
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

RICHMOND DIVISION 

 

 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. and 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, 

INC., 

 

 Plaintiffs, 

 

-vs.- 

 

NVIDIA CORPORATION, VELOCITY 

MICRO, INC. D/B/A VELOCITY MICRO, 

AND VELOCITY HOLDINGS, LLC, 

 

 Defendants. 
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Civil Action No. 3:14-cv-757-REP  

 

 

[CORRECTED] MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT NVIDIA 
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Defendant NVIDIA Corporation (“NVIDIA”) respectfully opposes Samsung’s Motion to 

Sever.  

I. INTRODUCTION 

On April 14, 2015, in full compliance with all rules of procedure and prior to the Court-

ordered deadline for the amendment of pleadings, NVIDIA amended its answer to assert four 

counterclaim patents—patents for which NVIDIA gave Samsung notice of infringement more 

than a year ago.  The NVIDIA counterclaim patents are directed at Samsung’s infringing 

graphics processing units (“GPUs”), the same technology and type of product that Samsung 

alleges infringes six of the asserted Samsung patents.  On April 15, 2015, with full knowledge of 

NVIDIA’s counterclaims, Samsung sought an aggressive discovery and trial schedule.  But 

Samsung now contends that the Court’s current schedule is “impossible” to meet unless 

NVIDIA’s counterclaims are severed.  (Mot. at 10.)   

What is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.  Samsung has known about the four 

NVIDIA counterclaim patents since early 2014, and is currently litigating related patents in an 

International Trade Commission (“ITC”) Investigation.  Samsung is well-prepared to litigate the 

counterclaim patents now.  Samsung’s request to sever and avoid the Court’s typical schedule on 

NVIDIA’s counterclaims merely reflects Samsung’s tactical preferences.  Having chosen to 

litigate this suit in this district as a plaintiff, Samsung should be held to the Court’s typical 

schedule as a defendant.    

Samsung’s Motion to Sever should be denied because: (i) the products at issue in the 

counterclaims relate to the same type of products (GPUs) at issue for six of Samsung’s eight 

asserted patents, (ii) Samsung has failed to demonstrate that severing NVIDIA’s timely-filed 

counterclaims from this case would promote the prompt and efficient disposition of the litigation, 

and (iii) Samsung has not demonstrated that it will suffer prejudice if NVIDIA’s counterclaims 

Case 3:14-cv-00757-REP-DJN   Document 151   Filed 05/13/15   Page 5 of 23 PageID# 15640

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.


