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UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL T R A D E COMMISSION 

Washington, D.C. 

In the Matter of 

C E R T A I N T O U C H S C R E E N 
C O N T R O L L E R S AND PRODUCTS 
CONTAINING T H E SAME 

Inv. No. 337-TA-957 

ORDER NO. 17 GRANTING IN PART SYNAPTICS INCORPORATED'S MOTION 
TO C O M P E L C E R T A I N DOCUMENTS AND TESTIMONY 

(December 1, 2015) 

On November 9, 2015, Complainant Synaptics Incorporated ("Complainant") filed a 

motion to compel Respondents Shenzhen Huiding Technology Co., Ltd., a/k/a Shenzhen Goodix 

Technology Co., Ltd. and Goodix Technology Inc. (collectively "Respondents") to produce 

certain updated { } for all accused products' touchscreen controllers as 

well as to produce a deposition witness (or witnesses) who would testify with regard to the same, 

preferably in the United States, at Respondents' expense. (Motion Docket No. 957-009; Mot. 

Mem. at 1.) Alternatively, Complainant requests that i f the deposition(s) it seeks take place in 

Hong Kong, that Respondents be required to pay all costs and fees relating to the same because 

of the hardship such a trip would impose on Complainant in light of the parties' agreement that 

there would be only one trip to Hong Kong for U.S.-based attorneys. (Mot. Mem. at 1, 8.) 

Complainant states that on October 21, 2015, it requested that Respondents produce 

updated { } for certain of the accused products' touchscreen controllers 

that Respondent's corporate witness, { }, revealed existed during his deposition 

that was conducted on October 15 and October 16, 2015 in Hong Kong. (Id.) Complainant 
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asserts that it was not made aware until then that newer versions/modifications of the { 

} existed. (Id.) In addition, Complainant says that it 

then also became clear that Respondents had not produced certain { 

} documents pertaining to accused products and { } that were different 

than those previously produced. (Id. at 4-6.) Complainant cited to specific deposition testimony 

in which { } revealed not only the existence of additional { 

} documents, but also it could be interpreted that he may not be the 

appropriate person to testify with regard to those subjects. (Id.) 

According to Complainant, after { }'s deposition, the parties met and conferred, 

at which time Respondents agreed to make available the newly revealed, updated, pertinent 

{ } by November 9, 2015. (Id.) As of the date of its motion, 

Complainant states that Respondents have not tendered the pertinent { }. 

(Id.) Complainant argues that it now needs to depose appropriate witness(es) who have 

knowledge about the modified/updated { } for its 

infringement case. (Id.) Complainant requests that Respondents be ordered to produce any 

necessary deposition witnesses for deposition in the United States, or alternatively, that 

Respondents be ordered to pay Complainant's costs associated with any depositions in Hong 

Kong. (Id. at 1-2.) 

In support of its motion, Complainant says that it requested that Respondents make 

available a witness who could testify to the pertinent accused products' { 

} as early as its June 2, 2015 discovery requests, and 

specifically in Complainant's First Set of Requests For Production of Documents and Things to 

Goodix at Request Nos. 24-28. (Id. at 2.) Complainant said it made a second request for { 
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} and pertinent, accused products' { } documents in its 

September 21, 2015 Deposition Notice to Respondents, in a number of topics that included items 

such as "Your final product specifications, schematics and block diagrams, including the purpose 

ofthe same." (Id. citing Complainant Synaptics Incorporated's Corporate Deposition Notice to 

Respondent Shenzhen Huiding Technology Co., Ltd., at 3.) Complainant says that after 

inspection, Complainant dutifully inspected it and also agreed to take certain depositions of 

Respondents' witnesses in Hong Kong based on the parties' previous agreement that any 

necessary depositions would be scheduled for a single trip to Hong Kong by U.S.-based 

attorneys. {Id. at 3.) Complainant says that even at this late date, Respondents have not 

produced the documents they ostensibly promised by November 9, 2015. {Id.) Respondents 

have not named a pertinent deposition witness who could testify with regard to the 

modified/updated { } 

documents. (Id.) 

Respondents opposed the motion on November 13, 2015. Respondents claim that an 

order compelling the updated { } is moot because 

Respondents say they have produced the relevant { } Complainant 

seeks. (Opp. at 1.) Respondents argue that no additional deposition(s) of any of Respondent's 

witnesses are necessary because any changes in { } involve only minor differences. 

(Id.) Respondents contend that any changes in { } involved no change in "basic 

principles." (See Id., quoting { } Depo. at 3). Respondents say that they are constantly 

modifying the { } used in their touchscreen controllers, and that the latest changes 

Complainant seeks are not material. (Id. at 9, emphasis in original.) Finally, Respondents say 

Respondents made a first version of the { } for the accused products available for 
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that there is no basis for requiring them to pay the costs of another deposition, whether in the 

United States or in Hong Kong, because { } provided all of the information that 

Complainant may need with regard to any updated/modified { 

}. (Mat2-3.) 

On November 18, 2015, the Commission Investigative Staff ("Staff) filed a response in 

partial support of Complainant's motion to compel. (Staff Resp.) Specifically, Staff contends 

that Complainant has a right to the later { } that Respondents have 

failed to produce, noting that Complainant is entitled to any discovery that is relevant, and 

Complainant has shown that the information it seeks is relevant. (Staff Resp. at 2-3.) Moreover, 

Staff quoted from different lines from { }'s deposition testimony that suggests the later 

revealed { } may not be the same { } as the earlier, revealed 

{ }, and that { } might not be the appropriate person to provide testimony with 

regard to the later, updated { }. (Id. at 3, 4.) Moreover, Staff also noted that another 

representative of Respondents, { }, also testified in an October 15, 2015 deposition 

that Respondents' { } department maintains more detailed documents than the 

{ } that Respondents had produced to Complainant. (Id. at 3.) 

While Staff notes that Respondents claim Complainant's motion to compel is moot with 

respect to the { }, as of November 18, 2015, Staff states 

that it has not received evidence that Respondents had produced the { 

} Complainant seeks. (Id. at 4.) Staff contends that Complainant is also entitled to 

take the deposition of someone who is familiar with the updated { 

} since { } was not. (Id.) While Staff notes that Respondents had volunteered 

to produce a corporate witness for additional deposition testimony, Staff was unaware of any 
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actual arrangements that had been made for such a deposition. (Id.) Finally, Staff notes that it is 

premature to order that Respondents be required to pay for Complainant's expenses for a Hong 

Kong deposition, or that the witness be required to appear in the United States. (Id.) With 

regard to the former, Staff says that is imposing sanctions under 19 C.F.R. §210.33. (Id.) Staff 

contends that there is no legal basis for such a request, and this is not a situation in which 

Respondents have violated a specific discovery order. (Id. at 4, 5.) 

Any party may obtain discovery regarding "any matter, not privileged," that is relevant to 

the "claim or defense of any other party." Commission Rule 210.27(b). It is not grounds for 

objection that the information sought may be inadmissible at the hearing, i f the information 

sought appears reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Id. Thus 

the scope of discovery has been held to be broad. See Certain Cold Cathode Fluorescent Lamp 

("CCFL") Inverter Circuits and Products Containing the Same, Inv. No. 337-TA-666, Order 

No. 16 at 8-9 (U.S.I.T.C, Aug. 4, 2009). However, discovery is not unlimited. See id. 

(cautioning against "discovery without limitation"). Discovery may be curtailed if, for example, 

it is unreasonably cumulative or duplicative, i f it can be obtained from less burdensome sources, 

or i f the burden ofthe requested discovery outweighs its likely benefit. Commission Rule 

210.27(d). 

After having considered the arguments and reviewed the appropriate exhibits, I agree that 

Respondents are obligated to produce all updated { } 

that Complainant seeks. As Staff notes, discovery under the Commission rules as well as the 

Federal Rules of Evidence is indeed broad. Respondents may not so narrowly restrict the 

discovery of evidence as they suggest. In this case, Complainant has shown, with Staff support, 

that the { } it seeks is relevant. It is 
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troubling that Respondents did not automatically provide the information Complainant sought, i f 

indeed they agreed to do so, whether or not Respondents thought it was "relevant." 

It is equally troubling that at this late date there has been no withdrawal of that part of 

Complainant's motion, at least with regard to the production of updated { 

} that Respondents ostensibly said they would 

produce by November 9, 2015. It would appear that either Respondents have not produced the 

agreed upon documentation or that Complainant has not complied with Ground Rule 2.9. 

Accordingly, to the extent they have not yet done so, Respondents are ordered to produce 

to Complainant and Staff (or make available for inspection in the United States) within five (5) 

days of the date of this Order, all pertinent, updated { 

} that is responsive to the discovery requests at issue here. 

Specifically, Respondents are ordered to produce (or make available for inspection in the 

United States): 1) all { } pertaining to the GT915, GT910 and GT9158 

touchscreen controllers regardless of how Respondents classify them as changes, updates, or 

improvements, and that are responsive to Complainant's First Set of Requests for Production and 

Things to Goodix, specifically but not limited to Request Numbers 24-28; and 2) all { 

} documents that pertain to but are not limited to the 

accused products and the GT915, GT910 and GT9158 touchscreen controllers/! } that are 

responsive to Deposition Topics No. 18, 34, 35 42, 58. 

Moreover, within seven (7) days of the date of this Order, Respondents wi l l identify to 

Complainant and Staff one or more witnesses, other than { }, who have 

specific knowledge of the updated { 

} pertaining to Respondents' accused products' touchscreen 
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controllers/ { }. While I am not ordering the location of the deposition(s) of Respondents' 

witness(es), the parties should meet, confer, and notify me where and when the deposition(s) wil l 

take place by filing a notice of the same on EDIS. 

The deposition of that person or person(s) identified will be taken no later than two (2) 

weeks after the date of this Order, with no other change to the Procedural Schedule. 

Within seven (7) business days ofthe date of this document, each party shall submit to 

the Office of the Administrative Law Judges a statement as to whether or not1 it seeks to have 

any confidential portion of this document deleted from the public version. Any party seeking 

redactions to the public version must submit to this office two (2) copies of a proposed public 

version of this document pursuant to Ground Rule 1.11 with red brackets clearly indicating any 

portion asserted to contain confidential business information. 

The parties' submissions may be made by facsimile and/or hard copy by the 

aforementioned date. In addition, an electronic courtesy copy is required pursuant to Ground 

Rule 1.3.2. The parties' submissions concerning the public version of this document need not be 

filed with the Commission Secretary. 

SO ORDERED. 

Mary Joan McNamara 
Administrative Law Judge 

This means that parties that do not seek to have any portion redacted are still required to submit a statement to this 
effect. 
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C E R T A I N T O U C H S C R E E N C O N T R O L L E R S AND 
PRODUCTS CONTAINING T H E SAME 

Inv. No. 337-TA-957 

PUBLIC C E R T I F I C A T E OF S E R V I C E 

I , Lisa R. Barton, hereby certify that the attached ORDER has been served by hand upon the 
Commission Investigative Attorney, John Shin, Esq., and upon the following parties as indicated 
on December 15, 2015. 

Lisa R. Barton 
Secretary to the Commission 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
500 E Street, SW, Room 112A 
Washington, DC 20436 

ON B E H A L F OF COMPLAINANT: SYNAPTICS INCORPORATED: 

Cono A. Carrano, Esq. • Via Hand Delivery 
AKIN GUMP STRAUSS HAUER & F E L D L L P • via Express Delivery 
Robert S. Strauss Building r / v i a F i r s t c l a s s M a i l 

1333 New Hampshire Avenue, NW .—, 
Washington, DC 20036-1564 £ r " 
(202) 887-4000 

ON B E H A L F OF RESPONDENTS: SHENZHEN HUIDING T E C H N O L O G Y CO., L T D . 
A/K/A SHENZHEN GOODIX T E C H N O L O G Y CO., L T D . ; AND GOODIX 
T E C H N O L O G Y INC.: 

John P. Schnurer, Esq. 
PERKINS C O I E L L P 
11988 El Camino Real, Suite 350 
San Diego, CA 92130 
(858) 720-5700 

• Via Hand Delivery 
• Via Express Delivery 
B 'Via First Class Mail 

• Other: 

ON B E H A L F OF RESPONDENT: B L U PRODUCTS, INC. 

Bernard L. Egozi, Esq. 
E G O Z I & BENNETT, P.A. 
2999 NE 191st Street, Suite 407 
Aventura, FL 33180 
(305) 931-3000 

• Via Hand Delivery 
• Via Express Delivery 
B'Via First Class Mail 
• Other: 


