UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
TEXAS, DALLAS DIVISION

GS Holistic LLC v. Greenville TX LLC d/b/a Smoke Center and
Ibrahim Chapra

GS Holistic  No. 3:23-CV-1506-S (BK) - Decided December 22, 2025

SUMMARY

This report and recommendation addresses GS Holistic LL.C’s motion for default judgment against
Greenville TX LLC d/b/a Smoke Center and Ibrahim Chapra in a Lanham Act trademark
counterfeiting, infringement, and unfair competition action. The magistrate judge recommends
denying the motion because Plaintiff failed to establish that Chapra was not an infant or incompetent
person and because the complaint did not sufficiently plead the likelihood-of-confusion elements
supporting the asserted claims. The recommendation further proposes that Plaintiff amend and serve
its complaint.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Report and recommendation on Plaintiff's motion for default judgment

in a federal trademark and unfair-competition action. The magistrate
judge recommended denying the motion without prejudice and
requiring Plaintiff to file and serve an amended complaint.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A default judgment requires a prior entry of default and is
discretionary. The court applies a three-step analysis: whether default
judgment is procedurally warranted, whether the pleadings establish a
sufficient substantive basis for liability under Rule 8, and what relief,

if any, is appropriate. Well-pleaded factual allegations concerning



liability are accepted as true, but legal conclusions and damages are

not admitted and must be established.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff satisfied the procedural prerequisites for entry of default judgment against Defendant
Ibrahim Chapra, including the requirements of Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 55(b)(2) and the

Servicemembers Civil Relief Act.

2. Whether Plaintiff's complaint pleaded a sufficient basis for default judgment on its Lanham Act

trademark infringement, counterfeiting, false-designation, and unfair-competition claims.

3. Whether Plaintiff was entitled to the requested statutory damages, costs, injunctive relief, and

destruction of allegedly infringing materials.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiff did not satisfy all procedural prerequisites for default judgment because its evidence did not
sufficiently establish that Chapra was not an infant or incompetent person, even though the affidavit

adequately addressed his military status through a database search.

2. The complaint did not establish a sufficient basis for default judgment because its allegations concerning
likelihood of confusion and counterfeiting were conclusory and did not provide enough factual

information to evaluate the relevant trademark factors.

3. Plaintiff was not entitled to default judgment or the requested damages, costs, injunction, and destruction

remedy on the present pleadings and evidentiary showing.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Default judgments are a drastic remedy, not favored by the Federal Rules and resorted to by courts only in
extreme situations.” (§ 1I)

“Because Plaintiff's Complaint does not meet even the minimum pleading standard required to obtain a
default judgment, Plaintiff’00 Motion for Default Judgment, Doc. 22, should be DENIED.” (§ 111.B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

GS Holistic LLC alleged that Greenville TX LLC d/b/a Smoke Center and Ibrahim Chapra sold products bearing

counterfeit or infringing versions of Plaintiff's Stiindenglass trademarks. Both Defendants were served but failed



to answer or otherwise appear, and the clerk entered default. Plaintiff sought $150,000 in statutory damages,
$402 in costs, a permanent injunction, and destruction of infringing materials. The supporting affidavit stated, on
information and belief, that Chapra was not an infant, incompetent person, or servicemember, but did not clearly

identify the factual basis for the first two assertions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed claims for trademark counterfeiting and infringement, false designation of origin, and unfair
competition under the Lanham Act. Summonses were issued and returned executed for both Defendants, but
neither Defendant answered or appeared; the clerk entered default on May 23, 2024. Plaintiff then moved for
default judgment seeking statutory damages, costs, a permanent injunction, and destruction of infringing
materials. The motion was referred to the magistrate judge under 28 U.S.C. § 636(b), who recommended denial
because Plaintiff failed to establish that Defendant Ibrahim Chapra was not an infant or incompetent person and

because the complaint did not adequately plead viable Lanham Act claims.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

No remand was ordered. The magistrate judge recommended that the district judge deny the motion for default
judgment and order Plaintiff to file an amended complaint by a date set by the district judge, correct the
procedural and substantive deficiencies identified in the recommendation, and serve both Defendants with the
amended complaint.
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