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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California considers Quten Research
Institute, LLC’s motion to dismiss claims arising from allegedly misleading dosage representations on
Qunol dietary-supplement labels. The court denies dismissal of the consumer-protection, negligent-
misrepresentation, and intentional-misrepresentation claims, but grants dismissal with leave to amend
of the express- and implied-warranty claims and the quasi-contract/unjust-enrichment claim. The court
also addresses judicial notice and standing-related issues concerning the requested relief.

CASE DETAILS

COURT United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

WRITING FOR THE COURT Charis A. Tourn

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Eastern District of California

DECIDED March 28, 2025

DOCKET 1:24-cv-00620-JLT-BAM

DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Defendant moved under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and
12(b)(6) to dismiss claims arising from allegedly misleading dosage
representations on dietary-supplement labels and to dismiss Plaintiff's
request for injunctive relief for lack of standing.

STANDARD OF REVIEW On a Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepts well-pleaded factual
allegations as true and construes them in the light most favorable to
the nonmoving party, but dismissal is proper where there is no
cognizable legal theory or sufficient facts to support one. Under Rule
12(b)(1), the plaintiff bears the burden of establishing subject-matter
jurisdiction and must demonstrate Article III standing for each claim
and each form of relief. The court may take judicial notice of
adjudicative facts and incorporated documents under Federal Rule of
Evidence 201 without converting the motion into one for summary
judgment.



PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order

TOPICS

consumer protection deceptive trade practices motions to dismiss standing contracts

PRACTICE AREAS

consumer protection civil procedure contracts remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the court could take judicial notice of retail websites and product-label information
incorporated by reference into the complaint on a motion to dismiss.

2. Whether the complaint plausibly alleged that reasonable consumers were likely to be deceived by Qunol
product front labels stating a dosage and the number of units without specifying whether the dosage was
per unit or per serving.

3. Whether the dosage representations plausibly constituted an express warranty and supported an implied-
warranty claim.

4. Whether the complaint adequately pleaded the elements of intentional and negligent misrepresentation,
including scienter and intent to defraud.

5. Whether the complaint stated a quasi-contract or unjust-enrichment claim despite failing to allege the
inadequacy of legal remedies.

6. Whether Plaintiff had Article III standing to seek prospective injunctive relief after learning that the
advertised dosage was not provided in each capsule.

HOLDINGS

1. The court granted judicial notice of the existence of the retail websites, product labels, and pricing
information incorporated by reference into the complaint, but not of the truth of disputed substantive
facts contained in those materials.

2. The complaint plausibly alleged that a reasonable consumer could be misled by Qunol front labels
displaying a specific dosage and the number of capsules, gummies, or chews without stating whether the
dosage was per unit or per serving. The court denied dismissal of the UCL, FAL, and CLRA claims.

3. The complaint failed to state express- or implied-warranty claims because the dosage representation was
not a specific and unequivocal affirmation that each capsule contained the advertised dosage. The court
granted dismissal with leave to amend.

4. The complaint adequately pleaded intentional and negligent misrepresentation claims, including scienter
and intent to defraud, and the court denied dismissal of those claims.

5. The complaint failed to state a quasi-contract or unjust-enrichment claim because it did not allege that
Plaintiff lacked an adequate remedy at law. The court granted dismissal with leave to amend.



6. Plaintiff plausibly alleged an actual and imminent threat of future injury sufficient to establish standing
to seek injunctive relief because he alleged that he would like to purchase Quten's products again if their
labels were truthful and consistent with their ingredients. The court denied dismissal of the request for
injunctive relief.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Thus, the Court finds that Plaintiff sufficiently pled that a reasonable consumer would be misled by the front
label.” (at 8)

“Therefore, Defendant’s motion to dismiss Plaintiff’s consumer protection claims in counts one, two, and
three is DENIED.” (at 9)

“Thus, the Court finds that Plaintiff has failed to state an express warranty claim for which relief can be
granted.” (at 11)

“Because the Court must presume the truth of Plaintiff’s allegations and construe the allegations in his favor,
Plaintiff has plead actual and imminent future harm.” (at 16)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Quten manufactures, distributes, sells, and markets Qunol dietary supplements. In January 2023, Swetala
purchased Qunol Extra Strength Turmeric 1000mg after relying on the front label, which he understood to
represent that each capsule contained 1,000mg of turmeric. He later learned that more than one capsule was
required to receive the advertised dosage and alleges that he would not have purchased the product, or would
have paid less, had he known that fact. He sought to represent a class of California purchasers of eleven
allegedly similarly deceptive Qunol products and requested damages, restitution, disgorgement, punitive
damages, and injunctive relief.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Anthony Swetala filed a putative class action against Quten Research Institute, LLC concerning the labeling and
marketing of Qunol dietary supplements. Quten moved to dismiss all eight causes of action and Plaintiff's
request for injunctive relief. The court granted the motion as to the express-warranty, implied-warranty, and
quasi-contract/unjust-enrichment claims, with leave to amend, and denied it as to the consumer-protection,
negligent-misrepresentation, intentional-misrepresentation, and injunctive-relief claims.
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