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

RICHMOND DIVISION 
 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD., and 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, 
INC., 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
NVIDIA CORPORATION, VELOCITY 
MICRO, INC. D/B/A VELOCITY MICRO, 
AND VELOCITY HOLDINGS, LLC 
 
 Defendants. 

CIVIL ACTION NO. 3:14-cv-00757-REP 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SAMSUNG’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO  
TRANSFER, SEVER, AND STAY 
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