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

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 
JAWBONE INNOVATIONS, LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. and 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, 
INC., 
 

Defendants. 
 

§ 
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Case No. 2:21-cv-00186-JRG-RSP 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 

 
 

PLAINTIFF JAWBONE INNOVATIONS, LLC’S RESPONSE IN OPPOSITION 
TO DEFENDANTS SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. AND 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC.’S MOTION TO STAY (DKT. 90) 
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 Plaintiff Jawbone Innovations, LLC (“Plaintiff” or “Jawbone”), by and through its 

undersigned counsel, respectfully submits this Response in Opposition to Defendants Samsung 

Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, Inc.’s (collectively, “Defendants” or 

“Samsung”) Motion to Stay Pending Resolution of its Motion to Transfer Venue to The Northern 

District of California Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) (Dkt. 59).  Samsung’s Motion to Stay (Dkt. 

90, “Motion”) should be denied for the reasons set forth below. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Samsung asks this Court to stay this case pending a ruling on its Motion to Transfer Venue 

filed nearly thirteen months after this case was filed.  A stay would unnecessarily delay this 

litigation, particularly at this late stage of the case.  The parties have completed claim construction 

briefing, the Court has held the Markman hearing, and fact discovery will close shortly after 

briefing on this Motion is complete.   

Samsung does not attempt to show that the relevant factors favor staying this litigation; 

indeed, Samsung cannot satisfy its burden.  Accordingly, Jawbone respectfully requests that this 

Court deny Samsung’s Motion to stay. 

II. BACKGROUND 

On May 27, 2021, Jawbone filed a complaint against Defendants. Dkt. 1.  An amended 

complaint was filed on October 26, 2021. Dkt. 21.  Nearly thirteen months after the case began, 

on June 15, 2022, Samsung filed a motion to transfer venue to the Northern District of California 

pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a). Dkt. 59. 

This case has progressed deeply into discovery and claim construction.  The parties 

exchanged initial disclosures on February 10, 2022 (Dkts. 40, 42), exchanged proposed claim 

terms and preliminary claim constructions (Dkt. 58), filed a joint claim construction statement 

(Dkt. 47) and completed claim construction briefing (Dkts. 67, 71, 76).  The claim construction 
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