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3 AT SEATTLE
9 T-MOBILE USA, INC.,
10 Plaintif, Case No. C14-1351-RAJ
11 v ORDER
12 HUAWEI DEVICE USA, INC.,et al.,
13 Defendants.
14 On February 10, 2017, the Court heldratrial conference in the above captionged
15 matter. In pre-conference email communmasi and/or at the conference itself, the
16 parties raised several matters on an infoimaais. The Court reb@d these matters as
1 follows.
18 First, Plaintiff T-Mobile USA, Inc. (“TMobile”) requested that Defendant Huawei
19 Device USA, Inc. ("Huawei”pe precluded from callingdizhou and Xuesong Yu as
20 trial witnesses becausigey were not properly disclod@inder Federal Rule of Civil
21 Procedure 26. Because these proposecsses were not sufficiently disclosed, the
22 Court granted T-Mobile’s request. Accorgly, Huawei is precluded from calling these
23 witnesses at trial.
24 Second, Huawei sought permission to obtertain fact discovery from a foreign
25 non-party located in Rland. Because discovery has long been closed and trial is
26 imminent, the Court denied Huawei's requeatcordingly, further fact discovery is not
27 permitted.
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Third, T-Mobile requested twenty pagesfafther briefing on certain points of
contention addressed in the parties’ presidimissions. Huawei opposed this reques

The Court finds that further, limitedibfing is warranted. Accordinglyyithin seven (7)

daysfrom the date of this Order, the parties are each permitted to submit a boef

exceeding ten (10) pages to address these issues.

DATED this 13th dayf February, 2017.
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The Honorable Ephard A. Jones
United States District Judge
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