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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., et al., 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD., et al., 
 

Defendants. 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. & 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., 
 

Counterclaim-Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., 
HUAWEI DEVICE USA, INC., HUAWEI 
TECHNOLOGIES USA, INC., & HISILICON 
TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., 
 

Counterclaim-Defendants. 
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  -i- Case No. 16-cv-02787-WHO 
SAMSUNG’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on August 8, 2018, at 2 PM, Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. 

and Samsung Electronics America, Inc. (collectively “Samsung”) shall and hereby do move the 

Court pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56 for summary judgment.  This motion is based 

on this notice of motion and supporting memorandum of points and authorities, the supporting 

declaration of Vijay Madisetti, Ph.D., the accompanying exhibits, and such other written or oral 

argument as may be presented at or before the time this motion is deemed submitted by the Court. 

RELIEF REQUESTED 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 56, Samsung seeks an order granting summary 

judgment of:  (1) non-infringement of claims 7 and 18 of U.S. Patent No. 8,644,239 (“the ’239 

patent”); (2) invalidity under 35 U.S.C. § 112, or in the alternative non-infringement, of claims 7 

and 18 of the ’239 patent; (3) non-infringement of claims 1 and 5 of U.S. Patent No. 8,724,613; (4) 

invalidity of claims 7 and 18 of the ’239 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 101; (5) a finding that one of the 

invalidity references raised by Huawei against Samsung’s U.S. Patent No. RE44,105 (“the ’105 

patent”) does not qualify as prior art and cannot invalidate the ’105 patent as a matter of law; and 

(6) no inequitable conduct by Samsung or the inventor during prosecution related to the ’105 patent. 

 

DATED:  July 3, 2018 Respectfully submitted, 

 

QUINN EMANUEL URQUHART & 

SULLIVAN, LLP 

 

 By /s/ Victoria F. Maroulis 

 Charles K. Verhoeven 

Kevin P.B. Johnson  

Victoria F. Maroulis 

David A. Perlson 

 

Attorneys for Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd., 

Samsung Electronics America, Inc., and 

Samsung Research America, Inc. 
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