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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA 

 
Case No. 1:22-cv-22706-RNS 

 
BELL NORTHERN RESEARCH, LLC, 

Plaintiff 

 
 
 
 

 

v. 

HMD AMERICA, INC.; HMD GLOBAL OY; 
SHENZHEN CHINO-E COMMUNICATION 
CO., LTD.; HON HAI PRECISION 
INDUSTRY CO., LTD.; TINNO MOBILE 
TECHNOLOGY CORP.; SHENZHEN 
TINNO MOBILE CO., LTD.; TINNO USA, 
INC.; UNISOC TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD.; 
SPREADTRUM COMMUNICATIONS USA, 
INC.; WINGTECH TECHNOLOGY CO.; 
LTD.; WINGTECH INTERNATIONAL, 
INC.; BEST BUY CO., INC.; BEST BUY 
STORES L.P.; TARGET CORP.; WALMART 
INC.  

 
 
 
 
 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

Defendants. 
_______________________________________ 

  

 
PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT UNISOC TECHNOLOGIES CO.  

LTD.’S MOTION TO DISMISS AND INCORPORATED MEMORANDUM OF LAW 
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 Plaintiff Bell Northern Research, LLC (“Plaintiff” or “BNR”) submits this brief in 

opposition to the motion to dismiss filed by Defendants Spreadtrum Communications USA, Inc. 

(“Defendant” or “Spreadtrum”) and Unisoc Technologies Co., Ltd. (“Defendant” or “Unisoc”).  

(Dkt. 91.)  Contemporaneously with the filing of this opposition paper, Plaintiff is filing an 

unopposed motion to dismiss Spreadtrum from this action, without prejudice.  Thus, this brief is 

only directed to Unisoc’s arguments for dismissal of the action against it.1   

I. INTRODUCTION 

Unisoc’s motion to dismiss is fundamentally flawed and should be rejected.  The motion  

rests on an inconclusive declaration and a faulty analysis of personal jurisdiction under Rule 

12(b)(2).  Unisoc also neglects Rule 4(k)(2) in its entirety, which provides a further basis for this 

Court to exercise personal jurisdiction over it.  Moreover, Unisoc’s Rule 12(b)(6) arguments for 

dismissal of Plaintiff’s infringement claims do not properly address the pleading requirements in 

patent cases like this one under Rule 8, which BNR has fully satisfied. 

Unisoc should not be dismissed from this action as a party.  Nor should Plaintiff’s claims 

for patent infringement against Unisoc be dismissed.  There is no basis for any of the relief 

sought in Unisoc’s motion.   

II. LEGAL STANDARDS 

A. Personal Jurisdiction 

Federal Circuit law governs the issue of whether a court has personal jurisdiction over a 

defendant in a patent infringement case.  Elecs. For Imaging, Inc. v. Coyle, 340 F.3d 1344, 1348 

(Fed. Cir. 2003) (holding plaintiff established a prima facie case of specific personal jurisdiction 

 
1 Defendant Hon Hai Precision Industry Co. Ltd (“Hon Hai”) separately filed its own motion to 
dismiss (Dkt. 78) on the same date as the motion of Unisoc and Spreadtrum.  As with 
Spreadtrum, Plaintiff is filing contemporaneously with this paper an unopposed motion to 
dismiss Hon Hai from this action, also without prejudice. 
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