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NEW YORK
Automotive Lift Institute, Inc. v. Autokato Engineering, Ltd. doing

business as Katool

Automotive Lift Institute - No. 5:25-CV-106 (FJS/TWD) - Decided February 3, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denies without prejudice Plaintiff Automotive Lift Institute, Inc.'s motion for default
judgment in a copyright infringement action against Autokato Engineering, Ltd. The court finds that
Plaintiff failed to submit the copyright registration certificate needed to establish ownership of a valid
copyright and identifies deficiencies in the requests for actual damages, costs, attorney's fees, and

prejudgment interest. Plaintiff is granted leave to renew the motion within thirty days.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiff moved for entry of a default judgment in a copyright-

infringement action. The Clerk had entered Defendant's default, but
the Court denied the motion without prejudice and granted leave to

renew.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A default judgment lies in the sound discretion of the district court.
The court accepts well-pleaded allegations as true and draws
reasonable inferences in the plaintiff's favor, but must independently
determine whether those allegations establish liability as a matter of

law and need not accept the plaintiff's legal conclusions.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum-decision and order;

persuasive rather than binding outside the case
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff established Defendant's copyright-infringement liability sufficiently to obtain a default
judgment when Plaintiff identified a copyright registration number but did not submit the registration

certificate.

2. Whether Plaintiff adequately supported its requests for actual damages, costs, attorney's fees, and

prejudgment interest.

3. Whether the default-judgment motion should be denied without prejudice with leave to renew.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff failed to establish ownership of a valid copyright because it did not submit the certificate of
registration for the safety labels. Therefore, Plaintiff did not establish the first element of its copyright-

infringement claim and was not entitled to default judgment.

2. A defendant's default admits well-pleaded factual allegations, but the court must still determine whether

those allegations establish a valid cause of action and liability as a matter of law.

3. Any renewed request for actual damages must be supported by a reasonable, non-speculative basis for

computation tied to typical market values.

4. The Court declined to award costs or attorney's fees at this stage. A renewed motion must provide
documentation supporting out-of-pocket costs, contemporaneous time records, and the reasonableness of

requested hourly rates.

5. The Court denied Plaintiff's request for prejudgment interest because the governing law was unresolved,
Plaintiff did not address the issue, the case was not exceptional, and actual damages would provide

sufficient deterrence.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, courts in the Second Circuit have established a two-step process: "first, the entry of a default, and

second, the entry of a default judgment."” (I11.A)
“However, "a district court 'need not agree that the alleged facts constitute a valid cause of action.""” (I111.A)

“To establish infringement of a copyright under the Act, a plaintiff must prove two elements: "'(1) ownership

of a valid copyright, and (2) copying of constituent elements of the work that are original."” (111.B)

«wn

[T]he decision to grant a motion for a default judgment lies in the sound discretion of the trial court."”
(IIL.B)



“"The Copyright Act neither allows nor prohibits an award of pre-judgment interest, and the issue of the

permissibility of pre-judgment interest is unresolved in this Circuit."” (I11.C.5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Plaintiff alleged that Defendant marketed automotive lifts bearing unauthorized copies of Plaintiff's copyrighted
safety labels. Plaintiff alleged that Defendant had sold 700 lifts containing the labels and destroyed an additional
40 labels, and sought $45,029 in actual damages, attorney's fees and costs, and prejudgment interest. Plaintiff
identified a copyright registration number in the Complaint but did not submit the corresponding certificate of

registration with either the Complaint or the default-judgment motion.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff commenced the action on January 22, 2025. After Defendant failed to plead or otherwise defend,
Plaintiff requested entry of default on March 27, 2025, and the Clerk entered default that day. Plaintiff moved for
default judgment on April 28, 2025, but the Court denied the motion because Plaintiff had not submitted the

copyright registration certificate or adequate documentation supporting damages, costs, and attorney's fees.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand. Plaintiff may renew the motion for default judgment within thirty days, submitting documentation
establishing copyright ownership and supporting any damages, costs, and attorney's-fee requests. If Plaintiff
does not renew within thirty days, the Clerk shall close the case for failure to prosecute without further order.
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