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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of California denied Defendants’ motion
under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 52(a) and 59(e) for amended or additional findings and to alter
or amend the judgment. The court upheld its findings concerning reasonable-royalty compensatory
damages, willful and malicious trade-secret misappropriation, exemplary damages, joint and several
liability, and a five-year permanent injunction. The action involved claims under the California
Uniform Trade Secrets Act.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendants moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 52(a) and
59(e) for amended or additional findings and to alter or amend the
court's post-trial judgment awarding compensatory and exemplary
damages and imposing a permanent injunction in a trade-secrets
misappropriation action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A Rule 59(e) motion requires a substantive change of mind and is an
extraordinary remedy to be used sparingly; the district court has
considerable discretion in granting or denying such a motion. Review
of the terms of an injunction is correspondingly narrow.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district-court opinion; persuasive authority only
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court's post-trial findings regarding the reasonable-royalty award and exemplary damages
satisfied Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52(a).

2. Whether defendants established a basis under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 59(e) to alter or amend
the compensatory-damages award.

3. Whether the court could determine that the trade-secret misappropriation was willful and malicious and
award exemplary damages without a jury finding.

4. Whether the California Uniform Trade Secrets Act required a separate willfulness finding for each
defendant before exemplary damages could be imposed.

5. Whether exemplary damages could be imposed jointly and severally under the California Uniform Trade
Secrets Act.

6. Whether the permanent injunction's five-year duration was authorized to eliminate the commercial
advantage obtained through misappropriation.

HOLDINGS

1. The court's post-trial order sufficiently stated the factual findings and reasoning supporting the
reasonable-royalty and exemplary-damages awards, and therefore complied with Rule 52(a).

2. Defendants failed to establish any Rule 59(e) ground warranting alteration or amendment of the
reasonable-royalty award.

3. On the record presented, the district court could determine whether the misappropriation was willful and
malicious; defendants did not preserve a jury-trial challenge by stipulating that the court would
determine harm and appropriate damages and failing to raise the issue before the jury was excused.

4. The court rejected defendants' argument that the CUTSA categorically requires a separate willful-and-
malicious finding for each defendant before exemplary damages may be imposed; in any event, the
record supported the court's finding as to all defendants.

5. The court rejected defendants' contention that the CUTSA prohibits joint and several liability for
exemplary damages.

6. The five-year permanent injunction was within the court's discretion because it was designed to
eliminate the commercial advantage defendants obtained through misappropriation and did not exceed
the period needed to replicate legitimate development of the product.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“amending a judgment after its entry remains an extraordinary remedy which should be used sparingly.” (at
2)



“allowing misappropriators to gamble with other people’s trade secrets would undermine ‘important
standards of commercial ethics’” (at 5)

“allow the district court to make an independent judgment about whether [the] misappropriation was ‘willful
and malicious.’” (at 7)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

International Medical Devices, Inc., Menova International, Inc., and James Elist, M.D. sued multiple defendants
for misappropriation of trade secrets relating to the Penuma product and the development of the competing
Augmenta product. Following trial, the court awarded a reasonable royalty of $5,772,044, exemplary damages
based on willful and malicious misappropriation, and a permanent injunction. Defendants challenged the
findings and remedies, but the record included evidence that defendants learned confidential information during
Penuma training, signed or knew of nondisclosure obligations, and began developing Augmenta shortly
afterward.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs obtained post-trial relief, including a reasonable-royalty award, exemplary damages, and a permanent
injunction. Defendants challenged the sufficiency of the Rule 52(a) findings and sought reconsideration under
Rule 59(e), arguing that the damages and injunction rulings were legally or factually erroneous. The district
court denied the motion in its entirety.
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