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DOMAIN NAME DISPUTE 

ADMINISTRATIVE PANEL 

DECISION 

 

CIIDRC case number: 20014-UDRP Decision date: 6 March 2023 

Domain Name:  <casinoin.com> 

Panel:  Gustavo Moser (Chair), Steven M. Levy Esq., Fabrizio Bedarida 

Complainant:  
      Reinvent Ltd.  

Respondent:        Heui Il, Kang 

 

1 PROCEDURAL HISTORY 
 

1.1. This administrative proceeding is conducted pursuant to the Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution 

Policy (the “UDRP Policy”); the Rules for Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the “UDRP 

Rules”), both of which issued under the auspices of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and 

Numbers (ICANN); and the Canadian International Internet Dispute Resolution Centre (the “Centre”, or the 

“CIIDRC” or the “Provider”) Supplemental Rules for Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the 

“Supplemental Rules”). 

 

1.2. This administrative proceeding concerns the domain name <casinoin.com> (the “Domain Name”). 

 

1.3. The Domain Name <casinoin.com> was registered on 20 April 2003. 

 

1.4. At the time of writing, the Domain Name resolves to a parking webpage with the domain broker Sedo.com 

(for present purposes, the “Respondent’s website”). 

 

1.5. The procedural history of this case was set out in a letter from CIIDRC to the Panel (defined below) as 

follows:  

CANADIAN INTERNATIONAL INTERNET DISPUTE RESOLUTION CENTRE 
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• On 23 January 2023, the Complainant filed a Complaint with CIIDRC pursuant to the UDRP Policy and 

UDRP Rules; 

• On 26 January 2023, CIIDRC notified the Registrar of the Domain Name of the commencement of this 

UDRP administrative proceeding (the “UDRP administrative proceeding”); 

• On 6 February 2023, the Registrar transmitted by email to CIIDRC (i) a verification response in respect 

of the identity and contact details for the Registrant/Respondent; and (ii) a confirmation that the Domain 

Name had been placed on a Registrar lock status; 

• On 6 February 2023, CIIDRC, as Service Provider, confirmed that the Complaint had complied with the 

formal requirements of the UDRP Policy, UDRP Rules, and the CIIDRC Supplemental Rules, and that 

the UDRP administrative proceeding had commenced on 6 February 2023; 

• On the same date, pursuant to Rule 4 of the UDRP Rules and Rule 5 of the Supplemental Rules, 

CIIDRC sent an email to the Respondent notifying it of the commencement of the UDRP administrative 

proceeding and providing the Respondent with login details to access the Complaint and supporting 

documents; 

• The Respondent submitted a Response to the Complaint on 15 February 2023 (the “Response”); and 

• The Respondent has elected for a three-member panel. 

 

1.6. On 24 February 2023, CIIDRC appointed the Panel of the UDRP administrative proceeding, consisting of 

Dr Gustavo Moser (Presiding Panelist); Fabrizio Bedarida; and Steve M. Levy, Esq. (the “Panel”).  The 

Panel finds that it was properly constituted. The Panel members have submitted their Statement of 

Acceptance and Declaration of Impartiality and Independence, as required by CIIDRC to ensure compliance 

with Rule 7 of the UDRP Rules. 

2 FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

A. Complainant’s Allegations 

A.1 Background history  

 
2.1  The Complainant asserts the following facts: 

• The Complainant is an international company which develops innovative technological solutions, 

products and provides services in three business areas, namely finance, gaming and betting; 

 

• Among the Complainant’s range of products is the CASINOIN sports betting and gambling website. 

CASINOIN provides online sports betting and casino services to end-customers, who meet the legal age 

requirements, from regulated markets across the globe; 

 

• The Complainant is deeply committed to delivering a high standard product and services to their 

customers and the general public, and has therefore spent financial resources to obtain the relevant 

gaming licenses and permits;  
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• The Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN, which has been registered in multiple jurisdictions, has a well-

known presence in specialised online media, and enjoys a wide consumer recognition in its segment of 

business; and 

 

• The Complainant operates its activities through the domain name <casinoin.io> (registered in 2019) 

which is identical to the Domain Name (the “Complainant’s domain name”).  

A.2 Trade mark standing 

 
2.2  For the purpose of this UDRP administrative proceeding, the Complainant relies upon the following registered 

trade mark: 

• EU trade mark registration no. 018573273, filed on 6 October 2021, for the figurative mark , 
in classes 9, 36, 41 and 42 of the Nice Classification.   
 

(hereinafter, the “Complainant’s trade mark”; the “Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN”; or the “trade mark 

CASINOIN” interchangeably). 

B. Respondent’s Allegations 
 

B.1 Background history  

 

2.3  The Respondent asserts the following facts: 

 

• The Domain Name was registered on 20 April 2003, that is sixteen years earlier than the registration of 

the Complainant’s domain name <casinoin.io>; 

 

• The Respondent purchased the Domain Name on 9 May 2018 from a Korean friend and, at that time, 

there were no trade mark applications or registrations for “casinoin” worldwide; 

 

• The Respondent is the president of the following companies: (i) a South Korean company named 

SERV.COM Co., Ltd. (formerly known as Ho Kyoung Trading Co., Ltd.), incorporated in 1992; and (ii) a 

Chinese company named JTG Co., Ltd., incorporated in 2006; 

 

• The Respondent operates in the following main business areas: (i) online trade mark registration agency 

and consultancy services in connection with trade marks, domain names, and intellectual property more 

generally; (ii) manufacturing of underwear; and (iii) hygiene permit licenses for cosmetic products in 

China; and 
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• The Respondent’s business model mirrors <marcaria.com>’s business, which specialises in global trade 

mark and domain name registration services. 

 

3 CONTENTIONS OF THE PARTIES 

A. The Complainant’s Case Summary 

3.1 The Complainant’s position can be summarised as follows: 

 
I. The Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trade mark in which the Complainant has rights 

3.2 The Complainant avers that the Domain Name is confusingly similar to the Complainant’s trade mark 

CASINOIN. The Domain Name incorporates the Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN in its entirety and the 

generic Top-Level Domain (the “gTLD”) suffix, in this case <.com>, has no bearing on the confusing similarity 

test.  

II. The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name 

 
3.3 The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name. The Complainant has 

never authorised the Respondent to use any of its trade marks in any form, including in domain names. The 

Respondent is not sponsored by, or afflliated with, the Complainant in any way.  

 

3.4 The Respondent is not making a legitimate non-commercial or fair use of the Domain Name. Instead, the 

Respondent has attempted to sell the Domain Name for EUR 275,000 after becoming aware of the 

Complainant’s commercial success, which raises suspicion of the Respondent’s intent to take advatange of 

the Complainant’s established reputation and goodwill. 

 

3.5 In view of the above, the Complainant claims that the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in the 

Domain Name.  

III. The Respondent registered and is using the Domain Name in bad faith 

 
Registration 

3.6 The Respondent’s website does not display active content other than being offered for sale for EUR 275,000. 

The absence of active content and the Domain Name being held for ransom purposes indicate that the 

Respondent’s sole reason in registering the Domain Name was to sell it to the Complainant or to a 

Complainant’s competitor at a higher price. 
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Use 

3.7 The Respondent has registered the Domain Name primarily for the purpose of selling, renting or otherwise 

transferring the Domain Name to the Complainant or to a Complainant’s competitor for valuable consideration 

in excess of the out-of-pocket costs directly associated with the Domain Name. 

 

3.8 The Respondent’s offer to sell the Domain Name for EUR 275,000 would constitute bad faith use within the 

meaning of paragraph 4(b)(i) of the UDRP Policy.  

 

3.9  Prior to being listed for sale on the domain broker Sedo.com, the Domain Name appeared to resolve to a 

parked page featuring pay-per-click (the “PPC”) advertisements for goods and services related to the 

Complainant’s business segment, which is an additional indicia giving rise to a presumption of bad faith use. 

 

3.10 In light of the above, the Complainant asserts that the Respondent has registered and is using the Domain  

Name in bad faith.  

A. The Respondent’s Case Summary 

 
      3.11. The Respondent’s position can be summarised as follows: 

• The Complainant’s domain name <casinoin.io> was registered sixteen years after the registration of the 

Domain Name, and the Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN was only registered in 2022; 

 

• Korean law permits individuals to hold domain name associated with casino and gambling activities, 

however it prohibits the operation of websites featuring these business activities; 

 

• The Domain Name was purchased for future use and, prior to the change of ownership, the Domain 

Name was already free-parked on the Sedo.com online platform; 

 

• The Respondent has never heard of, or corresponded with, the Complainant, nor is the Respondent 

interested in selling the Domain Name; 

 

• The Respondent acquired the Domain Name on 9 May 2018, at which time the Complainant’s domain 

name had not been registered nor had the trade mark CASINOIN been applied for registration. 

Therefore, it would have been impossible for the Respondent to have registered the Domain Name for 

selling it to a non-existent Complainant or Complainant’s competitors;  

 

• The Respondent filed on 8 February 2023 a trade mark application for “CASINOIN.COM” in South Korea; 

and 
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• The Complainant is attempting to rob the Domain Name by registering both the Complainant’s domain 

name and the trade mark CASINOIN, in so far as the <.com> is a far more valuable gTLD.   

4 REMEDY SOUGHT 

 
4.1 The Complainant seeks a transfer to obtain the ownership of the Domain Name on the grounds set out in 

section 5.A below. 

5 DISCUSSION AND FINDINGS 
 

A. The UDRP Threshold  

 
5.1 Pursuant to Rule 15 of the UDRP Rules, the Panel shall decide a complaint on the basis of the statements 

and documents submitted and in accordance with the UDRP Policy, the UDRP Rules, and any rules and 

principles of law that the Panel deems applicable. 

 

5.2 Paragraph 4(a) of the UDRP Policy provides the following threshold for the Complainant to meet in order to 

obtain the ownership of the Domain Name: 

i. The Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to a trade mark or service mark in which the 

Complainant has rights; 

ii. The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the Domain Name; and 

iii. The Domain Name has been registered and is being used in bad faith. 

5.3 The Complainant therefore has the onus of meeting the above threshold. The evidentiary standard under the 

UDRP administrative proceeding is the balance of probabilities, which lays down the foundations for panels to 

determine each of the three UDRP Policy grounds. 

A.1 Identical or Confusingly Similar 

 
5.4 The test under the first UDRP Policy ground provides for a juxtaposing approach, according to which the 

textual, auditory, and visual components of the Domain Name and the Complainant’s trade mark are to be 

compared side by side. 

 

5.5 In order to succeed, the Complainant must provide evidence that it has rights in a trade mark or service mark, 

following which the Panel shall assess whether or not the Domain Name is identical or confusingly similar to 

the Complainant’s trade mark. 
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5.6 The Panel is satisfied that the Complainant has owned registered trade mark rights in “CASINOIN” since 2021 

as supported by its submission into evidence of screenshots from the EUIPO website referencing the 

particulars of its trademark registration. 

 

5.7 The Domain Name wholly incorporates the Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN in its string, such that the 

Panel has no difficulty in recognising the Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN within the Domain Name. 

 

5.8 The Complainant has therefore met the requirements under paragraph 4(a)(i) of the UDRP Policy. 

A.2 Registration and use in bad faith 

 
5.9 In view of the bearing of this UDRP Policy requirement on the outcome of this UDRP administrative 

proceeding, the Panel will proceed to make a determination on the bad faith ground next. 

A.2.1 Scope 

 
5.10 Under the UDRP Policy the Complainant is required to establish both registration and use of the Domain Name 

in bad faith. This is a conjunctive requirement which has to be fully established for a complaint to succeed. 

 

5.11 In order to prevail under this ground a complainant has the burden of proof to establish (on the balance of 

probabilities) the registrant/respondent’s intention to target the trade mark’s owner in order to take advantage 

of the trade mark’s goodwill. UDRP panels have found various types of evidence to support a finding in such 

circumstances (see e.g., paragraph 3.1 of the WIPO Panel Views on Selected UDRP Questions, Third Edition 

(“WIPO Jurisprudential Overview 3.0”). 

A.2.2 Complainant’s case 

 
5.12 The Complainant’s principal argument under this UDRP Policy ground is that the Respondent has been using 

the Domain Name for speculative purposes, and that the Respondent’s intention to sell the Domain Name 

would fall within the remit of paragraph 4(b)(i) of the UDRP Policy.  

 

5.13 The Complainant also makes reference to the Domain Name being previously connected with a parked page 

featuring PPC advertisements for goods and services related to the Complainant’s business segment. 

A.2.3 Panel’s determination  

 
5.14 The Domain Name was registered in 2003, and the Respondent appears to have purchased the Domain Name 

in 2018. These dates predate the Complainant’s registration of the trade mark CASINOIN in 2021 by a 

significant margin. 
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5.15 The Panel notes, with great concern, that the Complainant has failed to provide the basis upon which the 

Respondent shall be held to have targeted the Complainant’s trade mark and registered the Domain Name in 

bad faith. 

 

5.16 In order to further determine this matter, the Panel takes note of paragraph 3.8.1 of the WIPO Overview 3.0, 

which provides as follows: 

“Subject to scenarios described in 3.8.2 below, where a respondent registers a domain name before the 

complainant’s trademark rights accrue, panels will not normally find bad faith on the part of the respondent. 

(This would not however impact a panel’s assessment of a complainant’s standing under the first UDRP 

element.)” 

5.17 Paragraph 3.8.2 provides the exceptions to the general rule laid down in paragraph 3.8.1: 

“As an exception to the general proposition described above in 3.8.1, in certain limited circumstances where 

the facts of the case establish that the respondent’s intent in registering the domain name was to unfairly 

capitalize on the complainant’s nascent (typically as yet unregistered) trademark rights, panels have been 

prepared to find that the respondent has acted in bad faith. 

 

Such scenarios include registration of a domain name: (i) shortly before or after announcement of a corporate 

merger, (ii) further to the respondent’s insider knowledge (e.g., a former employee), (iii) further to significant 

media attention (e.g., in connection with a product launch or prominent event), or (iv) following the 

complainant’s filing of a trademark application.” 

 

5.18 None of the above scenarios could possibly be applicable to this UDRP administrative proceeding. It appears 

that the Domain Name was acquired by the Respondent well before the Complainant’s own incorporation, let 

alone the use and registration of the Complainant’s trade mark CASINOIN.   

 

5.19 For the avoidance of doubt, the Panel also notes that there is no evidence on the record that the Complainant 

had been incorporated or had begun using the trade mark CASINOIN when the Respondent acquired the 

Domain Name in 2018. 

 

5.20 The UDRP Policy requires evidence of bad faith registration and use of the Domain Name, and the available 

record does not evidence that the Respondent had targeted the Complainant or the Complainant’s trade mark 

at the time of registering the Domain Name.  

 

5.21 The Complainant has therefore fatally omitted to advance any basis for a finding of registration in bad faith 

under paragraph 4(a)(iii) of the UDRP Policy. The Complaint must therefore fail.  

A.3 Rights or Legitimate Interests 

https://www.wipo.int/amc/en/domains/search/overview3.0/#item382
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5.22 In light of the Panel’s finding under section A.2 above, the Panel shall not consider this UDRP Policy ground 

as any such finding would consequently be immaterial to the outcome of this UDRP administrative proceeding.   

A.4 Abuse of the UDRP administrative proceeding  

 
5.23 In the Response, the Respondent states, under subsection “Reverse Domain Name Hijacking”, in its relevant 

part: “[…] the Complainant is trying to rob [the Domain Name] casinoin.com…”. 

 

5.24 The Panel has interpreted the Respondent’s above statement as the basis for a reverse domain name 

hijacking (the “RDNH”) counterclaim. In any event, the UDRP Rules afford wide latitude of discretion for panels 

to consider instances of RDNH upon their own initiative. 

 

5.25 Paragraph 1 of the Rules defines RDNH as “using the Policy in bad faith to attempt to deprive a registered 

domain-name holder of a domain name”.  Paragraph 15(e) of the UDRP Rules provides, in its relevant part, 

as follows: “[…] If after considering the submissions the Panel finds that the complaint was brought in bad 

faith, for example in an attempt at Reverse Domain Name Hijacking or was brought primarily to harass the 

domain-name holder, the Panel shall declare in its decision that the complaint was brought in bad faith and 

constitutes an abuse of the administrative proceeding”. 

 

5.26 Furthermore, paragraph 4.16 of the WIPO Overview 3.0 provides further guidance as to the circumstances 
under which panels would issue a finding of RDNH: 

 

“[…] (i) facts which demonstrate that the complainant knew it could not succeed as to any of the required 

three elements – such as the complainant’s lack of relevant trademark rights, clear knowledge of respondent 

rights or legitimate interests, or clear knowledge of a lack of respondent bad faith (see generally section 3.8) 

such as registration of the disputed domain name well before the complainant acquired trademark rights, (ii) 

facts which demonstrate that the complainant clearly ought to have known it could not succeed under any 

fair interpretation of facts reasonably available prior to the filing of the complaint, including relevant facts on 

the website at the disputed domain name or readily available public sources such as the WhoIs database, 

(iii) unreasonably ignoring established Policy precedent notably as captured in this WIPO Overview – except 

in limited circumstances which prima facie justify advancing an alternative legal argument, (iv) the provision 

of false evidence, or otherwise attempting to mislead the panel, (v) the provision of intentionally incomplete 

material evidence – often clarified by the respondent, (vi) the complainant’s failure to disclose that a case is 

a UDRP refiling, (vii) filing the complaint after an unsuccessful attempt to acquire the disputed domain name 

from the respondent without a plausible legal basis, (viii) basing a complaint on only the barest of allegations 

without any supporting evidence”. 

 
5.27 The Complainant’s conduct in this UDRP administrative proceeding does not appear to fall into the realm of 

any of the above mentioned RDNH circumstances. Furthermore, the failure to succeed in a UDRP 
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administrative proceeding does not in and of itself establish a case for RDNH. Therefore, and noting that the 

Complainant was self-represented in this case, the Panel has decided not to make a finding of RDNH on this 

occasion.  

5.28 The Panel however cautions the Complainant to only invoke the UDRP Policy in the future in circumstances 

under which the Complainant is able to identify the bases and adduce evidence in respect of all three UDRP 

Policy grounds.    

6 DECISION and ORDER 

 
6.1 For the above reasons, the Complaint is denied.  

 

Made as of 6 March 2023 

 

SIGNATURE OF PANEL 

 

        ______________________             ______________________ 

 

      Steven M. Levy Esq.                                             Fabrizio Bedarida 

                                                                     

 
 

    ___________________ 
 

                                                                         Gustavo Moser (Chair) 
 
 

 


