
  
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

DISTRICT OF UTAH 
 

 
 
QUEST SOLUTION, INC.; HTS IMAGE 
PROCESSING, INC.; HTS (USA) INC., 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
REDLPR, LLC; SAGY AMIT; JEREMY 
BARKER; RIVERLAND TECHNOLOGIES 
LLC, 
 

Defendants 
 

 
 

ORDER VACATING HEARING 
AND REQUIRING SUBMISSION 

OF INFORMATION 
 

 
Case No. 2:19-cv-437-CW-DBP 

 
Judge Clark Waddoups 

 
 

  
 
 On May 23, 2022, the court issued a Notice of Hearing to Show Cause Why Sanctions 

Should Not Be Imposed on HTS.  See Notices (ECF Nos. 272, 273, 274).  In that Notice, the court 

identified the areas of concern it had and stated what it expected Plaintiffs and Plaintiffs’ counsel 

to address at the hearing to show cause.  The evidentiary hearing was set to commence on June 28, 

2022.  See id.; see also Plaintiffs’ Response (ECF No. 288) (stating Plaintiffs “anticipate[d] putting 

on evidence”). 

 On June 22, 2022, almost one month after the court issued its Notice, Plaintiffs filed a 

Submission in Response to the Court’s Notice (ECF Nos. 289, 290).  The Submission is eighty-

five pages.  The Notice did not contemplate such a filing; nor did Plaintiffs seek or obtain 

permission to file an over-length brief.  The court, however, accepts the Submission on the record. 

 When a court considers imposing sanctions on a party or an attorney, that person “is entitled 

to notice and opportunity to be heard, [and] the objectionable conduct must be identified 
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sufficiently to make the opportunity to respond meaningful.”  Braley v. Campbell, 832 F.2d 1504, 

1513 (10th Cir. 1987) (en banc).  “Due process is a flexible concept, and the particular procedural 

protections vary, depending upon all the circumstances.”  Id. at 1514 (citing Morrissey v. Brewer, 

408 U.S. 417, 481 (1972)) (other citation omitted).  When a court considers sanctioning a person 

sua sponte, “due process is satisfied by issuance of an order to show cause why a sanction should 

not be imposed and by providing a reasonable opportunity for filing a response.”  Id. at 1515 

(citations omitted).  An evidentiary hearing is not typically required.  Id. (citations omitted); see 

also Holguin v. Burge, 240 F. App’x 250 (10th Cir. 2007) (affirming trial court’s decision not to 

hold an evidentiary hearing before imposing sanctions). 

 Although an evidentiary hearing is not typically required, the court stated it would hold 

one to afford Plaintiffs the opportunity to show cause why sanctions should not be imposed.  

Plaintiffs elected, however, to file an eighty-five-page brief that addresses the points raised by the 

court and argues why the court misperceived events and circumstances.  The brief details why 

Plaintiffs believe it would be inappropriate to impose sanctions. 

 In light of Plaintiffs’ brief, the court concludes Plaintiffs have had an opportunity to 

respond to the court’s Notice.  The court further concludes additional oral argument would not be 

helpful and that the record is sufficient for the court to make findings of fact and conclusions of 

the law on the matter.  See Braley, 832 F.2d at 1513 (stating due process requires that the court 

make specific “findings . . . to facilitate response and review”).  Accordingly, the court vacates the 

evidentiary hearing set to commence on June 28, 2022. 
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CONCLUSION AND ORDER 

 For the reasons stated above, the court VACATES the evidentiary hearing set to commence 

on June 28, 2022.1  On or before June 28, 2022, Plaintiffs shall file “a copy of the document it 

produced to Defendants that contains HTS’ SeeFusion algorithm.  If HTS did not produce the 

algorithm, HTS should” explain why the document was not produced.  Notice, at 10 (ECF No. 

272).  HTS also should state in writing, with supporting documentation, “what analysis it did to 

show that RED’s products incorporated the algorithm.”  These filings shall be filed under seal, but 

not for in camera review.   

 Defendants are expressly warned to maintain the confidentiality of the SeeFusion 

algorithm.  The algorithm may only be viewed by Mr. Amit, Mr. Barker, and Mr. Ong, and cannot 

be used by Defendants other than to defend the allegations against them in this case.  Violation of 

these conditions will result in sanctions. 

 SO ORDERED this 24th day of June, 2022. 

       BY THE COURT: 

 

       __________________________________ 
       Clark Waddoups 
       United States District Judge  
  

 
1   Relatedly, the court takes Mr. Amit’s Motion for Sanctions under advisement and will not hear 
oral argument on it. 
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