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1. Th~ Part1e_s in t~e proceeding: 

The complainant in this administrative proceeding is Google LLC, a Delaware 

based limited liability company having its principal place of business at 1600 

Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, United States of America. 

The complainant has authorized Ms. Astha Negi, Ms. Shipra Shandilya, Ms. Isha 

Tiwari and Ms. Sankalpita Pal from Fidus Law Chambers LLP as its authorized 

representative in the present proceedings. Power of Attorney (POA) dated 

11.04.2025 by the Senior Trademark Counsel of the complainant authorizing the 

aforementioned has been filed with the complaint. 

The Respondent in the present proceedings is Vikram K Narayan, GR Infocom 

Pvt Ltd, having his address at 428, 6th Main Road, Rajajinagar, Bangalore, 

Karnataka- 560055, IN. The complainant has also filed the publicly-available 

WHOIS record, for the domain name< googlerank.co.in >. 

2. Domain Name and Registrar:-

The disputed domain name is <googlerank.co.in>. The domain name was 

registered on July 61\ 2012. The registrar with which the domain name is 

registered is GoDaddy.com, LLC, 2155 E GoDaddy Way, Tempe, AZ 85284, 

USA. The email address of the registrar is not mentioned in the complaint or the 

WHOIS report shared by the complainant. 

3. Procedural History: 

3.1 This arbitration proceeding is in accordance with the .IN Domain Name 

Dispute Resolution Policy (the "Policy") adopted by the National Internet 

Exchange of India ("NIXI") and the INDRP Rules of Procedure (the 

"Rules"). The arbitration proceeding is approved in accordance with the 

Indian Arbitration and Conciliation Act, 1996. By registering the disputed 

domain name with a NIXI accredited Registrar, the respondent has agreed 

to the resolution of disputes pursuant to the said Policy and the Rules. 
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3 .2 The complaint was filed by the complainant with NIXI against the 

respondent. On 10.10.2025, to ensure compliance, I had submitted statement 

of acceptance and declaration of impartiality and independence as required 

by the Arbitrator's Empanelment Rules (Rule 5). On 29.10.2025, I was 

appointed as the sole arbitrator to decide the disputes between the parties. 

NIXI notified both the parties of my appointment as arbitrator via email 

dated 29.10.2025. NIXI had also served by email an electronic copy of the 

complainant with annexures, on the respondent at the email address of the 

respondent, vikramknarayan@gmail.com, whilst appointing me as an 

arbitrator. 

3.3 On 29.10.2025, I had issued notice to the respondent and directed the 

complainant to serve the complete paperbook on the respondent by both post 

and email, i.e. the complaint which was filed by the complainant and the 

complete annexures filed by it. It is pertinent to note that the respondent has 

been marked on all email correspondences. It is noteworthy that I had on 

29.10.2025 also granted the respondent a time period of 15 days, to file a 

response to the complaint, from my email and the delivery of service of the 

complete paperbook. Pertinently, on the very same day, Mr. Vikram, the 

respondent herein responded on the email trail stating that he required clarity 

on what the proceedings were about. That, the service was done by the 

complainant's authorized representative, Ms. Isha Tiwari, on 30.10.2025, on 

the email address present through a WHOIS lookup, 1.e 

vikramknarayan@gmail.com. Ms. Tiwari had also shared vide the same 

email, the proof of courier and the service through email. 

3 .4 That the respondent, Mr. Vikram had on 31.10.2025 also called me and sent 

me an email asking for a clarification. I had mentioned that a domain name 

complaint has been filed against "googlerank.co.in" by the complainant 

asserting rights over the trademark "GOOGLE". I had also vide email dated 
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31.10.2025 requested him to get in touch with NIXI officials (marked on the 

email trail), who I stated would clear all his doubts. 

3.5 That, pursuant to no statement of defence (response) from the respondent for 

15 days after service of the complaint and the documents (annexures), I had 

on 17.11.2025 sent an email to the respondent stating that in the interest of 

justice, I am granting it 5 more days to file a response. Mr. Vikram again 

sent an email stating that he is not able to understand the process. I had then 

on 18.11.2025, sent the following email to him: 

Bharat ,b,- :-h.·1rat•-.q- .)' u --

lJ ~i(rnT. !:/n -e>.1'1: , leg:,i .=::?.j, ~i ::i ~J ~J .. 

~~t. '-iklMn, 
My last 2 ermils lo )'OU Wll<O oo 29 10.2025 and 3110 2025 v.mrein I reQL<!Sled )1'IJ lo !0001 basa wiih i?teqa fllXI Fur1her for !he pasl amosl J _,., I ooliave 'fOO cwld ,,..,, 

touched base with atrt law)ef ii )'0U ~ not haw !Pl the Ol)l)O!lunity to !0001 base wrth il!Lll9i!..!fil! As menlioned in my ema,1 dated Z:i 10 2025, this~ an artJrtrali:Jn i,oceeui'lg 
pef1airr,g to !he <bnain n;rne '!l(lOg!eiarj( ~ n • Sn:e you have al-eady been ser,ed no llJl\ller opportunity would be granred lo you lor riing a response be\'Olld 2J , , 2025 

3 .6 That on 18.11.2025, Mr. Vikram sent an email to NIXI asking for clarity on 

the complaint and the proceedings. Pertinently, neither a response had been 

filed, nor, despite me requesting time and again to him to seek legal 

assistance by engaging a lawyer. That on 18.11.2025, the following response 

was sent by a NIXI official: 

e Legel ~k-J2tl:a.·~ • I n .. 

to Vi~raf""I. ~,!\h ah. i=a1 •v, 1:--ha JP :u r ~ • 

Dear Mr. Vikram. 

Kindly connect wi1h the NIXI legal lean, al the below men rioned numbers 

Ph. No : 011-48202038/ 2010 

Regards. 

Anandlta Joshi 

Legal Consultant 

National Internet Exchange of India 

Delhi, India, 

Ph Nn • n11 . .4R?n?n~A/ ?nm 

~ 
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3. 7 That I had on 19.11.2025, sent an email to Mr. Vikram asking whether he 

got in touch with a NIXI official. Perti,nently, I ~ad also asked both the 

parties to confirm my appointment as an arbitrator. The snapshot is 

attached hereinunder: 

Doar M1 '4''/1~ra'11 I-. N..i1 J'f~t i 

I hope you have gol in touch wilh ((fl~<1I NIXI 

I would al60 like to draw your artenttOn 10 Section 1215) ol lhe Arbitration and Conohat10n Act. 1996. as amended In 2015, which mandates Iha: .vt>1traIors suhnlJt a deda1aI1w to 

NIXI This was sent 10 rou In your very rfrst email by NIXI NIXI hes millldaled that nll the arbilralors seok a ~f1nen acceptance lo the appc,intrr.onr of tho arbitrator SMUld you r0Q1.Jire 

any additional documents Of de4ails r&lated lo my appoinlment, I an00tirago you lo conlM.I NIXI c1iroclly 

This is merely lo ensure that all parties involved aro conftdont of lhe arbitr;ition procoss ;ind ltwll lhP.re l!'i no bi;is, 01100< perceived or aclual, al any 'cilil<JE! 

3.8 That, on 19.11.2025, Ms. lsha, the complainant's representative had written 

to the respondent stating that should he wish to settle the dispute and 

transfer/cancel the domain name in question, the complainant is willing for 

the same. On 20.11.2025, the respondent replied stating his defences on 

the email as a 'preliminary written respo_nse' .No documents were filed in 

the email. On the same day, I asked the respondent if he wishes to file a 

proper statement of defence. There was no response to the same. That on 

28.11.2025, I again gave the respondent 7 more days to file his statement of 

defence (response). The complainant had also confirmed my appointment as 

an arbitrator. 

3 .9 That on 30.11.2025, the respondent had stated that he had underwent an eye 

surgery and again requested for more time. The email is affixed herein below. 

0 VlkramKn•,lor;,11~r.1r,.1.1,11..:,--: ,1 [,Jl 

to ni~. l;.hft L~.:.I. Rrt-n;,b :;_, ,., ;..,._,. i • 

Dear Mr Boaral S Kumar. 

.. 

I would fike 10 br1ng lo your anl;lntlO'I lhal I 11J03n:~· unce~I eyl! surgery, arvj 11'\a"e Me., ,n:let rNY.!•cal review tl"r1r.g :t-,e r,asr lev.· w&eils Bec.au!.-13 of lhi,;. med•c.'11 ClY'l11lion 1 

have nol been able to r8'ioiew doctments, prepare submissions, or oonSIJl aWC)Priale laQaJ counsel 1n a l1mely man'l8f 

I illll currert.ly in the process 04 identifying a 18\Nyel' experienced ri INDRP rra:'lfif!. to re:,re!lltn1 .'lnd QL.lde rM ir. 'h~ r..asP St'"!Cl'I lhFl rra11er 1n11\'..H·.-e,s l~I an:. r.foc.1...::ural 

roqUromef'O. I bolieve propor representation ts t:SSOnfial before p,oceedng fur1hcr 

Considering the above, I requesr an. l!ntnsion of 30 days lo enable me 10 app..."'lnt ega co..n;oJ 3r.d :n-n;~PII:! mt.!' ,eq,Ji•ec lc.rl'T\l resoc-r'IYI allJn9 w rt-, s,,r.p.~.,, r..g ,..-.::umw1t,_11i,)", 

affidavrt, and submis&ims, 

Thank you !or )'OU' CCYIS~a'.l()l'i 
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I had vide email dated 30.11.2025, in the interest of justice granted the 

respondent a period of26 days more, i.e till 25.12.2025, to file his statement 

of defence. I had also requested the respondent to share his medical 

certificate since he had requested for time on medical grounds. 

3 .10 That on 26.12.2026, upon no statement of defence being filed, I had again 

in the interest of justice, granted the respondent 5 more days to file his 

defence. Finally, upon no response and no statement of defence being filed 

by the respondent, I had closed his right to file the same. I had further 

stated that his email dated 20.11.2025 would be considered as a 

response. I also asked both parties if they wish to seek a virtual hearing, to 

which the complainant denied the same. All the communications to the 

complainant, respondent and NIXI by this tribunal have been through email. 

None of the emails sent on vikramknarayan@gmai I .corn have bounced or 

returned. I therefore hold that the service is complete as per the IND RP rules 

as all correspondences effectively took place on 

vikrnmknarayan@gmaiI.com . 

Respondent being treated fai rly: 

3.11 I wish to highlight Clause 13(b) of the INDRP Rules of procedure requires 

that the arbitrator shall at all times treat the parties with equality and provide 

each one of them with a fair opportunity to present their case. 

3.12 The respondent has been given a fair opportunity to represent itself, 

respond to the complainant's assertions & contentions and counter the same, 

if it so wishes to. However, there has been no proper response by the 

respondent, despite effective service. It is noteworthy that Clause 18 of the 

INDRP Rules of procedure mandate that an arbitrator shall decide a 

complaint on the basis of the pleadings submitted and in accordance with the 

4/"-
\ ( 
\ 

\ 

',, 
• 



7 

Arbitration & Conciliation Act, 1996 amended as per the Arbitration and 

Conciliation (Amendment) Act, 2015 read with the Arbitration & 

Conciliation Rules, Dispute Resolution Policy, the Rules of Procedure and 

any by-laws, and guidelines and any law that the arbitrator deems to be 

applicable, as amended from time to time. In these circumstances this 

tribunal proceeds to decide the complaint on merits, in accordance with said 

act, policy and rules on respondent's failure to submit a proper response, 

despite having been given sufficient opportunity and time to do so and 

represent itself. 

4. Legitimate rights under which a complainant can approach NIXI: 

4.1 The complainant has invoked Clause 4 of the IND RP policy to initiate the 

arbitration proceeding. Clause 4 reads as under: 

4.Any person who considers that a registered domain name coriflicts with his/her 

legitimate rights or interests may file a Complaint to the .IN Registry on the 

following premises: 

(a) the Registrant's domain name is identical and/or confusingly similar to a 

Name, Trademark or Service Mark etc. in which the Complainant has rights; 

and 

(b) the Registrant has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the domain 

name; and 

(c) the Registrant's domain name has been registered or is being used either in 

bad faith or for illegal/unlawful purpose. 

The complainant therefore has to satisfy this arbitral tribunal on all the three 

aforementioned clauses/conditions, i.e 4 (a), (b) and (c). 

5. Case of the complainant 

5.1 The complainant states that it is a limited liability company duly registered 

under the laws of the State of Delaware in the United States of America. 
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Ever since its formation in 1998, it has been carrying on business in internet 

related services and products, which include advertising technologies, 

internet search, web browser, cloud computing and software, and mobile and 

computer hardware. The complainant states that it is the operator of one of 

the most highly recognized, and widely used internet search engines in the 

world under the trademark GOOGLE. It avers that developers, website 

owners, and search engine optimization (SEO) professionals use its guiding 

resources and tools to improve the websites' visibility in organic search 

results which in tum affects their rankings on the Google search engine. The 

complainant also states that it offers course content and tools for developers 

for website and application development. The complainant avers that it owns 

a website www.google.com and the domain name google.com has been 

registered since 15th September 1997. The complainant avers that said 

website details all goods and services offered by the complainant and an 

extract from its website listing some of the products and services the 

complainant offers under the trademark GOOGLE and other trademarks. 

For the same, it relies on Annexure A. 

5.2 The complainant avers that the trademark GOOGLE was coined in 1997 by 

its founders and has been in use in connection with providing a search engine 

service that was developed by the complainant in 1998. It states that the 

search engine service under the trademark GOOGLE is available in more 

than 150 languages and is globally accessible, including in India. Documents 

evidencing the same have been attached as Annexure B. 

5 .3 The complainant avers that it has a significant global presence with more 

than 150 offices worldwide in more than 60 countries and its products and 

services reach more than 200 countries worldwide. The complainant states 

that its trademark GOOGLE was found to be one of the most valuable 

global brands by several brand analytics and valuation consultancies. As per 

Brand Finance's 'Global 500' 2025 report, the complainant was ranked no. 

/' 

\ 
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3 and was valued at USD 412.9 billion. It states that as per Interbrand's 'Best 

Global Brands' 2024 report, the complainant was ranked no. 4 worldwide. 

As per Kantar BrandZ's 'Most Valuable Global Brands', Google was ranked 

at no. 2 in 2025. SimilarWeb, a web traffic ranking company, lists the search 

engine under the trademark GOOGLE as the top-most visited website for 

many countries, including India. It avers that back in 2020, Forbes ranked 

the trademark GOOGLE as the second most valuable trademarks and 

brands in the world, valued at USD 207.5 billion. The complainant has 

attached copies of the aforementioned reports and other rankings accorded 

to it as Annexure C. 

5.4 The complainant states that the trademark GOOGLE is also a part of its 

company name, i.e., Google LLC, as well as various other trademarks of the 

complainant. Thus, the trademark GOOGLE, it avers is not only associated 

with search engine services but also with it and the various other goods and 

services that the complainant offers. The complainant avers that it has 

consistently used the trademark GOOGLE as a part of its products, services, 

and business since its formation. The complainant states that it owns and 

operates over 190 GOOGLE based domain names and corresponding 

websites where search and other products and services can be accessed. A 

non-exhaustive list of those domain names is filed as Annexure D. 

The complainant's trademark rights: 

5.5 The complainant states that the complaint is based on its trademark 

GOOGLE. The complainant avers that it owns various registrations for the 

trademark GOOGLE and the stylized logos Goi igk and Go gleon a 

standalone basis as well as a part of various other trademarks ("the 

GOOGLE Trademarks") worldwide and in India in several classes with 

the earliest registration dating back to September 16, 1998, in the United 

States of America, and dating back to 1999 in India. It has also filed copies 

! 
' I 
\ 
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of a few illustrative registration certificates for the GOOGLE Trademarks 

as Annexure E. 

5 .6 The complainant states that by virtue of their bonafide adoption and 

extensive use thereof, the GOOGLE Trademarks have become exclusively 

and globally associated with the complainant in the eyes of consumers. The 

GOOGLE Trademarks have come to acquire immense reputation and 

goodwill over the years and are among the most instantly recognizable 

trademarks and trade names in the world today. 

PopuJar:ity of the GOOGLE Trademarks 

5.7 The complainant also avers the popularity and fame of its goods and services 

under the GOOGLE trademarks can be gauged from its social media 

presence, which has followers and subscribers running into millions. The 

complainant maintains an X account for the same 

(https://twitter.com/google) which it avers currently has 32. 7 million 

followers, a Facebook page (https://www.facebook.com/Google/) which has 

34 million followers, an Instagram page 

(https://www.instagram.com/google/?hl=en) which has 15.5 million 

followers, a Linkedln page (https://in.linkedin.com/company/google) which 

has 38 million followers, and a YouTube page 

(https://www.youtube.com/user/google/videos) which has 13.3 million 

subscribers. The complainant avers that its social media pages help 

consumers and the public associate the goods and services under the 

GOOGLE trademarks with the complainant itself. It has filed documents in 

support of the above as Annexure F. 

GOOGLE - 'Well-known trademark' 

5.8 The complainant avers that the trademark GOOGLE ha also be n declared 

well-known and/or a famous mark in several jurisdictions such as Brazil, 

China Denmark Mexico Ukraine Thailand Turke and India to r • .... 
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The trademark GOOGLE was declared a a well known' trademark bv the 

Hon 'ble Delhi High Court in 2011. By virtue of the said order, the trademark 

GOOGLE has been included in the well-known trademarks list maintained 

by the Indian Trade Marks Registry. Documents in support of the above have 

been filed by it as Annexure G. 

Multiple domain names with 'Google , being owned by the complainant: 

5 .9 The complainant states that it has successfully pursued domain name 

complaints before NIXI, WIPO, and the National Arbitration Forum and 

obtained favourable decisions in respect of numerous infringing domain 

names targeting the Complainant and its trademarks, such as 

googleseoservices. in, googlemedia. in, googleclassroorn. in, 

googleexperts. in, googlepixel. co. in, googleplace. in, googlepays. in, 

googlemeet. co. in, googlerepairkerala. com, googleblog. com, google-0.com, 

chotagoogle.com, googlemontenegro.rne, google-sina.com, google­

vietnam.com, google-plaiys.net, iran-google.ir, googled.co, 

googleklantenservicenederlandnl, googlersoftwaresolutions.com etc. In 

support of the same, it has filed copies of a representative sample of these 

decisions as Annexure H. 

CASE OF THE RESPONDENT - RESPONDENT'S DEFENSE - EMAIL 

DATED 20.11.2025. 

5 .10 The respondent, though has not filed a proper statement of defence, but 

has stated in its email dated 20.11.2025 that the email itself be considered as 

a 'preliminary written response. It is pertinent to mention that no documents 

were filed by the respondent in support of its assertions, neither was a 

statement of defence filed later despite multiple opportunities. The snapshots 

of the respondent's email have been affixed hereinunder: 
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Dear Ma Joshi, 

Dear Mr. Sharai S Kumar (Ld Arbitralo/1. 

12 

I ackl"OM&dge raceipl ~ your communications regardll'IQ INDRP Cas, No: 2040 roncoming t..,.e ll.Yiia1n (-.;'Imo 0009leraok.co.m ~nd !h;tnk yfl4 i ro• w,,~, '(J ,~ Crr.p1,w,~<"ll ~ 

posilion and the procedural detail• of lhe matte, 

I confirm that I am the registered owner or the satd domain aOO v.ould kke to ronnalty contest the complaint hied agai:-~l 11 Plea~e CO."\.~r this em., 11 tt.s my prtliminary 'Mitten 

response under lhe INDRP Rules of Procedure, 

1, Legitimate lntereet 

The rOQiolrolion and use al the d<lmain googJcr;ink.co.io are entirely legttirnate and dosaiptrve In n.1ture The te<1n ~•n•· is a generic SEO ll!nn moaniNJ ·search posilion • The 
domain r,ame Wa& 111Qi61erod by myoelf. a legilirnalo dig;lai fl'3'kOling and IT solu!<>nS oompany w,lh the goouono Inlonhon of supporting OIJ/ bus,...,., 1n diyital mar1<etlng and SEO 

11nking .,rvicn IOCU$8d on imp-oving visibiily across major search~ 

The pl\r.158 "Google Rani( Is a commonly used descriptive 11pression in lh8 digilal mal1<elin<,l "1dustf)' lo rotor lo w,it,sile ranking positions on Google searcll rosutls 11 ,s not a 

mi1UM ol the "Google" lradtmal1<. bl.( a factual. descriptive ugage a,r-.;islenl wilh induolry termnology. 

lmportanUy. the domain has never bHn used fo, hosHng any lndependenl webs~• II is only redirected lo our parent business domain - www.glisl.in. v,11,ch <IJllros,,,lls w· 
legally rOQis1..-ed and eperalional CO'Por.lle enLily. AJ. no point has the domain been use<J lo< any ni~oacJin9 =-c;;,I "' prolil--•IOQ purposo oon1>ecle<l lo Goo:,Jle LLC o• i:s 

trademarks. 

2, Ho lad Faith 

The clomarl W3$ not revistered In bid fallh. nOI was il acquired lor resale, miorepr868nldwn. o, lo gain unfair aovantage 

• I have never approoclled Google or any dlird porty lo '811, llilnslO<, 01 ilcense u., domain 

• The dom.1/n has newr hosted any ad\lerttsements, Goog~ebttd content or misleadi~ malM~ls 

• H ha& not been Uled lo lmpeBONllt GOOQ1o r, """ .. oonlumn •"""'9 .-. 

• The SOM tedlnacal action taken was a redirect lo our pa~nt company·1 website twww.glis1JDI wt11ch p~e~ l<,gillma1e dignal mar'Aehng YJr--11CJ>1> 

The registratm wao &Jl8QJ\8d purely in good l•ith. aligned "11h""' br.wid, SEO and dlgi al S8MC8 sbategy. and mt 11lenoed lo e,pio, or ,ntringe Uf".ln Gooc;e • uddema,, in • • y -
3, Di•tinct UH and Branding 

O.r co,pooite brandng. logoo and oonlenl are ontiroly distinct ~om Goo\)ie'• lr.ldamao., .wl ,.;,ua1 -My 

• We have never used Google's logo. typeface.°' color polellt 

• The lerm i,oog~ Rri ' has baerl used desct!p(lvefy - !o der"Ole rani.i~ cw1 r.iooljtt sa;wch •~ull~ \~ ,s cl ~l-'n<lard rl()n~:rdusrve 1NUs1ry pn1a~ 

• The domain and its red1red are clearty separate from Google's services, and u,e,e has nevef OOE!n an-1• conluSt011 cusiomer rn1S01rocuo·,. o, lals.e reo-ti~nt.1I00 wl 

Rlll • 1 

4, RequHl for G11idance 

I am amenity in the JJOC8M al submir.ing my fo,mal dellliled Re'P()nse le 111e ledmed ArM'•'"· 1nduding al S1JPf<Y1Ing cocumenls ,c,:h •• 

• WHOIS proof ol domain own0<Mlip 

• Screensllol !liming the domain redired lo W'l(fl ~ist.11 

• Company r&Qistralion and GST cerlificale al G LI61 Mei INC 

• Declaration ol norwse and no inion! lo Wnnge 

~ ctYlfirm the submission deadline la lhe ~e Resc:onse lndef The INDRP JY0C8'1l,rn and whelhAr f'il~&l(..al C'J)f)lft!i ;m1 .:Mso rOQtnrOO al~ " ·,1n 1•,u; Rm.ai: s.unm,-..-.m 

I will en&Ulll full carl)lianca w,lh al procedural requ,ements and COOj)Ofale lhrooghoul lhe a1bi1ra1ion procoso 

5, Regarding Settlement 

I adtnowfedge Iha IXlO'll1Uiallion ~om Ms lslla 1911atding lhe Complananl's wilingnoss lo e,plo<e a solllomcnl H°"""'" ,. lt.s slage I vwould prefer lo proc .. d with lhe 
illbllrallon proceu and submil my lull w,iner, defense 101 due considorahon by •ho learned Arbiho\o, 

Shou6d lhere be any /tJ11t'ef communicahon rltQL.Jlred through otrlCJ.aj charinets pAoa.~ co,l(1m,e '.O copy !he L.d Arbitrator <11ld NIXI Lt91I Te.m as ric, the slr1nd.:vc ll~DRP proc.:P,t,,~ 

Thank you 101 )'OUf line, und..-slantlinQ. and guida1"'8 I look forward lo your Cllllf,matioo on ine nexl proc'.<Klu•al oleos 
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6. The dispute raised before this tribunal~ case of the complainant: 

The Domain Name and associated website 

6.1 The complainant states that it recently came across the respondent's domain 

name <googlerank.co.in> ('disputed domain name") which was registered 

on 06.07.2012. The complainant avers that the name of the respondent is 

Vikram K Narayan. 

6.2 The complainant further states while conducting due diligence it came across 

the respondent's website, which purports to be for a digital marketing 

company under the name 'GList Add Pvt. Ltd'. It avers that on a perusal of 

the website's landing page, the respondent purports to offer web designing, 

mobile app development as well as search engine optimization (SEO) 

services that allegedly boost positions on search engines such as Google and 

Bing with the so-called 'Google Rank. The complainant states that as 

elaborated hereinbefore, it offers guiding resources and tools for developers, 

website owners, and SEO professionals to improve the websites' visibility 

on its search engine as well as course content and tools for developers for 

website and application development. As a part of the respondent's 

a.lleged offerings, the complainant's logos Go c I · and Go gle are 

heavily featured on the respondent's website which gives rise to the 

reasonable presumption that the respondent is well aware of th complainant 

and its GOOGLE Trademarks. In addition to the website, it states that the 

Disputed Domain 1s featured on their Linkedln page 

(https://www.linkedin.com/company/glist-add-pvt-ltd/about/) and a third-

party listing (https://www.clickindia.com/businesslglist-add-pvt-ltd-

4 7883 7 Q. All of the foregoine creates the false impression that the 

Respondent and the website hosted at the Disputed Domain are somehow 

affiliated with. sponsored or endorsed by the Complainant. Extracts from the 

<~~ -:-.",/· ~-
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Whois record for the Disputed Domain, the hosted website, social media 

page and third-party listing are enclosed as Annexure l. 

PRJOR CORRESPONDENCE- LEG AL NOTICE SENT BY COMPLAINANT: 

6.3 The complainant avers that it sent a legal notice dated 27th March 2024 at 

the email address mentioned on the respondent's website calling upon the 

Respondent to take down the website content at the Disputed Domain, cancel 

the domain registration, and cease all use of the trademarks GOOGLE and 

among other demands. The complainant states that it even followed up with 

the respondent and via email dated 4th December, 2024, the respondent 

acknowledged receipt of the complainant's emails however no attempt was 

made from the Respondent's end to amicably settle the matter. Documents 

showcasing the legal notice 'as sent' to the respondent along with the email 

correspondences have been filed as Annexure J. At present, the 

complainant avers that its trademark GOOGLE is still being used in the 

Disputed Domain and the trademarks GOOGLE, Go 1..,gk and Go ·· gle are 

still being featured on the website hosted at the Disputed Domain. 

7. Analysis 

7.1 It is pertinent to note that Paragraph 4 of the INDRP Domain Name Dispute 

Resolution Policy, mentions about class of disputes, which grants any person 

who considers that a registered domain name conflicts with his/her 

legitimate rights or interests, the right to file a complaint with the .IN 

Registry. There are 3 conditions which an aggrieved right holder may file 

the complaint under. The complainant has in the present complaint 

mentioned that its rights under all the three conditions have been violated: 

1. Condition 4(a) - The Registrant's domain name is identical and/or 

confusingly similar to a name, trademark or service mark in wh.l£h___ 

the complainant has rights; ✓<; 
"-0 ..... 
r.., 

,q; 

~ 
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The complainant states in the complaint that it has statutory and common 

law rights in the trademark GOOGLE and such rights predate the 

registration of the disputed domain name. lt further states that the Disputed 

Domain <GoogleRank.co.in> entirely subsumes its prior registered and 

well-known trademark GOOGLE. The inclusion of the term "Rank" and the 

country-code top-level domain (ccTLD) '.co.in' in the Disputed Domain 

does not affect the overall impression, as the dominant part of the Disputed 

Domain remains the trademark GOOGLE and the term "Rank" describes 

the nature of offerings. The complainant avers that the Disputed Domain 

gives a wrongful impression that the respondent's search engine 

optimization services that boost website rankings on the Google search 

engine have been authorized/sponsored by the complainant. The 

complainant states that conswners are well aware of its trademarks such that 

any unauthorized use of its trademarks. as in the present case. is likely to 

create an impression in the minds of consumers that the Disputed Domain is 

associated with, or is sponsored by the complainant. which is not the case. 

The complainant further relies upon Inter Ikea Systems B. V v. Polanski, 

WIPO Case No. D2000-16/4 (tran.~ferring <ikeausa.com>); General 

Electric Company v. Recruiters, WIPO Case No. D2007-0584 (transferring 

<ge-recruiting.com> ),· Microsoft Corporation v. Step-Web, WIPO Case No. 

D2000-I 500 (transferring <microsofthome.com> ): CBS Broadcasting, Inc. 

v. Y2K Concepts Corp., WIPO Case No. D2000-/065 (tran.~ferring 

<cbsone.com>). 

Pertinently, the complainant relies upon the panels in INDRP decisions 

against the domains googletranlateservice.in I NDRP/1704, 

googlemaps.in INDRP/1469, googlepms.i11 INDRP/1/84, and 

googlemeet.co.bt INDRP/1236 held that inclusion of the complainant's 

well-known trademark GOOGLE along with an additional term was 

still held to be confusingly similar and in googledriveli11k.i11 INDRP/1941 

the Panel confirmed that inclusion of s • le el do • • 
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irrelevant for determining whether the disputed domain is 
i - -

ide_ntical/similar to a registered trademark. 

The complainant further states that Panels have routinely found confusing 

similarity concerning domain names that infringe Google's trademarks. See, 

e.g., Google Inc. v. Jan Jeltes, DA U2008-00J 2 (Forum October 20, 2008) 

(finding the term "googler" in <googler.com.au> is confusingly similar to 

"Google"); Google Inc. v. Chris Gillespie, FA1434643 (Forum May 10, 

2012) (finding <googletodayssales.com> confusingly similar to Google's 

GOOGLE mark); Google Inc. v. Google Inc, FA1492304 (Forum May 2, 

2013) (finding <googleglass-presale.com>confusingly similar to Google's 

GOOGLE mark); Google Inc. v. Domain Admin I WhoisPrivacy Corp., 

FAl 726692 (Forum May 16, 2017) (finding <gmailsupport.org> 

confusingly similar to Google's GMAIL mark); Google LLC vs. lb6n Del 

Olmo DES2020-004 l (Forum January 21, 2021) (finding <google­

photos.es> confusingly similar to the trademark GOOGLE). 

The complainant states that the Panel in the INDRP decision of 

googledrivelink.in INDRP/1941 held that "the Respondent has merelv 

mentioned the suffix 'link' to the widely used trade mark GOOGLE 

DRIVE and a TDL '.in' i11 the disputed domain and the same cannot 

distinguish the disputed domain 11ame from the trademarks of the 

Complainant. ·• 

I have gone through the pleadings and documents filed by the complainant. 

With regard to the fulfilment of paragraph 4(a) of the INDRP policy, it is 

evident that the complainant has been continuously and extensively using 

the mark GOOGLE in the course of trade and commerce since the year 1997 

internationally. There is no quarrel in stating that the complainant's 

trademark has been known since then across the world. The complainant has 

also registered its trademark GOOGLE, in India and across myriad 

countries. Its statutory rights thus, in the trademark GOOGLE is well 

established. It is pertinent to note that the disputed domain ~it~ r 
. '<.,~ , . 
'.).. 

~ a 
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googlerank.co.in was registered in 06.07.2012, almost 13 years after the 

registration of the trademark, GOOGLE in India. The complainant's earliest 

registration dates back to 16.09.1998, in the United States of America, and 

dates back to 1999 in India. 

It is noteworthy that a perusal of the disputed domain name 

'googlerank.co.in' of the registrant/respondent shows that the respondent has 

used the complainant's trademark GOOGLE in its entirety. The disputed 

domain name 'googlerank.co.in' is deceptively similar, or some may say 

near identical to the 'GOOGLE' trademark of the complainant, with just a 

suffix 'rank' added to it. It is well established that the mere addition of a 

TLD such as "co.in" to a registered trademark(s), is not significant in 

distinguishing a domain name. It has been held by prior panels deciding 

under the INDRP, such as in Kenneth Cole Productions v. Viswas Jnfomedia 

INDRP/093, that there is confusing/deceptive similarity where the disputed 

domain name wholly incorporates a complainant's trade mark. It is further 

noteworthy that, a TLD/ccTLD such as ".in" or ".co.in" is an essential part 

of domain name. Therefore, it cannot be said to distinguish the respondent's 

domain name 'googlerank.co.in' from the complainant's trademark 

GOOGLE. In Satyam Infoway Ltd vs Siffynet Solutions Pvt. Ltd AIR 

2004 SC 3540, the Hon'ble Supreme Court of India stated that the law 

pertaining to the Trademark Act, 1999 shall be applicable to domain names 

in India. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India also observed that domain 

names have the same characteristics of a trademark and thus act as a source 

and business identifier. In Mis Retail Royalty Company v.Mr. Folk Brook 

INDRP/705, wherein on the basis of the complainant's registered trademark 

and domain names for "AMERICAN EAGLE", having been created by the 

complainant much before the date of creation of the disputed domain name 

<americaneagle.co.in> by the respondent, it was held that: 
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"The disputed domain name is very much similar to the name - and 

trademark of the complainant. The Hon'ble Supreme Court of India has 

recently held that the domain name has become a business ident(fier. d 

do,nain name t,elps identifv the subject of trade or service that a11 entity 

seeks to provide to its potential customers. Further that there is a strong 

likelihood that a web browser looking for AMERICAN EAGLE products 

in India or elsewhere would mistake the disputed domain name as o{lhe 
I -

complainant. " 

A precedent, pertinent to the present case at hand, it being WhatsApp, Inc. v. 

Nasser Bahaj, WIPO Case No. D2016-058. The relevant excerpts are 

highlighted as hereinunder: 

"The disputed domain name <ogwhatsapp.org> comprises the 

Complainant's trademark WHATSAP P combined with the letters "og" which 

are the initials of the developer Osama Ghoraib as indicated on the website 

of the Respondent. A dding these two letters does not in any wa1 eliminate 

the confusing similarity with the Complainant's trademark. As for the 

gTLD ".org", it is established that a gTLD does not typically eliminate 

confusion. 

The disputed domain name <whatsapp-plus.org> comprises the 

Complainant's trademark WHATSAPP in its entirety. Adding the term 

"plus" not only does 11ot eliminate confusion hut on the contrary gives the 

impression that new and enhanced versions of the Complainant's 

application are available through the website the disputed domain 11ame 

resolves to. " 

The complainant has rights in the trademark GOOGLE by way of trademark 

registrations in India. Pertinently, the use is much prior to the date on which 

the respondent created the impugned domain <googlerank.co.in> 

incorporating the complainant's trademark and trade name GOOGLE in 

totality and as a whole and merely added 'rank' as a suffix. I agree that ~nl~tc.r 
. "v't ,. 

the word "GOOGLE" not only creates confusion, but may even ~ 
~ :<.,~ 
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potential web user believe that this may well be associated with the 

complainant. Furthermore, the trademark "GOOGLE" of the complainant 

has also been declared a well-known mark by the Hon'ble Delhi High Court 

in Google LLLC vs Mr. P. Rajesh Ram & Ors CS(COMM) 209/2024 1. 

The respondent has filed a limited response through email, with no 

documents being shared pertaining to its prior use, sales figures, its goodwill 

and popularity, to address the assertions put forth by the complainant. There 

is in justification provided by it to use the complainant's celebrated 

trademark. The averments of the complainant thus remain nearly unrebutted. 

In view of the above facts and submissions of the complainant, on perusal 

of the documents filed and annexed with the complaint, I therefore hold that 

the disputed domain name< googlerank.co .in> of the registrant (respondent) 

is identical and/or confusingly/deceptively similar to the trademark 

GOOGLE of the complainant. 

ii. Condition no.4 (b) the Respondent (Registrant) has no rights or 

legitimate interest in respect of the domain name: 

The complainant states that the respondent is not a part of nor is it 

related to the complainant. The complainant avers that it has never 

assigned, granted, licensed, sold, transferred or in any way authorized 

the respondent to use the complainant's trademark GOOGLE as a 

part of the disputed domain n'1me. It states that as already held in 

previous panel decisions, a registrant may be found to lack any right 

or legitimate interest in a domain name where there is no indication 

that it is known by that name. The complainant a ers that in the 

present case, the respondent is not commonly known by the Di put d 

1 https://i ndlankanoon.org/doc/151851142/ . 
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Domain. It states that moreover, unlicensed and unauthorized use of 

a domain that incorporates a complainant's trademark is strong 

evidence that a respondent has no rights or legitimate interest in the 

domain name. Such findings were also made by the Panel in INDRP 

decisions against the domains googledrivelink.in, 

googletranlateservice. in, googleclassroom. in, goor:Lemeel. co. in. and 

googlepays. in. 

Pertinently, the complainant states that it is the prior legitimate 

proprietor of the trademark GOOGLE and the respondent's act of 

including the same in the Disputed Domain Name to allegedly offer 

SEO services related to the Google search engine and mobile app 

development services. for which the complainant offers course 

content and tool for developers. while featuring the compla inant s 

trademarks GOOGLE, and on the hosted website is prima (acie 

misleading. Further, the adoption and use by the respondent of the 

Disputed Domain Name significantly postdates the complainant's 

rights in the trademark GOOGLE. Thus, it avers the question of the 

respondent being known by the Disputed Domain does not arise in 

the first place. 

The complainant claims that it has therefore established aprimafacie 

case that the respondent has no rights and legitimate interests in the 

disputed domain name. 

I agree with the assertions put forth by the complainant. I believe that 

the complainant has established its rights in the trade mark GOOGLE. 

It is significant to note that the use of GOOGLE in the respondent's 

domain name is definitely likely to give a false impression to internet 

users that the disputed website is either owned by the co 

is affiliated to the complainant in some manner. The 
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cannot conceivably claim that its use of the complainant trademark is 

bona fide as per paragraph 6(a) of the .IN Policy or is commonly 

known by the domain name in accordance with paragraph 6(b) of the 

.IN Policy. 

The mere fact that the disputed domain name is registered does not 

imply that the respondent has any rights or legitimate interests in 

them. In Deutsche Telekom AG v. Phonotic Ltd. (WIPO Case No. 

D2005-1 000), it has been held that "Registration of a domain name 

in itself does not establish rights or legitimate interests for purposes 

of paragraph 4(a)(ii) of the Policy". Therefore, any use of the 

disputed domain name by the respondent is not a legitimate, non­

commercial or fair use. The respondent thus has no rights or 

legitimate interests in, the disputed domain name. 

The adoption of word/mark "GOOGLE", therefore in the disputed 

domain name affirms the malafide intention of the respondent to 

make use of and ride on the coat tails of the complainant for earning 

commercial benefits. Such a conduct demonstrates anything, but a 

legitimate interest in the domain name. In the Sports Authority 

Michigan, Inc. v. Internet Hosting, NAF Case No. 124516, it was held 

'It is neither a bona fide offerings of goods or services, nor an 

example of a legitimate non-commercial or fair use under Policy 

4(c)(i) and (iii), when the holder of a domain name that is confusingly 

similar to an established mark uses the domain name to earn a profit 

wit/tout approval oft he holder ofthe mark". 

It is pertinent to note that the complainant has also not licensed the 

use of the mark, GOOGLE, to the respondent. In such as situation, 

there is no reason for the respondent to use the same as its domain 

name. The use is therefore unauthorized. A decision of a previous 
.,,-----, 
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panel, Wacom Co. Ltd. v. Liheng, INDRP/634, is relevant in this case. 

It was stated that: 

"the Complainant has not licensed or otherwise permitted the 

Respondent to use its name or trademark or to apply for or use the 

domain name incorporating said name" 

It is reiterated that the respondent (registrant) has filed a limited 

response in the form of an email to counter the complainant's 

assertions, despite service and giving umpteen opportunities. The 

respondent has thus failed to satisfy the conditions contained in 

clauses 6(a), (b) and (c) of INDRP Policy. Significantly, the 

respondent has never been identified with the disputed domain name 

or any variation thereof. The respondent's (Registrant) use of the 

disputed domain name will inevitably create a false association 

and/or affiliation with complainant and its trademark/label marks, 

GOOGLE. 

Therefore, in view of the submissions made in the complaint and on 

perusal of the accompanying documents, I am of the opinion that the 

respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the 

disputed domain name. Accordingly, condition 4(b) of the INDRP 

policy is decided in the favour of the complainant. 

iii. Condition 4(c): The Registrant's domain name has been registered or 

is being used in bad faith: 

To look into condition 4 (c) of the INDRP policy, clause 7 is to be 

looked into. Clause 7 of the IND RP policy states as under: 

For the purposes of Clause 4(c), the following circumstances, in 

particular but without limitation, if found by the Arb~itra~;· 

-:-0--.; 
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present, shall be evidence of the Registralion and use of a domain 

name in bad faith: 

(a) circumstances indicating that the Registrant has registered or 

acquired the domain name primarily for the purpose of selling, 

renting, or otherwise transferring the domain name registration to 

the Complainant, who bears the name or is the owner of the 

Trademark or Service Mark, or to a competitor of that Complainant, 

for valuable consideration in excess of the Registrant's documented 

out-of-pocket costs directly relaled to the domain name; or 

(b) the Registrant has registered the domain name in order to prevent 

the owner of the Trademark or Service Mark from refiecting the mark 

in a corresponding domain name, provided that the Registrant has 

engaged in a pallern of such conduct; or 

(c) by using the domain name, the Registrant has intentionally 

attempted to attract Internet users to the Registrant's website or other 

on-line location, by creating a likelihood of confusion with the 

Complainant's name or mark as to the source, sponsorship, 

affiliation, or endorsement of the Registrant's website or location or 

of a product or service on the Registrant's website or location; or 

(d) The Registrant has registered the domain name primarily.for the 

purpose of disrupting the business of a competitor. 

The complainant states that the issue at hand falls 7 ( c) of the IND RP 

policy as the Registrant(respondent) is int ntionally using the 

complainant' s distinctive trademark GOOGLE in the Disputed 

Domain in which the complainant has prior well-established rights. 

Further. the complainant alleges that the respondent purports to offer 

SEO services as Google Rank· thaL are related to the Google ear h 

engine as well as mobile app development services for h.ich the 

complainant offers course content and tools for dev lopers. This, the 
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complainant states clearly demonstrates that the respondent has 

blatantly copied the complainant's trademark GOOGLE. 

It is pertinent to reiterate that the complainant is vested with statutory 

rights in its GOOGLE trademark, dating back to the year 1999, in 

India. The use of the trademark GOOGLE has been from the year 

1997, internationally. Furthermore, the complainant owns a website 

www.google.com and the domain name google.com has been 

registered since 15th September 1997. The respondent's registration 

of a disputed domain name wholly incorporating the complainant's 

trademark and merely adding 'rank' to it as a suffix is most certainly 

to ride on the coat tails of the complainant's commercial success. 

Furthermore, the respondent purports to offer SEO services as 

'Google Rank' that are related to the Google search engine as well as 

mobile app development services for which the complainant offers 

course content and tools for developers. It is also noteworthy that the 

actions of the respondent seem to fall squarely within subclause (c) 

hereinabove. 

Given the enormous success of the complainant's business, its known 

trademark GOOGLE, there seems to be no reason for the respondent 

to adopt an identical name/ mark with respect to the impugned 

domain name. This adoption by the respondent, of course seems to 

create a deliberate and false impression in the minds of users that the 

respondent is somehow associated with or endorsed by the 

complainant. A case by a previous panel, Ws Merck KGaA v Zeng 

Wei JNDRP/323, can be referred wherein it was stated that: 

"'The choice of the domain name does not appear to be a mere 

coincidence, hut a deliberate use of a well-recognized mark. .. 

such registration of a domain name, based on awareness 

trademark is indicative of bad faith registration. " 
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It is noteworthy that Rule 3 of .IN Domain Name Dispute Resolution 

Policy (INDRP), casts obligations on a registrant, such as the 

respondent here. The same provides as under: 

3. Registrant's Representations 

By applying to register a domain name, or by asking a Registrar to 

maintain or renew a domain name registration, the Registrant hereby 

represents and warrants that: 

(a) the credentials furnished by the Registrant for registration of 

domain name are complete and accurate; 

(b) to the knowledge of Registrant, the registration of the domain 

name will not infringe upon or otherwise violate the rights of any 

third party; 

( c) the Registrant is not registering the domain name for an unlawful 

and malafide purpose; and 

(d) the Registrant will not knowingly use the domain name in 

violation or abuse of any applicable laws or regulations. It is the 

sole responsibility' of the Registrant to determine whether their 

domain name registration infringes or violates someone else's 

rights. 

It is evident from above rule that rule 3 (b) and (d) puts an obligation 

on the Registrant, the respondent herein, before registering a domain 

name. The registrant is to verify that the registration of the domain 

name will not infringe upon or otherwise violate the rights of any 

third party. 

From a perusal of the averments and documents filed herewith, there 

is therefore no doubt that the respondent has got the disputed domain 

name registered in bad faith and to ride on the complainant's 

GOOGLE trademark's goodwill and reputation. The actions of the 

respondent are thus in contravention with paragraph 4( c) ·, t~ ­
t,Of 
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INDRP policy. I therefore hold that the respondent's domain name 

has been registered in bad faith. 

Decision 

In view of the foregoing, I hold that the disputed domain name, 

<googlerank.co.in> is identical and/or confusingly similar to the 

complainant's 'GOOGLE' trademark. I further hold that the 

respondent has no rights or legitimate interests in respect of the 

disputed domain name and that the same was registered in bad faith 

by the respondent. 

In accordance with the INDRP Policy and Rules, I direct that the 

disputed domain name registration be transferred to the complainant. 

No order as to costs. 

Date: 31.01.2026 

Place: New Delhi 


