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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of California denied SanDisk’s motion to
strike Viasat’s supplemental responses to interrogatories concerning noninfringement contentions and
noninfringing alternatives. The court also denied SanDisk’s motion to shorten time as moot and
granted the parties’ motions to seal materials containing sensitive business information.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Viasat's final supplemental responses to SanDisk's contention interrogatories should be stricken
because they were served late in the discovery period and allegedly prejudiced SanDisk.

2. Whether SanDisk's motion to shorten time should be denied as moot after the underlying motion was
decided on the submitted briefing.

3. Whether portions of the parties' motion papers and supporting exhibits should be sealed based on
confidential source code and sensitive business information.

HOLDINGS

1. The motion to strike Viasat's Third Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 8 was denied because
SanDisk did not demonstrate diligence in seeking more detailed responses earlier, material prejudice, or
a material shift in Viasat's noninfringement contentions.

2. The motion to strike Viasat's Second Supplemental Response to Interrogatory No. 14 was denied
because SanDisk did not show diligence, material prejudice, a surprise issue, or a material shift in
Viasat's contentions regarding noninfringing alternatives and damages.

3. SanDisk's motion to shorten time was denied as moot because the briefing and hearing deadlines had
passed and the underlying motion to strike was decided on the submitted papers.

4. The parties' motions to seal were granted because the materials contained source code and highly
confidential business information whose disclosure could cause competitive harm, satisfying the
compelling-reasons standard.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“For the reasons discussed herein, SanDisk’s Motion to Strike is DENIED, SanDisk’s Motion to Shorten Time
is DENIED as MOOT, and the Parties’ Motions to Seal are GRANTED.” (at 3)

“District courts have wide latitude in controlling discovery, and their rulings will not be overturned in the
absence of a clear abuse of discretion.” (at 4)

“A party seeking to seal court documents “bears the burden of overcoming th[e] strong presumption [of
public access] by meeting the ‘compelling reasons’ standard.” (at 13)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

SanDisk served Interrogatory No. 8 seeking Viasat's noninfringement contentions and Interrogatory No. 14
seeking contentions concerning noninfringing alternatives, including related documents and witnesses. Viasat
initially provided brief responses and later served supplemental responses, with the challenged final
supplemental responses served near the close of fact discovery. SanDisk did not move to compel more detailed
responses after receiving the earlier responses, but instead sought to strike the final supplemental responses on
the ground that their timing prejudiced its ability to conduct discovery and depositions. The parties also sought
to seal portions of their motion papers and exhibits containing source code and highly confidential business
information.



PROCEDURAL HISTORY

SanDisk filed this patent dispute on July 28, 2022. During discovery, SanDisk served contention interrogatories
concerning Viasat's noninfringement contentions and noninfringing alternatives. Viasat served successive
supplemental responses, including the responses challenged here. Discovery was referred to Magistrate Judge
Peter H. Kang on February 14, 2025. The presiding district judge denied SanDisk's requests to amend its
infringement contentions and extend fact discovery, after which the magistrate judge denied the motion to strike,
denied the motion to shorten time as moot, and granted the motions to seal.
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