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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of South Carolina denied relators’ motion for
reconsideration of its prior order concerning default judgment in a False Claims Act action. The court
upheld its determination that CLIO Laboratories, LLC was liable for 15 alleged false claims but that
the pleadings did not establish liability against defendant Khalid Satary. The court awarded $144,000
in treble damages and $216,000 in civil penalties against CLIO, while deferring consideration of
attorneys’ fees and costs pending a sufficiently detailed petition.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Relators moved under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b) for
reconsideration of the court's October 15, 2025 interlocutory order
denying their second motion for default judgment against CLIO
Laboratories, LLC and Khalid Satary. The court also considered
relators' submissions concerning damages, penalties, attorneys' fees,
and costs.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Under Rule 54(b), an interlocutory order may be revised before final
judgment when there is substantially different evidence, a change in
applicable law, or clear error causing manifest injustice. For default
judgment, the court accepts well-pleaded factual allegations, except



allegations concerning damages, as true; evaluates the complaint under
Rule 12(b)(6); independently determines damages; and may award
only relief that does not differ in kind from or exceed the amount
demanded in the pleadings. Damages must be supported by an
adequate evidentiary basis and proved by a preponderance of the
evidence.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether relators demonstrated clear error causing manifest injustice sufficient to warrant
reconsideration under Rule 54(b) of the denial of default judgment against Satary.

2. Whether CLIO's default judgment damages could extend beyond the 15 claims specifically identified in
the Second Amended Complaint based on later-submitted evidence.

3. Whether relators provided an adequate evidentiary basis to establish damages for the identified CGx and
PGx claims.

4. What treble damages and civil penalties should be awarded against CLIO for the 15 adequately pleaded
violations.

5. Whether attorneys' fees and costs should be awarded based on relators' presently unsupported
submissions.

HOLDINGS

1. Relators did not establish clear error causing manifest injustice, and the court properly denied default
judgment against Satary because the Second Amended Complaint lacked factual allegations or
prediscovery evidence showing that he actively participated in the alleged scheme.

2. Default judgment damages against CLIO were limited to the 15 tests identified in the Second Amended
Complaint; relators could not obtain damages for additional claims or cure pleading deficiencies with
evidence submitted after the complaint.

3. Relators established $48,000 in actual damages for the eight CGx claims but failed to establish any
damages for the seven PGx claims because evidence that PGx claims were reimbursed by 'as much as'



$2,000 was speculative and did not show typical or actual reimbursement amounts.

4. The court awarded CLIO $144,000 in treble damages and $216,000 in civil penalties, calculated as
$14,400 for each of the 15 violations, for a total judgment of $360,000.

5. The court declined to award attorneys' fees or costs at that time because relators had not provided
sufficiently detailed time records or an explanation of the requested costs, without prejudice to a timely
and adequately documented petition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A court must have both subject matter and personal jurisdiction over a defaulting party before it can render
a default judgment.” (Default Judgment Standard)

“Thus, a court may revise an interlocutory order under the same circumstances in which it may depart from
the law of the case: (1) a subsequent trial producing substantially different evidence; (2) a change in
applicable law; or (3) clear error causing manifest injustice.” (Rule 54(b) Standard)

“Relators cannot cure pleading deficiencies in the operative complaint with later-filed supporting
documentation, as allowing them to do so would fail to recognize that a claim brought under the FCA that
rests primarily on facts learned through the costly process of discovery is precisely what Rule 9(b) seeks to
prevent.” (Damages Against CLIO)

“That in the 2018 timeframe PGx claims were reimbursed for “as much as $2,000.00” tells the Court nothing
about the typical or average amounts of such reimbursements, let alone how much the reimbursements for the
seven claims at issue here were.” (Amount of Damages Awarded and Penalties Imposed Against CLIO)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Relators alleged that CLIO submitted 15 claims to Medicare for hereditary cancer screening and
pharmacogenetic testing in violation of the Anti-Kickback Statute. The Second Amended Complaint identified
eight CGx claims and seven PGx claims and alleged that CLIO was liable under the False Claims Act. Satary
owned CLIO, but the complaint did not provide a factual or evidentiary basis showing that he actively
participated in the alleged scheme. Relators submitted evidence that CGx claims were reimbursed at an average
of approximately $6,000, but offered only evidence that PGx claims were reimbursed by amounts up to $2,000.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Relators brought a False Claims Act action alleging that defendants submitted claims to Medicare in violation of
the Anti-Kickback Statute. In the October 2025 Order, the court found CLIO liable on the claims adequately
pleaded in the Second Amended Complaint, denied default judgment against Satary, and limited recoverable
claims to the 15 tests identified in the complaint. On reconsideration, the court denied relief, entered judgment
against CLIO for $360,000 in treble damages and civil penalties, and declined to award attorneys' fees or costs
without prejudice to a later, timely and adequately supported petition.
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