UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

OKLAHOMA

The Bass Tank LL1.C v. MET Inc. d/b/a Bass Boat Electronics

The Bass Tank - No. CIV-22-1086-D - Decided January 16, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Western District of Oklahoma entered findings of fact and

conclusions of law after a bench trial concerning Defendant’s use of the domain name "basstank.com,"
which incorporated Plaintiff’s THE BASS TANK trademark. The Court awarded Plaintiff $7,308.03 in

disgorged profits and $40,000 in statutory cybersquatting damages, entered a permanent injunction,

and ordered transfer of the domain name. The Court denied attorneys’ fees but permitted Plaintiff to

submit a bill of costs.
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Following a bench trial on trademark infringement, unfair competition,
cybersquatting, and related claims, the court entered findings of fact
and conclusions of law concerning damages, injunctive relief, transfer

of a domain name, attorneys' fees, and costs.

Bench-trial findings were based on the evidence and credibility
determinations; the court exercised discretion under the Lanham Act in
assessing profits, statutory damages, injunctive relief, and attorneys'

fees.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. What amount of defendant's profits was recoverable under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a) for the relevant period?
2. Whether enhanced damages under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a) were warranted.

3. What amount of statutory damages was appropriate under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) for defendant's
cybersquatting violation?
4. Whether plaintiff was entitled to a permanent injunction and transfer of the basstank.com domain under

15 U.S.C. §§ 1116(a) and 1125(d)(1)(C).

5. Whether plaintiff was entitled to attorneys' fees and costs under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a).

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff was entitled to recover $7,308.03, representing defendant's gross online sales during the

relevant period, because defendant failed to prove any costs or deductions.

2. Enhanced damages were not warranted because an award greater than $7,308.03 would constitute a

prohibited penalty rather than compensation.

3. Plaintiff was entitled to $40,000 in statutory damages under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d) for defendant's
violation of 15 U.S.C. § 1125(d).

4. The court entered a permanent injunction barring defendant from using THE BASS TANK mark or
confusingly similar variations and ordered defendant to transfer basstank.com to plaintiff within fourteen

days after entry of judgment.

5. Plaintiff was not entitled to attorneys' fees because the case was not exceptional, but plaintiff could
submit a bill of costs under 28 U.S.C. § 1920 within thirty days after entry of judgment.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, Defendant’s cybersquatting was willful as it intended to appropriate the goodwill of Plaintiff’s mark.”

“Accordingly, in fully weighing and considering the evidence and circumstances, including the importance of
not only compensating Plaintiff, but also discouraging wrongful conduct, the Court finds that Plaintiff is
entitled to an award of $40,000.00 pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(d).”

“Accordingly, in fully weighing and considering the evidence and circumstances, the Court finds Plaintiff is
not entitled to attorneys’ fees pursuant to 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a).”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Bass Tank owned a federal registration for THE BASS TANK mark and operated thebasstank.com. MET, a
direct competitor, acquired basstank.com, hosted a replica of its own homepage there, and redirected visitors to
bassboatelectronics.com. The court found that MET acquired and used the domain with the intent to redirect

potential customers and appropriate the goodwill of The Bass Tank's mark, although MET stopped using the



domain shortly after receiving a cease-and-desist letter and agreed to transfer it. Defendant's gross online sales

during the legally relevant period were $7,308.03, and plaintiff identified no specific lost sales.
PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The Bass Tank sued MET under the Lanham Act, common law, and Oklahoma law based on MET'"s use of the
domain name basstank.com. On summary judgment, the court limited recoverable profits to the period from
December 22, 2022, through January 6, 2023, and ruled that defendant's profits were unavailable under the
Oklahoma Deceptive Trade Practices Act. MET stipulated to liability for trademark infringement and/or unfair
competition and to liability under the Anticybersquatting Consumer Protection Act, while contesting damages,
willfulness, exceptionality, and fees. After a bench trial on October 15, 2025, the court awarded profits and
statutory damages, entered permanent injunctive relief and ordered transfer of the domain, denied attorneys' fees,

and allowed a bill of costs.
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