
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

REMBRANDT WIRELESS  
TECHNOLOGIES, LP 

 Plaintiff, 

§
§
§
§ 

v. 
§
§
§ 

Civil Action No. 2:13-CV-213 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO. LTD.; 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS 
AMERICA, LLC; AND SAMSUNG 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
AMERICA, LLC. 

Defendants. 

§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§
§ 

REMBRANDT’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION TO SAMSUNG DEFENDANTS’  
RULE 50(b) RENEWED MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW 
AND/OR RULE 59(a) MOTION FOR A NEW TRIAL ON LIABILITY ISSUES
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