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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Washington grants in part Plaintiffs’
motion for default judgment and a permanent injunction in a dispute involving allegedly deceptive use
of a Bengaluru address on machine-made incense products. The Court finds viable claims under the
Lanham Act and Washington Consumer Protection Act, awards $4,931,388.00 in damages,
$3,771,777.95 in prejudgment interest, and $802,421.48 in attorney fees and costs, and considers
injunctive relief. The order denies an requested injunction concerning communications about
Plaintiffs’ mark and trade dress non-infringement.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for entry of default judgment and a permanent
injunction after default was entered against Defendant. The court
granted the motion in part, awarding damages, prejudgment interest,
attorney fees, and costs and entering a permanent injunction.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a motion for default judgment, well-pleaded factual allegations are
taken as true, but legal conclusions and facts that are not well pleaded
are not admitted. Damages must be established by evidence rather than
merely accepted from the complaint. The court applied the seven Eitel
factors and reviewed the requested relief for evidentiary support and
legal sufficiency.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unknown; district court order with no reporter citation or stated
precedential status.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether default judgment should be entered on Plaintiffs' Lanham Act false-designation-of-origin and
false-advertising claims and Washington Consumer Protection Act claim.

2. Whether Plaintiffs established entitlement to damages based on Defendant's infringing sales.

3. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to prejudgment interest on the damages award.

4. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to attorney fees and costs under the Washington Consumer Protection
Act.

5. Whether Plaintiffs satisfied the requirements for a permanent injunction.

6. Whether Plaintiffs were entitled to an injunction concerning Defendant's communications asserting that
Plaintiffs' use of the mark was unauthorized.

HOLDINGS

1. Default judgment was warranted on Plaintiffs' Lanham Act false-designation-of-origin, false-advertising,
and Washington Consumer Protection Act claims because the well-pleaded allegations established viable
claims and six of the seven Eitel factors favored judgment.

2. Plaintiffs were entitled to $4,931,388.00 in damages based on Defendant's net profits attributable to
infringing sales.

3. Plaintiffs were entitled to $3,771,777.95 in prejudgment interest because the damages claim was
sufficiently liquidated and the amount could be determined from Defendant's sales and costs.

4. Plaintiffs were entitled to $685,865.90 in attorney fees and $116,555.58 in costs and expenses under the
Washington Consumer Protection Act.

5. A permanent injunction was warranted, and Defendant was enjoined from displaying Plaintiffs'
Bengaluru address or any confusingly similar variation on products, packaging, websites, or advertising.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Entry of default does not establish “necessary facts not contained in the pleadings, and claims which are
legally insufficient.”” (§ III.A)

“The Lanham Act nonetheless provides flexibility to determine an appropriate award.” (§ III.B.1)

“Finding all four factors satisfied, the Court will enter an injunction.” (§ III.B.4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND



Plaintiffs manufacture higher-quality handmade incense in Bengaluru, India, while Defendant sold machine-
made incense products using packaging and marketing displaying Plaintiffs' Bengaluru address. Because both
parties used the Shrinivas Sugandhalaya mark, Plaintiffs alleged that the address caused consumers to confuse
Defendant's products with Plaintiffs' products, resulting in lost sales and goodwill. Defendant litigated the case
for several years but intentionally defaulted after its last attorney withdrew and it failed to retain new counsel.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs initially filed the action in the Northern District of Alabama in December 2016. Defendant appeared in
May 2017, and the action was transferred to the Western District of Washington in July 2017. After years of
litigation involving transfer, appeals, remand, administrative closure, and reopening, Defendant's counsel
withdrew and Defendant failed to appear through new counsel; default was entered on August 25, 2025.
Plaintiffs then moved for default judgment and permanent injunctive relief.
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