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8 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
9 NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
s 10 SAN JOSE DIVISION
c
& 11 || APPLE, INC,, a California corporation, ) Case No.: 11-CV-01846-LK
3 )
30 12 Plaintiff, )
0% V. ) ORDER RE: POST-TRIAL SEALING
g 13 )  MOTIONS
52 SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,A )
A8 14 || Korean corporation; SAMSUNG )
g c ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., a New York
s @ 19 || corporation; SAMSUNG )
k= TELECOMMUNICATIONS AMERICA, LLC, )
3 g 16 a Delaware limited liability company, )
= )
sg 17 Defendants. )
2 18 )
The parties have filed various administratimetions to seal portions of their post-trial
19
briefs. The Court has reviewed those motioms the declarations filed in support thereof and
20
issues the following rulings:
21
o Samsung’s administrative motionfite portions of its motion for
22 judgment as a matter of law (Dkt. 2881) is DENIED as moot in light of
Dkt. No. 2884.
23 o Samsung’s administrative motion to fpertions of its corrected motion
for judgment as a matter of lai@kt. 2884) is GRANTED-IN-PART and
24 DENIED-IN-PART. Samsung does not maintain any claim of
confidentiality over the portions s motion sought to be sealede Dkt.
25 2884-1 1 4, and Apple does not maintany claim of conflentiality as to
pages 20:12-14, 20:2®220:25-26, and 22:8-1%e Dkt. 2895 { 6.
26 Accordingly, Samsung’s motion is DENIED as to those portions. The
remaining portions sought to beated discuss Apple’s proprietary
27 calculations as to average sellingcps and product capacity information
28 that, if publicly disclosed,auld competitively harm Applesee Dkt. 2895
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19 4-5. Accordingly, Samsung’s matiis GRANTED as to those
portions.

o Apple’s administrative motion tolé& portions of its opposition to
Samsung’s motion for judgment as a matter of law (Dkt. 2908) is
GRANTED-IN-PART and DENIED-IN-PAR. Apple seeks to maintain
the confidentiality of its expert’'s market share allocation of the number of
infringing sales oGfamsung smartphones and tablets. Apple has not
explained how it can logically maintain a claim of confidentiality over
Samsung’s sales data. Samsung doeslawh that this information is
confidential. Accordingly, Apple’s mpiest as to pagel4:4-5 and 21:4-5
is DENIED. The remaining informain sought to be sealed relates to
Apple’s iPad2 capacity. Apple has adeglyaexplained that the release of
this information could put it at a competitive disadvant&ge Dkt. 2908-

1 9 3. Accordingly, Apple’s requeas to page 24:9, 24:16-18, and 24:20
is GRANTED.

o Samsung’s administrative motion to fpertions of its reply in support of
its motion for judgment as a mattfrlaw (Dkt. 2921) is GRANTED-IN-
PART and DENIED-IN-PART. Samsurdpes not maintain any claim of
confidentiality over the portions af reply sought to be redactesde Dkt.
2921-1 1 4, and Apple does not maintaiclaim of confidentiality as to
pages 15:20-21 or 16:2-&e Dkt. 2927 § 5. Accordingly, Samsung’s
motion is DENIED as to those portions. The remaining portions sought to
be sealed discuss Apple’s proprietagjculations as to average selling
prices and product capacity infornatithat, if publiclydisclosed, could
competitively harm AppleSee Dkt. 2927 1 3-4. Accordingly, Samsung’s
motion is GRANTED as to those portions.

o Apple’s administrative motion to file pons of its reply in support of its
motion for judgment as a matterlafv (Dkt. 2919) is DENIED. Neither
party maintains a claim of confidentiality as to any material contained in
Apple’s reply.See Dkt. 2919-1; 2926.

IT ISSO ORDERED.

Dated: February 7, 2014 i&q {‘L m\-

LuCY & KOH
United States District Judge
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