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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 

 

APPLIED MATERIALS, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

 
DEMARAY LLC, 

Defendant. 

 

Case No.  5:20-cv-09341-EJD    

 
ORDER GRANTING IN PART AND 
DENYING IN PART DEFENDANT’S 
MOTION TO DISMISS 

Re: Dkt. No. 30 

 

 In this declaratory judgment action, Plaintiff Applied Materials, Inc. (“Applied”) asks the 

Court to declare that its products do not infringe Defendant Demaray LLC’s (“Demaray”) 

patents—(i) U.S. Patent No. 7,544,276 (hereafter “276”) and (ii) U.S. Patent No. 7,3381,657 

(hereafter “657”) (collectively the “Asserted Patents”).  Applied seeks further declaratory relief 

asserting that infringement is precluded by a non-exclusive, perpetual license and an assignment of 

rights. 

 Presently before the Court is Demaray’s motion to dismiss, in which Demaray contends 

that Applied has failed to allege a justiciable controversy under the Declaratory Judgment Act.   

See Notice of Motion and Motion to Dismiss (“Mot.”), Dkt. No. 30.  Additionally, Demaray 

argues Applied has failed to state a claim which would warrant declaratory relief for its licensing 

and assignment of rights-based claims.  Id.  Applied has filed an opposition (“Opp’n”) (Dkt. No. 

38), to which Demaray filed a reply (“Reply iso Mot.”) (Dkt. No. 41).  Having considered the 

record, the parties’ submissions, and the relevant legal authority, the Court GRANTS in part and 

DENIES in part Demaray’s motion.1 

 
1 The Court took this motion under submission for decision without oral argument pursuant to 
Civil Local Rule 7-1(b) 
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I. FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND 

A. The Asserted Patents  

 Demaray’s Asserted Patents concern the specific configuration of physical vapor 

deposition (“PVD”) reactors and a method for the deposition of thin layer films onto substrate 

materials used during the semiconductor manufacturing process.  See Complaint (“Compl.”), Dkt. 

No. 1-1, Ex. A (Demaray LLC v. Intel Corp., (W.D. Tex. No. 6:20-cv-634-ADA filed July 14, 

2020) (hereinafter, “Intel Compl.”)); see also Dkt. No. 1-2, Ex. B (Demaray v. Samsung 

Electronics Co., Ltd. (A Korean Company) et al, (W.D. Tex. No. 6:20-cv-636-ADA filed July 14, 

2020) (hereinafter, “Samsung Compl.”)).  Both patents are entitled “Biased Pulse DC Reactive 

Sputtering of Oxide Films” and share a common specification.  The ‘276 patent discloses 

apparatus claims directed to PVD reactors having certain claim elements requiring the use of a 

reactor configuration with three power supply-related limitations: (1) a “pulsed DC power supply 

coupled to the target,” (2) “an RF bias power supply coupled to the substrate,” and (3) “a narrow 

band-rejection filter that rejects at a frequency of the RF bias power supply coupled between the 

pulsed DC power supply and the target area.”  Compl. ¶ 33 (citing Intel Compl. ¶¶ 33, 36, 39; 

Samsung Compl. ¶¶ 36, 39, 42).   

 The ‘276 patent is supplemented by Demaray’s ‘657 patent, which discloses method 

claims delineating the deposition of thin layer films onto a substrate by pulsed DC reactive 

sputtering using “a pulsed DC power supply coupled to the target” and “an RF bias power supply 

coupled to the substrate.”  Compl. ¶ 29.  The ‘657 patent also describes and claims the use of “a 

narrow band-rejection filter that rejects at a frequency of the RF bias power supply coupled 

between the pulsed DC power supply and the target area.”  Id.  The narrow band rejection filter 

allows the power sources to properly function, but prevents damaging feedback to the pulsed DC 

power source from the RF bias power supply.  Id. ¶ 36 (citing Intel Compl. ¶¶ 39-40; Samsung 

Compl. ¶¶ 42-43). 
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B. Demaray’s Actions Against Applied’s Customers 

 Applied and Demaray’s dispute follows allegations that Intel Corporation (“Intel”) and 

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. (“Samsung”), two of Applied’s customers, have infringed 

Demaray’s Asserted Patents.  In July 2020, Demaray filed separate patent infringement lawsuits 

against Intel and Samsung in the Western District of Texas (“WDTX Customer Cases”), alleging 

that both have infringed the Asserted Patents by configuring reactors, including Applied’s Endura 

line of reactors, in an infringing manner while also employing Demaray’s patented method in the 

fabrication of their semiconductor devices.  See generally Intel Compl.; Samsung Compl. 

C. Applied’s Actions Against Demaray 

 In response to the WDTX Customer Cases, Applied filed a declaratory relief action against 

Demaray, which also focused on the Asserted Patents.  See Applied Materials, Inc. v. Demaray 

LLC, (N.D. Cal. No. 5:20-cv-05676 filed August 13, 2020) (“Applied I”).  Compl. ¶ 40.  Similar to 

its claims in this action, Applied sought a declaration that its reactors did not infringe the Asserted 

Patents.  Applied I, First Amended Complaint,  Dkt. No. 13 ¶ 1.  Applied also sought to enjoin 

Demaray from continuing to litigate the WDTX Customer Cases while the declaratory relief 

action remained ongoing.  See Applied I, Motion for Preliminary Injunction, Dkt. No. 14.   

 Demaray opposed Applied’s request for a preliminary injunction, arguing in part that the 

Court lacked subject matter jurisdiction over Applied’s action and should therefore deny its 

request to enjoin Demaray.  See Applied I, Opposition to Applied Materials’ Motion for 

Preliminary Injunction, Dkt. No. 13 at 5-8.  Thereafter, Demaray also filed a motion to dismiss the 

Applied I action for lack of subject matter jurisdiction or alternatively, for failure to state a claim.  

Applied I, Dkt. No. 39.  Before ever turning to Demaray’s motion to dismiss, the Court denied 

Applied’s motion for preliminary injunction finding that it lacked subject matter jurisdiction over 

its action for declaratory relief.  Applied I, Order Denying Motion for Preliminary Injunction 

(“Prelim. Ord”), Dkt. No. 47.  At that time, Applied had not sufficiently alleged the existence of 

an actual case or controversy between the parties; Applied failed to sufficiently allege either that 
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Demaray had engaged in affirmative acts directed at Applied or that Applied might be liable for 

direct or indirect infringement related to its customers’ alleged infringement.  Id. at 4-12. 

 Following the denial of its motion for preliminary injunction, Applied filed this separate 

action for declaratory relief on December 24, 2020.2  Applied’s latest complaint includes new 

factual allegations relating to Demaray’s conduct since Applied filed its first amended complaint 

in Applied I.  The complaint notes: (i) declarative statements from Intel and Samsung officials 

asserting that neither company performs the post-installation modifications to Applied’s reactors 

which Demaray contends takes place; (ii) Demaray’s refusal to grant Applied a covenant not to 

sue; (iii) Demaray’s refusal to inform Applied or the Court if it will assert compulsory 

counterclaims against Applied; (iv) Demaray’s requests to obtain discovery from Applied to 

determine if Applied allegedly infringes the Asserted Patents; (v) that Demaray asked Applied to 

produce materials regarding the reactors it supplies to Intel and Samsung; and (vi) representations 

made by Demaray to the court in the WDTX Customer Cases about the need for discovery from 

Applied to determine which of Intel’s and Samsung’s reactors allegedly infringe.  Compl. ¶ 52.   

 Moreover, Applied alleges that Demaray’s filings and the continued litigation of the 

WDTX Customer Cases also give rise to a substantial controversy between the parties because 

Applied owns and/or is licensed to use the Asserted Patents.  Demaray’s founder, Ernest Demaray, 

and three other named inventors of the Asserted Patents are former and/or current employees of 

Applied or Applied’s affiliate, Applied Komatsu.  Compl. ¶ 18.  In December of 1998, Mr. 

Demaray along with other employees from Applied and Applied Komatsu, left to start a new 

 
2 Applied also filed an administrative motion seeking leave to lodge its new declaratory judgment 
complaint and for it to become the operative complaint in Applied I.  Applied I, Dkt. No. 48.  The 
Court, however, denied Applied’s administrative motion to lodge its new declaratory judgment 
complaint.  See Applied I, Dkt. No. 53.  The Court found Applied’s request was procedurally 
improper and concluded that Applied was seeking a request for leave to amend or supplement the 
operative complaint in Applied I.  Id. at 3.  Because Applied had filed its latest complaint as a 
separate action, the Court related the new action to Applied I.  See Applied I, Related Case Order, 
Dkt. No. 54.  On January 25, 2021, Applied voluntarily dismissed the operative complaint in 
Applied I and all claims asserted therein without prejudice.  See Applied I, Dkt. No. 55.  As a 
result, Demaray’s pending motion to dismiss in Applied I was terminated.  Id., Dkt. No. 62. 
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company, Symmorphix, and began work on similar thin film technology they initially worked on 

at Applied.  Id. ¶ 18-19.  Applied Komatsu and Symmorphix executed a Sale and Relationship 

Agreement (“SRA”), which Applied alleges was later amended to grant Applied Komatsu a 

perpetual, royalty-free license to “any patent applications filed for inventions, improvements, or 

enhancements developed by Symmorphix relating to sputtered silicon deposition technology.”  Id. 

¶ 78.  Applied also alleges that the SRA allowed Applied Komatsu to transfer or assign the license 

to Applied and for Applied Komatsu’s customers to use the inventions as well.  Id.  Separately, 

Applied contends that one of the named inventors of the Asserted Patents, Mukundan Narasimhan, 

was an employee of Applied and under the provisions of his employee agreement, Mr. 

Narasimhan’s ownership rights in the Asserted patents’ parent application were automatically 

assigned to Applied.  Id. ¶ 90. 

 Applied now seeks (1) a declaration that Applied’s reactors, including those in the Endura 

product line, do not directly or indirectly infringe any claim of the ‘276 patent; (2) a declaration 

that Applied’s reactors, including those in the Endura product line, do not directly or indirectly 

infringe any claim of the ‘657 patent; (3) a declaration that Applied holds a non-exclusive, 

perpetual, royalty free license to the Asserted Patents; and (4) a declaration that Applied’s reactors 

cannot infringe the Asserted Patents because of an assignment of rights to Applied and Demaray’s 

failure to join all co-owners.  In response, Demaray has filed the instant motion to dismiss, seeking 

dismissal under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction 

and 12(b)(6) for failure to state a claim upon which relief can be granted. 

II. LEGAL STANDARDS 

A. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) 

 A defendant may move to dismiss for lack of subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to Rule 

12(b)(1) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.  Although lack of statutory standing requires 

dismissal for failure to state a claim under Rule 12(b)(6), lack of Article III standing requires 

dismissal for want of subject matter jurisdiction under Rule 12(b)(1).  See Maya v. Centex Corp., 

Case 5:20-cv-09341-EJD   Document 63   Filed 09/16/21   Page 5 of 21

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.


