UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CENTRAL DISTRICT OF

CALIFORNIA

Multiple Energy Technologies, LL.C v. Seth Casden

No. 2:21-cv-01149-ODW (RAOx) (C.D. Cal. Feb. 21, 2025) - No. No. 2:21-cv-01149-ODW (RAOx) - Decided

February 21, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California addresses consolidated post-trial

motions in a false-advertising and tortious-interference action brought by Multiple Energy

Technologies, LLC against Seth Casden. The court denies Casden’s renewed motion for judgment as a

matter of law and addresses his alternative motion for a new trial, along with other post-trial matters

arising from the judgment and bankruptcy stay.
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After a jury trial and entry of judgment for Multiple Energy
Technologies, LLC, Defendant Seth Casden renewed motions for
judgment as a matter of law, a new trial, and alteration or amendment
of the judgment, and sought waiver or reduction of the supersedeas
bond and a stay of enforcement. Plaintiff renewed its motion for

attorneys' fees.

For Rule 50(b), judgment as a matter of law is proper only when,
viewing the evidence in the light most favorable to the nonmoving
party, no legally sufficient evidentiary basis permits a reasonable jury
to find for that party; the court may not weigh evidence or make
credibility determinations. Rule 59(a) permits a new trial when the
verdict is against the clear or great weight of the evidence, rests on
false evidence, or would result in a miscarriage of justice, and permits
the court to weigh evidence and assess credibility. Rule 59(e) relief is

extraordinary and generally requires newly discovered evidence, clear



error, an intervening change in controlling law, or manifest injustice.
Requests to waive or reduce a supersedeas bond are evaluated under

the Dillon factors, and a stay is evaluated under the Nken factors.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Casden was entitled to judgment as a matter of law under Rule 50(b) on MET's Lanham Act

false-advertising and tortious-interference claims.

2. Whether the jury verdict and the Court's damages and remedies rulings warranted a new trial under Rule

59(a).
3. Whether the judgment should be altered or amended under Rule 59(e).

4. Whether Casden established grounds for waiver or reduction of the supersedeas bond and a stay of

enforcement.

5. Whether MET timely sought attorneys' fees and whether the requested fees should be reduced for block

billing, clerical work, duplication, or work on non-Lanham Act claims.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking renewed judgment as a matter of law may raise only grounds preserved in its pre-verdict

Rule 50(a) motion, and the preserved grounds must be stated with enough specificity to notify the court

and opposing party of the issue.

2. The trial evidence provided a legally sufficient basis for the jury's findings that Casden made literally

false commercial statements, that were materially deceptive or likely to deceive, and that injured or were

likely to injure MET.

3. The Court properly treated Casden's salary from Hologenix as profits attributable to the false advertising

under the circumstances of this case and properly trebled the resulting award under 15 U.S.C. § 1117(a).

4. The Noerr-Pennington doctrine did not immunize Casden from liability for tortious interference with
MET's Settlement Agreement.

5. The agency immunity defense did not apply because Casden tortiously interfered with the Settlement

Agreement for his own personal benefit.

6. An advisory jury's findings do not bind the district court, and the court may accept or reject them.



7. Casden did not show that the verdict, damages, evidentiary rulings, defense rulings, or attorneys' fee
determination were against the clear weight of the evidence, legally erroneous, or a miscarriage of

justice warranting a new trial.

8. Casden was not entitled to alter or amend the judgment because he presented repeated arguments and
failed to show newly discovered evidence, clear error, an intervening change in controlling law, or

manifest injustice.

9. Casden failed to establish grounds for waiver or reduction of the supersedeas bond or for a stay of

enforcement.

0. MET timely filed its attorneys' fee motion and was entitled to a reduced award of $598,142.12.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Keep something in mind. These issues that we submit to the jury and whatever their conclusions are, are

advisory only. And I'm free to accept them or reject them.” (at 10-11)

“Casden tortiously interfered with the Settlement Agreement for his own personal benefit such that the agency

immunity defense does not apply.” (at 9)

“As Casden has not met his burden to show that any of the Dillon factors weigh in his favor, the Court finds

they do not support waiver or modification of the bond requirement or a stay of execution.” (at 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

MET developed and marketed a patented bioceramic infrared material called Redwave, while Hologenix, whose
co-founder and CEO was Casden, marketed the competing Celliant product. MET and Hologenix settled an
earlier false-advertising action, agreeing to payments totaling $2.5 million and stipulating to a permanent
injunction prohibiting statements suggesting that the FDA had approved Celliant or determined that it provided
specified benefits. After Casden made or approved statements that violated the injunction, Hologenix filed for
Chapter 11 bankruptcy on the eve of a $1.4 million settlement payment, and MET ultimately received none of
the settlement value. The Court found Casden's conduct supported Lanham Act liability and tortious interference

liability, including that he acted for his own personal interests.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

MET sued Casden for Lanham Act false advertising, California false advertising, California unfair competition,
and tortious interference with contractual relations. After trial, the Court granted MET judgment as a matter of
law on tortious interference, the jury found for MET on Lanham Act false advertising, and the Court awarded
damages, disgorgement, treble damages, injunctive relief, and attorneys' fees. Following a bankruptcy stay, the
parties renewed their post-trial motions after the bankruptcy court lifted the stay. The Court denied Casden's

post-trial motions and bond-and-stay motion, and granted MET's attorneys' fee motion in part.
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