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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

AUSTIN DIVISION 

 
NEODRON LTD., 
 

 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
DELL TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
 

 Defendant. 
 

 
 
 
 

Civil Action No. 1:19-cv-00819-ADA 
 
 

 
DEFENDANT DELL TECHNOLOGIES, INC.’S OPPOSED MOTION TO STAY 

ACTION PENDING FINAL DISPOSITION OF RELATED PROCEEDING BEFORE 
THE UNITED STATES INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Defendant Dell Technologies, Inc. (“Dell”) moves to stay the instant case pending the 

conclusion of International Trade Commission Investigation No. 337-TA-1162 (“ITC 

investigation”). The ITC investigation involves directly related patents, the same parties, the same 

products, and, accordingly, substantially similar issues to those of the instant case.  

Neodron filed two similar district court actions against Dell within six weeks of each other. 

The first involves the same four patents as those in the ITC investigation and has since been stayed 

by this Court. The second, this instant case, involves three patents covering substantially similar 

subject matter as the ITC investigation. Indeed, two of the three patents in this action are directly 

related to the patents in the ITC investigation, with similar specifications and many overlapping 

claim terms. All three of the patents in this action involve the same technology and the same 

accused products as in the ITC. Moreover, the representative accused product in this action, the 

Dell Latitude 7389, is the exact same product as the one accused in the ITC investigation. The 

“touch-enabled” products generally accused in this action are also the same as those accused in the 

ITC investigation. (Ex. A at 33–36).1 Thus, this case will invariably overlap with the ITC 

investigation.  

In light of the significant overlap, staying the entirety of this case is proper. A stay will 

avoid duplicative discovery, inconsistent findings, and will simplify the issues that this Court will 

need to consider. The anticipated ITC investigation, which is set for a hearing in March 2020, will 

quickly define the nature and extent of the dispute between the parties. Furthermore, Congress 

specifically intended that courts stay related district court actions pending a related ITC action. 

                                                 
1 The amended complaint before the ITC and its relevant exhibits are submitted herewith as 
exhibits to the Naggar Declaration. All exhibits refer to exhibits to the Declaration. 

Case 1:19-cv-00819-ADA   Document 21   Filed 08/23/19   Page 5 of 17

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.


