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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of California overruled Carbon Autonomous
Robotic Systems Inc.’s objections to the scheduling order. The court declined to modify the order’s
adoption of the Northern District of California’s Patent Local Rules, including provisions concerning
infringement contentions, technical discovery, and expert claim-construction declarations.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE The court considered plaintiff and counter-defendant's objections to
the court's scheduling order in a patent infringement action.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Good cause is required to modify the scheduling order and to amend
infringement contentions under Patent Local Rule 3-6; the court also
exercised its discretion in managing discovery and scheduling.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court order
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the scheduling order should be modified to establish final infringement, invalidity, and
noninfringement contention deadlines and permit amendment of initial contentions as a matter of course
until those deadlines.

2. Whether the scheduling order should require defendant to produce core technical documents and source
code before plaintiff serves its initial infringement contentions.

3. Whether the scheduling order should delay the exchange of expert claim-construction declarations until
after the Joint Claim Construction and Prehearing Statement.

HOLDINGS

1. The court denied the requested modification because plaintiff did not establish good cause, and the
Patent Local Rules' requirement that amendments be filed diligently was consistent with early
crystallization of the parties' infringement and invalidity theories.

2. The court denied plaintiff's request to impose a specific incremental discovery deadline for production of
core technical documents and source code.

3. The court denied plaintiff's request to delay the exchange of expert claim-construction declarations
because Patent Local Rule 4-2 appropriately requires their exchange with the Joint Claim Construction
and Prehearing Statement.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Northern District’s Patent Local Rules are “designed specifically to ‘require parties to crystallize their
theories of the case early in the litigation’ so as to ‘prevent the ‘shifting sands’ approach to claim
construction.’”” (at 1-2)

“But we see nothing in the Federal Rules that is inconsistent with local rules requiring the early disclosure of
infringement and invalidity contentions and requiring amendments to contentions to be filed with diligence.”
(at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The court's scheduling order adopted the Northern District of California's Patent Local Rules for the parties'
patent litigation. Plaintiff sought to establish later final contention deadlines, permit amendment of contentions
as a matter of course, require early production of core technical documents and source code, and delay the
exchange of expert claim-construction declarations. The court found no good cause to modify the order and
concluded that the existing rules appropriately promote early disclosure and prevent shifting claim-construction
positions.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The court issued a scheduling order on February 26, 2025, adopting the Northern District of California's Patent
Local Rules. Carbon Autonomous Robotic Systems Inc. filed objections on March 12, 2025, seeking
modifications concerning contention deadlines, early production of technical documents and source code, and
the timing of expert claim-construction declarations. The court overruled the objections and left the scheduling
order in place.
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