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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

 

GARDENSENSOR, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation, formerly known as 
PLANTSENSE, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation, 

Plaintiff, 

              v. 

STANLEY BLACK & DECKER, INC., a 
Delaware Corporation, formerly known as 
BLACK & DECKER (U.S.), a Maryland 
Corporation, 

                            Defendant. 

Case No. 12-cv-03922 NC 
 
FIFTH ORDER RE: TRIAL 
PREPARATION 
 
 

 

In previous pretrial orders rulings, the Court set a time limit of eighteen hours per 

side for evidence presentation and fifty exhibits per side in this breach of contract action.  

Dkt. Nos. 144, 156, 163.  Black & Decker contends that these limitations violate its right to 

due process, requesting six more hours of evidence and seventy-five more exhibits.  Dkt. 

No. 173.  The requested additional hours are for the examination of witnesses who are 

already on the list of witnesses proposed by the parties to testify within the current limit of 

eighteen hours.  See Dkt. No. 173-2.  Black & Decker’s proposed additional exhibit list 

Gardensensor, Inc v. Stanley Black & Decker, Inc Doc. 185
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