥()()l()() =
. !(')()I()(j 1 ()()l()() ~ <

' OO T O
!!(11«)()1
H)!()()l 3C SC

YO O01 0

) "iJUBlel

ggj‘;

I

v
i |

3 -
Instagram, LLC

31601 Willow Road

tﬁ&% ﬁwmwsm

IYJ

7% January 2026
COMPLAINT INDRP Case No. 2825

MMenlo Park, California 94025
United States of America

Versus

!GB Apps,

Bpps.Pk,DG Khan Tehsil Taunsa sharif

ET aunsa Sharif Punjab, 32100

Pakistan

o9 lm)é! T
RIJHA' lSCI' M L.

SOLE ARBITRATOR, AT CHENNAI 4 _cpS8rsgner efibusamunent

s é:,E S A3 o

11613-D, 1601 68, uneoSmasn it
Gsmpaugid, £ meusTeen1-600 067

MATFERLL o 0R{-3/Sp7/<021
ARBITRATION FOR A DISPUTE
RELATING TO THE DOMAIN NAME
<instaup.net.in> UNDER THE .IN

DOMAIN NAME DISPUTE

-..Complainant

M.SHIRIJHA B.SC., M.L.
STS Law Associates
. 2/669A, River View Enclave, First Main Roat,
Manapakkam, Chennai -

600 125.



ANQIMEA.&B,LIB.A\HQHANQSQMQLLIAI!Q&ASZ!LJ}Q_Q

TABLE OF CONTENTS

/ ] - PARTIES TO THE ARBITRATION 2

;2 | APPLICABLE LAW AND URISDfCrION N | 3

”3 FILING OF THE COMPLAINT AND CONSTITUTION OF 3
j | THEARBITRAL TRIBUNAL

‘1_4 | THE DOMAIN NAME REGISTRAR AND REGISTRANT 4 N
j 5 l PROCEDURAL HISTORY 4 B
?LG | COMPLAINANT'S CONTENTIONS 5

l 7 DISCUSSIONS AND FINDINGS 7

8 DISPOSITIONS 18

I. PARTIES TO THE ARBITRATION

1. The Complainant is Instagram LLC, an American company with its principal
place of business at 1601 Willow Road, Menlo Park, California, 94025, United States of

America represented by their Power of Attorneys DavideTaylor / Jane Seager, Hogan

Lovells (Paris) LLP, 17 avenue Matignon - 75008 Paris with Email

domaindisputes@hoganlovells.com

2. The Respondent is GB Apps, Apps.Pk, DG Khan Tehsjl Taunsa sharif, Taunsa
Sharif Punjab, 32100, Pakistan with Email: gbapps.pk@gmail.com

I1. APPLICABLE LAW AND JURISDICTION

2
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TheIN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy
LI The present arbitration proceeding is under and in accordance With 1 0589

B . ¥y 1y
Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the Policy) which was adopteq by .

National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI) and sets out the legal frameyqy, for

resolution of disputes between a domain name registrant and a Complainant arising gyt
of the registration and use of an .IN Domain Name. By registering the domain name
<instaup.net.in> with the NIXI accredited Registrar, the Respondent has agreed ¢,
the resolution of disputes under the .IN Dispute Resolution Policy and Rules frameq
thereunder. The Policy and the .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution Rules of
Procedure posted 2020 (the Rules) were approved by NIXI in accordance with the

Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.

III. Filing of the Complaint and Constitution of the Arbitral Tribunal

1. The Complainant filed the Complaint under the .IN Domain Name
Dispute Resolution Policy against the Respondents, seeking transfer of the Domain
Name <instaup.net.in> into the Complainant, Following which, the .IN Registry
sought the consent of Tmt.M.SHIRIJHA (the undersigned), whois a listed .IN

ISpULE resoiution Arbitrator under 5 () of the Rules, to  act as

Arhitratar in tho cai
L ao ﬂrUll.l Al 111 uiIc o

d

2. On 30% October 2025, the Arbitral Tribunal consisting of the said
Tmt.M.SHIRIJHA as Sole Arbitrator was constituted under 5(b) of the Rules in
respect of the Complaint filed by the Complainant herein.

3. On the same day, on Perusal of documents filed along with the
Complaint, This Tribunal directed the Complainant to file the Power of
Attorney deed from the Complainant to represent the case and same was complied on
21 November 2025 and hence on 28 November 2025, this Tribunal issued the Notice

of Arbitration under 5(c) of the Rules. To the parties for commencement of Arbitral
Proceedings.
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4. The Arbitra Tribuna) has

the Arbitration anq Condiliatioy, Act A
€t 199

from time to time

V. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. .
The Sole Arbitrator, Tmt.M.SHIRIJHA was appointed on 30% October 2025,
for the present INDRP case.

2. Immediately thereafter, On the same day, on Perusal of documents
filed along with the Complaint, This Tribunal directed the Complainant
to file the Power of Attorney deed from the Complainant to represent the case and
Same was complied on 21% November 2025 and hence on 28" November 2025, this
Tribunal issued the Notice of Arbitration under 5(c) of the Rules, to the parties for
commencement of Arbitral Proceedings and directed the Complainant to serve the said
Notice to the Respondent both Online and Offline to the address mentioned therein.
The Respondent was given an opportunity to file a response in writing in opposition to
the Complaint, if any along with levidence in support of its stand or contention on or
before seven working days from the date of receipt of the said Notice.

3. On 3rd December 2025, the Complainant filed proof of Online and Offline
dispatch of the Notice issued to the Respondent. On 17% December 2025, the
Complainant submitted to accept the delivery of Online Notice delivered to the
Respondent itself as sufficient as the Offline Notice dispatched to them will consume
more time. His request was considered and as inspite of giving sufficient time, there is

no response from the Respondent who has received Email Notice, This Arbitral Tribunal

N&Ez, —

M.SHIRWJHA B.SC., M.L.
STS Law Assocxla‘l.es o
2/669A, River View Enclave, Fx_rszn.‘.ﬁam il"\ » .

Manapakkam, Chennat - 600 125.



holds that the service on the Respondent held sufficient and was
S \ S SeIVICE
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accordance with Rule 2(a) of the Rules. He was set Exparte,

VI._COMPLAINANT'S CONTENTIONS

L The Complainant is a world-renowned leading online photo and videg
sharing social-ne

tworking application. Since its launch in 2010, Instagram rapidiy
atquired

and developed considerable goodwill and renown worldwide. Acquired by
Racebook, Inc. (now Meta Platforms

mplainant's business, the Complainant's domain names

The Complainant owns
STAGRAM and INSTA, as well as i

2. The Complainant s aware of the Domai

n Name, camprising its INSTA
trademark followed by the term "

up”, under the domain extension ".net.in", registered
main Name resolved to a website titled "InstaUp /

rsion for Android 2024" that purported to offer for
5
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download an Unauthop; ¢
functionality going beyond

the ability to download Inst o
stagram appllcatlon, includinq

"free followers" (the

the Complainant-
nt's logo i
—— 90 and figurative trademark as a logo and favicon, as well as a
purple colour scheme similar to that of the Co lai
website. dig o Mplainant. The Respondent's
; Not feature any disclaimer-like wording as to the lack of relationship
etween the Respondent ang the Complainant. on ¢ December 2024, the
Complainant's lawyers submitted a notice via the Registrar's registrant contact form
Inviting the Respondent to contact the Complainant. No résponse was received. At the

time of filing of this Complaint, the Domain Name resolves to an inactive web page.

The Respondent was named as respondent in numerous previous cases under in LEGO

Juris A/S v. Robert Martin, INDRP/125 (<lego.co.in>), where the panel referred to prior
UDRP decisions to support its findings. As detailed above, on 18 March 2025, the
Complainant filed a Complaint with NIXI to recuperate the Domain Name (the Original
Proceeding). On 19 July 2025, the Arbitrator in the Original Proceeding dismissed the
Complaint on procedural grounds owing to the length of the Complainant's
submissions, having included all paragraphs of the Complaint in the word count. The
Complainant rectifies the word count in the present Complaint, which are less than
5,000 words. As stated in WIPO Overview 3.0, section 4.18: "A refiled case is one in
which a newly-filed UDRP case concerns identical domain name(s) and parties to a
previously-decided UDRP case in which the prior panel denied the complaint on the

merits." The Complainant notes that the Arbitrator in the Original Proceeding denied to

accept the r\,gz/’/

M.SHIRIJHA B.sC., M.L.
STS Law Associates
2[669A, River View Enclave, First Main Ro:
Manapakkam, Chennai - 600 125,






