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United States District Court

Northern District of California
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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

NETLIST, INC., Case No.: 13-cv-05889 YGR
Plaintiff, ORDER REQUIRING SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEFING
VS.
SMART STORAGE SYSTEMS, INC.;
SMART WORLDWIDE HOLDINGS, INC.; AND
DIABLO TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,

Defendants.

On March 4, 2014, plaintiff Netlist, Inc. fileel motion to Consolidate/Coordinate Related
Cases under Rule 42(a)(2):

[P]laintiff Netlist, Inc. (“Netlist”) will move,and hereby does move, this Court to consolig

Related Case Nos. 4:13-CV-05889-YGR ariB4CV-03901-YGR (collectively, the “Patent

Cases”) under the above captioned matter fqgruaposes including trial pursuant to Feder
Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a)(2). AdditionalNetlist requests coordinated discovery with
Related Case No. 4:13-CV-05962-YGRdt'Trade Secret Case”).

(Dkt. 155 at 1:5-10.) The partiesrag that the Patent Cases shdddconsolidated and that they
should, at a minimum, be coordinated with thadg Secret Case. The dispute stems from the
whether the Trade Secret Case should alsmhbsolidated. The Court requires additional
information prior to the hearing on this matter as set forth herein.

First, one of the grounds for the disagreenfiectises on the impact to the schedules of e

set of cases and trial of the same. Howeverntipact is not sufficientlglelineated. Accordingly,

178

late

al

ach

Dockets.Justia.q

om


http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/candce/4:2013cv05889/273071/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/candce/4:2013cv05889/273071/178/
http://dockets.justia.com/

United States District Court

Nartharn Dictrirt nf Califarni

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

the PARTIES ARE ORDERED to meet and confer and to fjl@ntly by Monday, April 7, 2014, a Join

|

Statement which shall attach asextibit thereto, inandscape page format, a chart which includgs

(i) the current schedules ordered in Action No. 13-cv-39QDkt. 68); (ii) additional rows
identifying additional “events” or deadlines which would be required for the Trade Secret Cag
(ii) three additional columns for deadlines: one for “joint” agreement, a second for “plaintiff's
proposal,” and a third fodefendants’ proposal.”

Second, in Plaintiff’'s Reply in support of itsotion (Dkt. 165), it ayues: “if the Trade
Secret Case were to go forwavih all four parties, difficulconfidentiality issues may arise
because some information from one defendantmeayl to be kept from another defendantd. &t
3:4-6.) The contours of this eived issue are not sufficiently explained. The parties are
ORDERED to meet and confer on this topic as wél.the April 7th submission, the issue shall be
more fully explained and the defendantslistespond and include any proposed measures for
addressing the issue.

Third, the plaintiff shall providéhe court with its Trade SecrBtsclosure. If necessary, it
may do so under seal.

I T 1SS0 ORDERED.

Dated: April 4, 2014 é}»m /&7—%

A4 >4
(/ YVONNE GONZALEZ ROGERS
UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT JUDGE
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