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

WACO DIVISION 
 

OCEAN SEMICONDUCTOR LLC, 
 

 Plaintiff,  
 
v. 
 
SILICON LABORATORIES INC. 
 

 Defendant. 

§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 
§ 

 
 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 6:20-cv-1214 
 
 

 

 
DEFENDANT SILICON LABORATORIES INC.’ S MOTION TO DISMISS  

FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM  
 
 

Case 6:20-cv-01214-ADA   Document 14   Filed 03/11/21   Page 1 of 26

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

 
i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................. 1 

II. BACKGROUND .................................................................................................... 3 

III. LEGAL STANDARD ............................................................................................. 5 

A. Dismissal Under Rule 12(b)(6) ........................................................................5 

B. 35 U.S.C. 271(g) Requires the Manufacture of a Product, Not Information ...6 

IV. ARGUMENT .......................................................................................................... 7 

A. Ocean’s Contention of Infringement by All Silicon Labs Products Does Not 
Cross the Line Between Possible and Plausible Infringement .........................7 

B. Ocean Has Not Put Silicon Labs on Notice as to Non-Accused Fabs and 
Unnamed Tools ................................................................................................9 

1. Allegations as to non-accused fabs should be dismissed ..................... 9 

2. Allegations as to unnamed tools should be dismissed ....................... 10 

C. Ocean’s Allegations of Induced Infringement are Insufficient ......................12 

1. Ocean does not allege Silicon Labs’ knowledge of fab processes or 
equipment used ......................................................................................... 12 

2. Ocean’s boilerplate and conclusory assertions are inadequate .......... 13 

D. Boilerplate Allegations of Willful Infringement are Insufficient ...................14 

E. Asserted Patents Claiming Generation of Information Cannot Support 
Infringement Under 271(g) .............................................................................16 

1. ’402 patent, Claim 1 ........................................................................... 17 

2. ’538 patent, Claim 1 ........................................................................... 18 

3. ’305 patent, Claim 1 and ’248 patent, Claim 1 .................................. 19 

4. Dismissal of related indirect infringement allegations ....................... 19 

F. System Claims Cannot Support a Cause of Action Under 271(g) .................20 

V. CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................... 20 

 
 

Case 6:20-cv-01214-ADA   Document 14   Filed 03/11/21   Page 2 of 26

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

 
ii 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

 Page(s) 

Cases 

Affinity Labs of Tex., LLC v. Blackberry Ltd., 
No. W:13-CV-362, 2014 WL 12551207 (W.D. Tex. Apr. 30, 2014)................................13, 14 

American Fruit Growers, Inc. v. Brogdex Co., 
283 U.S. 1 (1931) ...........................................................................................................6, 17, 19 

Artrip v. Ball Corp., 
735 F. App’x 708 (Fed. Cir. 2018) ..........................................................................................11 

Ashcroft v. Iqbal, 
556 U.S. 662 (2009) .....................................................................2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 15, 16 

Bayer AG v. Housey Pharm., Inc., 
340 F.3d 1367 (Fed. Cir. 2003)........................................................................3, 6, 7, 17, 18, 19 

Bell Atl. Corp. v. Twombly, 
550 U.S. 544 (2007) .............................................................................5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16 

In re Bill of Lading Transmission & Processing Sys. Patent Litig., 
681 F.3d 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2014)................................................................................................12 

Davis-Lynch, Inc. v. Weatherford Int'l, Inc., 
No. 6:07-CV-559, 2009 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 1644 (E.D. Tex. Jan. 12, 2009) ..............................8 

DSU Med. Corp. v. JMS Co., Ltd., 
471 F.3d 1293 (Fed. Cir. 2006)................................................................................................12 

Eli Lilly & Co. v. Am. Cyanamid Co., 
82 F.3d 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1996)....................................................................................................6 

Estech Sys. v. Regions Fin. Corp., 
No. 6:20-cv-00322-ADA, 2020 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200484 (W.D. Tex. Oct. 28, 
2020) ....................................................................................................................................7, 11 

Global-Tech Appliances, Inc. v. SEB S.A., 
563 U.S. 754 (2011) .................................................................................................................13 

Halo Elecs., Inc. v. Pulse Elecs., Inc., 
136 S. Ct. 1923 (2016) .............................................................................................................16 

Inhale, Inc v. Gravitron, LLC, 
No. 1:18-CV-762-LY, 2018 WL 7324886 (W.D. Tex. Dec. 10, 2018) ......................14, 15, 16 

Limelight Networks, Inc. v. Akamai Techs., Inc., 
134 S. Ct. 2111 (2014) .............................................................................................................19 

Case 6:20-cv-01214-ADA   Document 14   Filed 03/11/21   Page 3 of 26

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

 
iii 

M & C Innovations, LLC v. Igloo Prods. Corp., 
No. 4:17-CV-2372, 2018 WL 4620713 (S.D. Tex. Jul. 31, 2018) ..........................................16 

McZeal v. Sprint Nextel Corp., 
501 F.3d 1354 (Fed. Cir. 2007)................................................................................................11 

Meetrix IP, LLC v. Cisco Sys., Inc., 
No. 1:18-CV-309-LY, 2018 WL 8261315 (W.D. Tex. Nov. 30, 2018) ..................................15 

Momenta Pharm., Inc. v. Teva Pharm. USA Inc., 
809 F.3d 610 (Fed. Cir. 2015)..........................................................................................6, 7, 17 

Parity Networks, LLC v. Cisco Sys., Inc., 
No. 6:19-cv-00207-ADA, 2019 WL 3940952 (W.D. Tex. July 26, 2019) ..............................14 

Soar Tools, LLC v. Mesquite Oil Tools, Inc., 
No. 5:19-CV-243-H, 2020 WL 5500238 (N.D. Tex. Sept. 11, 2020) .....................................11 

Valinge Innovations AB v. Halstead New England Corp., 
No. 16-1082-LPS-CJB, 2018 WL 2411218 (D. Del. May 29, 2018) ......................................14 

Rules and Statutes 

35 U.S.C. § 271(b) .......................................................................................................12, 13, 14, 19 

35 U.S.C. § 271(g) ................................................................................................................. passim 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12 ...............................................................................1, 5, 7, 9, 20 

 

 

Case 6:20-cv-01214-ADA   Document 14   Filed 03/11/21   Page 4 of 26

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

101941765.2  
1 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), Defendant Silicon Laboratories Inc. 

(“Silicon Labs”) moves to dismiss Plaintiff Ocean Semiconductor LLC’s (“Ocean”) claims for 

infringement in its Complaint for Patent Infringement (“Complaint”).  Dkt. 1.   

I. INTRODUCTION 

Complete dismissal (and at a minimum significant streamlining) is appropriate now in this 

seven-patent case.  Ocean accuses essentially every Silicon Labs product of infringing each of 

seven patents, but the Complaint omits key factual allegations needed to plausibly allege such 

widespread infringement.  Additionally, for four of the asserted patents, Ocean’s claims under 

35 U.S.C. 271(g) do not fit the narrow requirements of the statute, which concerns importation of 

“a product which is made by a process patented in the United States.”  Silicon Labs should not be 

made to defend against implausible and legally unsupportable allegations of infringement. 

Ocean’s Complaint identifies five tools allegedly used by TSMC—a Silicon Labs contract 

manufacturer—that purportedly practice the methods in Ocean’s seven asserted patents.  From 

here, Ocean makes the factually unsupported leap to concluding that third party TSMC uses at 

least four of the five tools during the manufacture of all of Silicon Labs’ “semiconductor products 

and devices,” i.e., arguably every single product sold by Silicon Labs.  Compl. at ¶¶ 11, 15, 17, 

19.  Indeed, Ocean’s Complaint never attempts to plausibly tie TSMC’s purported use of the 

identified tools to the creation and importation of any actual Silicon Labs product, much less all 

of them.  Further, Ocean blanketly alleges that other, unnamed chip manufacturers do likewise, 

again without any plausible factual allegation connecting the tools to Silicon Labs’ products.   

Silicon Labs is not the fabricator of any of the Accused Products, and Ocean makes no 

such allegation.  Silicon Labs does not own the tools, run the tools, or perform the fabrication 

process of which Ocean complains.  Indeed, Ocean does not even allege that Silicon Labs had any 

knowledge of the tools third party TSMC uses to manufacture its products, much less the detailed 
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