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D. Stuart Bartow (CA SBN 233107) 
dsbartow@duanemorris.com 
Nicole E. Johnson (CA SBN 307733) 
negrigg@duanemorris.com 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
2475 Hanover Street 
Palo Alto, CA  94304-1194 
Telephone: 650.847.4150 
Facsimile: 650.847.4151 
 
Joseph A. Powers  
Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
japowers@duanemorris.com 
Jarrad M. Gunther  
jmgunther@duanemorris.com 
Admitted Pro Hac Vice 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
30 South 17th Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Telephone: 215.979.1000 
Facsimile: 215.979.1020 
 
Attorneys for Defendant 
SONICWALL INC. 
 
(Complete list of counsel for Defendant on 
signature page) 
 

Matthew C. Gaudet (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
mcgaudet@duanemorris.com 
Robin L. McGrath (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
rlmcgrath@duanemorris.com 
David C. Dotson (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
dcdotson@duanemorris.com 
John R. Gibson (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
jrgibson@duanemorris.com 
Jennifer H. Forte (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
jhforte@duanemorris.com 
Alice E. Snedeker (Admitted Pro Hac Vice) 
aesnedeker@duanemorris.com 
DUANE MORRIS LLP 
1075 Peachtree NE, Suite 2000 
Atlanta, GA 30309-3929 
Telephone: 404.253.6900 
Facsimile: 404.253.6901 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 

FINJAN, INC., a Delaware Corporation, 

  Plaintiff, 

v. 

SONICWALL INC., a Delaware Corporation, 
 
  Defendant.  
 

Case No.: 5:17-cv-04467-BLF-VKD 
 
 
 
DEFENDANT SONICWALL INC.’S 
RESPONSE TO FINJAN, INC.’S FIRST 
SET OF REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 
TO DEFENDANT SONICWALL, INC. 
(NOS. 1-30) 
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Defendant SonicWall Inc. (“SonicWall” or “Defendant”), pursuant to Rules 26 and 36 of the 

Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, hereby serves the following written objections and responses to 

Plaintiff Finjan, Inc.’s First Set of Requests for Admission to Defendant SonicWall Inc. (Nos. 1-30) 

(“Finjan” or “Plaintiff”) (each, a “Request,” collectively, the “Requests”). 

OBJECTIONS TO DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONS 

The following Objections to Finjan’s Definitions and Instructions are made with respect to 

each and every one of Finjan’s Requests: 

1. Defendant objects to these Requests as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not 

reasonably tailored to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence to the extent they seek information 

covered by the Parties’ May 11, 2017 Non-Disclosure Agreement. 

2. Defendant objects to the definition of the term “Accused Instrumentalities” as vague, 

ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of this case, 

including its statement that the definition includes “any and all versions, updates, releases, or 

continuations of said SonicWall products and services” and including to the extent this definition 

purports to encompass SonicWall products, services, instrumentalities and/or functionality thereof 

not identified by Finjan in its operative infringement contentions.    

3. Defendant objects to the definition of “Finjan” as overly broad, ambiguous, and 

inconsistent with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure to the extent it incorporates individuals and 

entities that have no relationship to this action. 

4. Defendant objects to Plaintiff’s definitions of “Dell Inc.”, “Dell Technologies Inc.”, 

and “Dell Software Group” as vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not 

proportional to the needs of this case to the extent it includes individuals and/or entities other than 

Dell Inc.   

5. Defendant objects to the term “SonicWall Gateway Security Products” as vague, 

ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of this case, 

including its statement that the definition includes “any and all versions, updates, releases, or 
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continuations of said SonicWall products and services” and including to the extent this definition 

purports to encompass hardware or software platforms that do not perform the accused functionality. 

6. Defendant objects to the term “SonicWall Email Products” as vague, ambiguous, 

overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of this case, including its 

statement that the definition includes “any and all versions, updates, releases, or continuations of said 

SonicWall products and services” and including to the extent this definition purports to encompass 

hardware or software platforms that do not perform the accused functionality. 

7. Defendant objects to the term “SonicWall Capture Client Products” as vague, 

ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of this case, 

including its statement that the definition includes “any and all versions, updates, releases, or 

continuations of said SonicWall products and services” and including to the extent this definition 

purports to encompass hardware or software platforms that do not perform the accused functionality. 

8. Defendant objects to the term “SonicWall Secure Mobile Access Products” as vague, 

ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the needs of this case, 

including its statement that the definition includes “any and all versions, updates, releases, or 

continuations of said SonicWall products and services” and including to the extent this definition 

purports to encompass hardware or software platforms that do not perform the accused functionality. 

9. Defendant objects to the definition of “document(s)” as overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent it exceeds the definition set forth in Fed. R. Civ. P. 34, and to the extent it 

purports to encompass email in contravention of the Court’s ESI Order governing email requests.     

10. Defendant objects to the definition of “communication” as overbroad and unduly 

burdensome to the extent it purports to encompass email in contravention of the Court’s ESI Order 

governing email requests.   

11. Defendant objects to Plaintiff’s definitions of “You,” Your,” “Defendant,” and 

“SonicWall” as vague, ambiguous, overly broad, unduly burdensome, and not proportional to the 

needs of this case to the extent it includes individuals and/or entities other than the named defendant, 

SonicWall Inc. 
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12. Defendant objects to Plaintiff’s definition of “and” and “or” as vague and ambiguous.  

Defendant will interpret these terms as they are used in common parlance.    

13. Defendant objects to Instruction Nos. 1-4 to the extent that they purport to place 

obligations on Defendant that exceed the requirements set forth in the Federal Rules of Civil 

Procedure, the Civil Local Rules or the Local Patent Rules of the Northern District of California, the 

Protective Order, the ESI Order, and/or any other Order entered by the Court in this case. 

14. Defendant objects to Instruction Nos. 1-4 to the extent they are overbroad, unduly 

burdensome, not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence and not 

proportional to the needs of this case. 

RESPONSES TO REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:   

Admit that SonicWall does not track revenues for the Accused Instrumentalities on a product-

by-product basis. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:   

SonicWall objects to the undefined phrase “product-by-product basis,” which is vague and 

ambiguous.  SonicWall further objects to this Request in that it purports to apply to all Accused 

Instrumentalities as opposed to a subset of particular products or services.  SonicWall therefore is 

unable to admit or deny this Request. 

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:   

During the time that SonicWall was a subsidiary of Dell, admit that each company obtained 

separate revenues and profits from the sales of the Accused Instrumentalities. 

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:   

SonicWall objects to the terms “each company,” “obtained,” and “separate,” which are vague 

and ambiguous.  SonicWall further objects to this Request to the extent that it seeks an admission 

from SonicWall related to what Dell (a third party) purportedly obtained.  SonicWall therefore is 

unable to admit or deny this Request. 

Case 5:17-cv-04467-BLF   Document 276-1   Filed 08/07/20   Page 5 of 16

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


