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Name Dispute Resolution Policy (the Policy) which was adopted by the Natior, | .
Exchange of India (NIXI) and sets out the legal framework for resolution of disputes ., weer, |

domain name registrant and a Complainant arising out of the registration and use of .

Domain Name By registering the domain name < JIOBLACKROCK.IN > with the 1y,

accredited Registrar, the Respondent has agreed to the resolution of disputes under the [y

Dispute Resolution Policy and Rules framed thereunder The Policy and the .IN Domain Name

Dispute Resolution Rules of Procedure post 2020 (the Rules) were approved by NIXI in \
accordance with the Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996.

IIL 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. secking transfer of the Domain Name ‘JIOBLACKROCK.IN *
to the Complainant, Following which, the .IN Registry sought the consent of
Tmt.M.SHIRIJHA (the undersigned), who is a listed .IN Dlspute Resolutlon Arbitrator under
5 (a) of the Rules, to act as Arbitrator in the said matter R aoq.rjé oS

2. on 21 Jamuary 20
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Name: Syed Hussain and IBN7 Media Group

Address: IBN7 Media Group, 15, 5th Street, Closter, N1, US - 07624

Telephone: (+1).2016608589

E-Mail: sihsm©@email.com

s Ry - s
The Registrar with whom the subject domain name is registered : Name.com, Inc
2023.

or ;11'/ //l,

V. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

1. The Sole Arbitrator, Tmt.M.Shirijha was appointed On 20" January 2025 for the
INDRP case no. 1911 regarding the Complaint dated September 26" , 2024 filed under the
INDRP.

2. On 21% January 2025, the Arbitral Tribunal issued the Notice of Arbitration under 5(c)
of the Rules , to the parties for commencement of Arbitral Proceedings Respondent by email
with the Complaint and Annexures enclosed 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 evidence in support of its stand or contention on or before seven
working days from the date of receipt of the said Notice.

3. On the same day The Power of Attorney of the Complainant replied via E Mail that
they have served a copy of the complaint against the domain name JIOBLACKROCK.IN along
with a complete set of documents on the Respondent, /e., Syed Hussain, on his email address
along with Attachment for the proof of service. They further submitted that as the Respondent
is a serial cybersquatter and several orders have been passed against him and since the
address for service appears to be incorrect, the complainant has not served the Respondent
physically and requested the Arbitrator to proceed further. However the Arbitral Tribunal
insisted them to comply with the directions issued in the Notice therein.

4, On 24" January 2025, the Complainant’s Power of Attorney informed the Tribunal
that they have served a hard copy of the complaint on the Respondent’s address and
submitted the copy of the dispatch receipt. On 30" January 2025, They further informed the
Tribunal that the hard copy of the complaint was delivered to the Respondent’s address on
January 29, 2025 and submitted a copy of the tracking receipt and This Tribunal advised them

& MNR<o—
M.g;_gRlJHA&sc..ML ,

Law Associates ‘
W R .IA

2IB69A, River View Enclave, First < i
Manapakkam, Chennai - 600 125

e ——————
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to wait for a week for the Respondent’s Response :
" it o6 ord )
5. On 5" February 2025, the Tribunal recorded that * Respondent serv .
> -~ nt has neither subr
and offline and Inspite of sufficient opportunity given, Respondent h
b st exparte”. Accordingly
reply nor has appeared before this tribunal, Hence, pgt)p()nd('n[ set expa ,

) > Rules
service on the Respondent was done in accordance with Rule 2(a) of the Ru

6. The Honble Apex Court of India has repeatedly held that even in an uncontested \
matter the Plaintiff's case must stand on its own legs and it cannot derive any advantage by

the absence of the defendants. Accordingly, though the respondent has been set exparte, A
Complainant who alleges that the disputed domain name conflicts with its legitimate rights or
interests must establish the following three elements required by Paragraph 4 of the INDRP
Policy namely:

a) The Respondent's domain name is identical and confusingly similar to the trademark
or service mark in which the Complainant has rights.

b) The Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain name

C) The Respondent's domain name has been registered or is being used in bad faith.

VI. COMPLAINANT'S CONTENTIONS

: (3 ﬂ\emnpbimntisBlackRongnc,aweofﬂewmﬁ’sbadingassetmﬂBgam
ﬁmwsaMamaniermwidaofgbbalinvanagemat,ermnaganGtaﬂadeay
services to institutional, intermediary and individual investors around the world, Founded in
1988,todayhasapresenoein3800untriesaroundﬂ\ewa1d,indudinghcﬁa,wihnea'!y%
offices that employ more than 20,000 employees. The Complainant manages over $10.5 trillion
in assets. The name ‘BLACKROCK’ issymnyn\mswimﬂ'\ehigh&stqu.vaﬁlyofﬁnaﬁaland
imesﬁnammamUMUEbee.Overﬁnyeas,ﬂECunpldmhasbemﬂtw
of many coveted awards and recognitions and in2024,Blad<Rod(wasranedﬂ1emld'sm
valuable asset management brand by Brand Finance. Simel%B,ﬂueCumlaiutlasumd,
andomﬁnu&smuse,meﬂlmoc(®nameandbadanak,huxhghmia.me
mmMim&Aﬂ@Oﬂ(@,ﬂeMMW@aﬂdm
MimhMW@awM&mmmwum g
"Complainant’s BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks”. BLACKROCK ® is a unique and arbitrary term
that does not have any meaning, direct or indirect, in relation to the Complainant's services.
and are, consequently, entitied to the highest degree of protection under the Trade Marks A,
1999 and they have also achieved worldwide fame and repute, as a result of their extensive

5
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yse as set forth at length below.

The Complainant has

dan - a tive we b
blackrock.co ¥ vebsite located at
www . blackrock.com that is acce ssible to consumers :

O C: | around the wor Id, In luding In India. As per

me BLACKROCK.COM was registered on November 26, 1997
Consum.ers fan access information about, and avall, the Complainant’s services unt‘ls'r the
cOmpIallnants BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks through this website and further the
Complainant has expanded its online presence by launching official social media pages and

accounts on Faceboo |
k, Instagram, X, LinkedIn to promote its services under the Complainant’s

BLACK .
ROCK ® Name and Marks, which have been enormously popular with consumers
W i i ,
orldwide, due to which they have come to assoclate these marks solely and exclusively with

the Complainant and its services. The Complainant has had significant ties with India since the
year 2004 through its subsidiary, BlackRock Services India Private Limited. By 2013, the
Complainant had become one of the most active investors in the Indian market. The
Complainant’s BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks qualify as ‘well- known trade marks’, as

envisaged by Section 2(1)(zg) and Section 11(6) of the said Act as well as Article 6bis of the
Paris Convention.

2. The disputed domain name JIOBLACKROCK.IN was registered on July 27, 2023, the
day after the Complainant’s announcement of its partnership with Jio Financial Services. The
disputed domain name does not resolve to an active website and has been parked for
advertising. Notably, the website, www.jioblackrock.in, specifically and deliberately features
advertisement for identical services as that provided by the Complainant, i.e., investment
services. The Complaint notes that the Registrant, IBN7 Media Group, is engaged in serial
cyber-squatting activities, for which complaints have been lodged.

a) The Domain Name is Identical and/or Confusingly Similar to a Mark in Which the
Complainant has Rights

A trademark and a domain name, although used in a different manner, can be identical
or confusingly similar. The Complainant owns registrations for the BLACKROCK ® Name and
Marks in various countries and jurisdictions around the world, including India. As early as in
2005. The Respondent on the other hand, has registered the disputed domain name on July27,
2023. Clearly, the Complainant’s rights in the BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks predate
registration of the disputed domain name and, therefore, the Complainant has prior rights in
the BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks. Clearly, the disputed domain name, JIOBLACKROCK.IN,

W5

M.SHIRWHA B:sc. ML
STS Law Associates .

2/669A, River View Enclava, First Main Road,

Manapakkam, Chennal + 600 125:
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SLACKROCKX ® Name and Marks in their entirety, Mere addition of the term Ji0)
rademark of Rellance Industries Limited) as a prefix and the country-code top level
N aRter the mark BLACKROCK ® does nothing to distinguish the domain name from i

SLACKROCK ® Name and Marks. Ac cordingly, the disputed domain name, JIOBLACKROCK in
S Cosely Kentical and/or confusingly similar to the BLACKROCK @ Name and Marks undes
INORP Policy Paragraph 4 (a) and Rules, Paragraph 4(b)(vi)(1).

Rellance is placed on the following decisions wherein it is held that 7t /s well-settled that
& qoman name Aas all the characteristics of a trademark. (M/S Satyam Infoway Itd. v. M/S
Siffynet Solution (P) Ltd., JT 2004 (5) SC 541) ,if a complainant owns a trade mark registration,
80 € genevally satisfies the threshold requirement of trade mark rights (ByteDance Ltd, Jing
Ren, INDRP/1228 (July 07, 2020) , a domain name which wholly incorporates a complainant s
ostered mark may be sufficent to establish confusing similarity (ONEY BANK, v. Xiao Long
Un, A La S Ja, D2020-2968), as a common practice in appropriate circumstances the Top-
{&ve Domain ("TLD?) section of domain names is disregarded for the purposes of the
comparson (Dareos Ltd., Dareos Inc. v. Evgeniy Khlintsev, D2020-1727 (WIPO Mediation and

Arbiration Centre, September 28, 2020)

b)I'heReﬁsu'uttHasNoRightorLegiﬁmate Interest in the Domain Name

1. ThedmteddmrainnameinoorporatesmeBLAG(ROO(®NameandMarksln
MmmwhnathassobaMexdusvenghtsandmathavebewnewdkknownm
to the Complainant’s efforts.

LMRegshatismtalioaseeofﬂreGomMainangnorhasﬂ\eRegisUaMevubem
aﬂuizedbymeCanplainammmemeBLAO(ROG(®NameandMadsmmgiswm
ds:leddunahnare.hdeed,memnphimmhasmrehﬁmhipmmmm
anMhmmmmAvanommmmzz
2000) mmmdmmmmmemmmuﬁsmtakemddn
complainant.

3 Treneg'su-atisnotmaldmawlegiﬁmate,non-wnmerdalufdrmdh
@Mmmadnmmm&nd’smmnmmbl
parking page krmmi\gparper-dd(mumandwwmom
@smmmmwsmmmwmmnmnmm
mwmmmmmwsmmmmmm

M SHIR!JHA B.SC, ML
Law Assoclates

mhmmmuu
Manapakkam, Chennal - 600 125,
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Ly =Nt of its Partnership with Jio Financial Services is a clear case of
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decention in the trade. (OSRAM GmbH v. Privacydotlinkk  Customer 3069957, 3, &
2069950 3069960 Aol David Sorg, WIPO Case No. D2017-2307 (February 15 p,,

Therefore, the Registrant's domain name has been registered, and Is being used, In bad faith

under INDRP Policy Paragraph 4(c) read with Paragraph 7 and Rules, Paragraph 4(b)(vi)(3,

The Complainant prayed for an award that the disputed domain name “
JIOBLACKROCK.IN, and all rights thereto, be transferred to Complainant and heavy costs be
imposed on the Registrant, as a deterrent to future bad faith registration by the Registrant.

VII. DISCUSSIONS AND FINDINGS:

Perused the records placed by the Complainant. Now This Tribunal shall deal whether

the Complainant has established three elements required by the INDRP Policy and thereby
entitled to the relief as sought for.

a) Whether the Respondent's disputed domain name <WWW .
JIOBLACKROCK.IN > is identical and/or deceptively similar to domain name and
trademarks of the Complainant? h

1. The Complainant provided evidence with the Annexuros, to establlsh that the
Disputed Domain name is identical or confusingly similar to the Complalnant’s mglstund lnd‘&
distinctive trademark . The copy of the trademark registration oartlﬁcatq of WM
'BLACKROCK" and WHOIS  records shows Complalnant is the owner qf 7‘5'7‘.

»

> n"‘ N
name by Respondent, i.e. <JIOBLACKROCK IN> was acqulred long after the “BLACISROCK“ Rk
trademark was recognised. The Extenslve Annexures shows that The Complainant holds
BLACKROCK'  trademark reglsmuoqs in India and because of the extensive use and

LETRER T i1 B SRS

pmmouon of the ‘BLACKROCK mdemarlg the brand has galned recognmon

T 13
WG B ST Y ) n 10y 1% Euuﬂw'-‘ Rl § < b .

n,mj;,mqw' -*1 ﬂ{*ﬂ'nw'ﬂ.?- M wivd W) m rALE J‘b“' £ :F-ﬁl?‘: aR At f"*‘“ mﬂ ‘, e et

e - Complainant that The
, ~.r§ﬂ" ACKRO
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the domain extension *

/

/

y

'.com”

““‘” the Ques
highly similar in appea

ance, '>|th,
Marks, as claimed by them

HON arje
arises v

€5 whether The subject domain name
ound, and connot

Wi
aton to (nm(;l,nu,n.p',. BLACKROCK

3. The Arbitral Tribunal took notice
WIPO Case No. 02018-0179; Birdles, Inc, v
WIPO Case No. D2019- 2134, which throy
WIPO (under the UDRP), states that domai

Of the de('IG'On in /”"d/ (’// v A////,/y/' Therese
Registration Private, Domajns By Proxy, LLC/Fu L,
gh a catena of Orders passed by this Panel and

J N extensions such as ".com" and ".in" are to be
iIgnored while assessing whether a domain

. | name is identical or confusing similar to a trade
mark, the disputed domain name is regarded

of UDRP - confusingly similar to that mark for the purposes
standing. The Arbitral Tribunal also took note of the decisions of WIPO Panel's in

WhatsallJ2 Inc. v. Warrick Mulder, INDRP Case No. 1233, dated July 22, 2020; Havells India
Limited vs. Joio Alappat, INDRP Case No. 1025, dated October 4, 2018; Voltas Limited v. Sergi

Avaliani, INDRP Case No. 1257, dated September 22, 2020; and be/N Media Group L.L.C v.
Rima Muliawati WIPO Case No. D2021-1076 .

Following the said dicta referred above, and upon the facts and circumstances of the
present case and the evidence placed before it, The Tribunal founds that The subject domain
name <JIOBLACKROCK"™> is virtually identical to the trademark BLACKROCK' of the
Complainant. It is also evident from the evidence placed that the Respondent is not commonly
known by <JIOBLACKROCK'>nor does it conduct any legitimate business under such a name,
as claimed by the Complainant.

Taking into consideration the facts of the present case and the settled law on the issue,
it is evident that the disputed domain name registered by the Respondent establishes a
likelihood of confusion with the Complaint's trademark and this would mislead the internet
users as it is confusingly identical. Accordingly, the Arbitral Tribunal holds that the requirement
of the first element in the INDRP Policy Paragraph 4(a) is satisfied as the Respondent’s domain
name is confusingly similar to Complainant's registered and distinctive <BLACKROCK>
trademark.

b) Whether the Respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of
the domain name?

10 WE~— —

M.SHIRIJHA B.sC., M.L.

STS Law Associates
2/869A, River View Enclave, First Main Road,

Manapakkam, Chennai - 600 125.
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name InCorporating the trademark in question.

2. To prove that the Respondent actions are most certainly not a bona fide offering of
goods and services under Policy Paragraph 6 (a), and therefore domain name impersonates the
Complainant's trademark, Reference has been made to the Annexures regarding the
Complainant's trade mark* <BLACKROCK>" and Respondent disputed domain name
<WWW. JIOBLACKROCK.IN>. A careful perusal of the above shows that the Respondent is
not commonly known by the Disputed Domain Name or the name <JIOBLACKROCK> and nor
does the Respondent operate a legitimate business or other organisation under the
<JIOBLACKROCK> trademark. Additionally, the ' <JIOBLACKROCK>’ trademark was registered

years before the disputed domain name was registered and hence the Respondent domain
name impersonates the Complainant's and the same is not bonafide.

Accordingly, the Arbitral Tribunal finds that the Complainant has made out a prima facie
Case that the Respondent has no rights and legitimate interests in respect of the disputed
domain name <WWW.JIOBLACKROCK.IN> as Complainant has never assigned, granted,
licensed, sold, transferred, or otherwise authorised Respondent to register or use the Disputed
Domain Name or the <JIOBLACKROCK> Trademark and the same is also not used for making
legitimate non-commercial use. Thus, it satisfies the second element under Paragraph 4 (b) of
the Policy.

€) Whether the Respondent domain name was registered or is being used in
absolute bad faith?

1. The Compiainant states that it is a highly respected giobal consulting firm assisting
companies with corporate governance initiatives, as well as solutions for business problems in
technology, business processes, analytics, risk, compliance and internal audits, and was
founded in 2002 and its services are marketed and offered throughout the world under the

11
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the Respondent ysad e <WWW. JT0BL ACKROCK IN> Tademark without consent from

the Complainant Seconah. Respondent Was aware of Compiainant’s nghts in its well-known
trademark as a Consequence of Complainant's Substantial use of the trademark which predates
before the Respondent QQuired the domain name.
T e ;

Woly, the disputed domain name Nas smply been parked for advertising pay-per-click
in t s. In fact tme T i

VESIment services. In fact, every ome 3 mcnd(smmeselmls,theRegistramis

benefiting  monetarily which shows Tt T s only registerad with no apparent legitimate
PUrpOse and holding on o the same with absoute N0 justification except to make wrongful
profit therefrom. Non-use "SQIST300N of doman soon after acquisition and passive holding are
Svidence of bad faith regstation. In fat. the registrant does not property
Configured the domain <WWW._IO SLACKROCK IN>

Rourthh, The  Respondent registered the Drsputed Domain  name immediately after the
Complainants announcement of s carmership with Jio Fnandal  Services thereby
impersonated the C(omplamant's domain  name <WWW. BLACKROCK.COM>, _

WhICh gemonsUrates &S purpose 0 decsive users for commerdial benefit and to ham
Complainant’s business by red TSCONg Deope 0 the infinging domain name and also making
liegitmate commercial gains by banking on the hard-eamed goodwill and reputation of the
Complainant which is done in bad faith.

In HSBC Hoidings [7_Ic v. Hooman Esmail Zadeh, INDRP Case no 032, dated March 20,
2007; Vist=on Coporaton v. Aahiad'S., INDRP Case No. 1535, dated May 6, 2022; Sofidium
Oy v nmgwmmam;&nmemmmm
Programming. WIPO Case Ne. D2022-3139; LAL Anancial LLC v. Privacy Service Provided by 3 ,
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-0542 it was held that the mere
: A in, WIPO Case No. D2022-054
Withheld for Privacy ehf I Steffen Hain, . -
registration of an identical domain namg by an unaffiliated entity can by itself create a

presumption of bad faith.

The evidence produced on the side of the Complainant clearly shows that the
registration of the disputed domain name consisting of the Complainant’s BLACKROCK ® Name
and Marks in combination with the term ‘JIO’ came as a deliberate and willful attempt to
register a confusingly similar domain name to the BLACKROCK ® Name and Marks and
intended to capitalize on the confusion. On careful consideration of the above findings, the
Arbitral Tribunal accepts the contentions of the Complainant and holds that the Respondent
domain name <WWW. JIO BLACKROCK.IN>has been registered with an opportunistic intention

and is being used in bad faith. Therefore, the third element in paragraph 4(c) of the Policy has
been satisfied.

VIIL. DISPOSITIONS

The Arbitral Tribunal holds that The three el
Policy that

ements set out in paragraph 4 of the INDRP

i) The Respondent domain name <<Www. JIO BLACKROCK.IN>is identical and

confusingly similar to the hame, trademark and brand name <BLACKROCK > by the
Complainant.

ii) The Respondent has no rights or |
JI0 BLACKROCK.IN> and
iii) the same has been registered in bad faith.
have been established by the Complainant and hence It is entitled for the relief sought for,

egitimate interests in the domain name <Www.

BlackRock, Inc.,50 Hudson Yards, New York, NY - 10001 , United States of America,

W<

(M.SHIRIJHAZ ug

Place: Chennai
Dated: 21% Febraury 2025

€ Arbitrato
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