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MOTION FOR EXCEPTIONAL CASE STATUS 

Defendant Hon Hai Precision Industry Co., Ltd. (“Hon Hai”) respectfully moves the Court 

to declare this twice-filed frivolous case exceptional pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 285, Federal Rule of 

Civil Procedure 54(d)(2)(C), and Local Rule 7.3(a).  Plaintiff Bell Northern Research, LLC 

(“BNR”) dragged Hon Hai along for nine months with knowledge that its allegations were 

frivolous.  Sanctions are necessary to provide relief and repose to Hon Hai for BNR’s misconduct. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This case never should have been filed against Hon Hai.  BNR accuses Nokia phones and 

tablets of infringing 13 patents.  Rather than pursue its infringement case against Nokia, BNR 

targeted deeper pockets.  BNR tagged Hon Hai as a defendant along with 15 other unrelated 

entities, pulling Hon Hai into this case based on nothing more than vague allegations of “aiding 

and abetting others to infringe.”1  Any simple search would have uncovered that Hon Hai did not 

belong in this case.  But BNR’s frivolous claims alone are not what makes this case exceptional.   

This case stands out for BNR’s remarkable refusal to dismiss Hon Hai despite repeated 

notice that its claims were baseless.  Time and time again Hon Hai confronted BNR with the 

irrefutable fact that Hon Hai does not manufacture, use, sell, offer to sale, or import the accused 

Nokia products anywhere, much less the United States or this District.  Indeed, Hon Hai has no 

relationship with Nokia at all.  And time and time again, BNR turned a blind eye to these facts and 

instead chose to waste the time and resources of Hon Hai and the Court.   

As the Federal Circuit has instructed, a party “must continually assess the soundness of 

[its] pending infringement claims.”  Taurus IP, LLC v. DaimlerChrysler Corp., 726 F.3d 1306, 

1328 (Fed. Cir. 2013).  The record (as summarized below) makes clear that BNR never 

                                                           
1 Dkt. No. 1 at ¶¶ 175, 198, 219, 238, 257, 279, 300, 318, 336, 359, 383. 
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