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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

See 

98%

no

A. Defendants, their relevant employees, and the evidence about the Accused 
Products are overwhelmingly located in New Jersey and South Korea.

1,234

See 

all TVs or monitors
See 

uncharted See 
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1. concerning over 98% 
of the 1,234 Accused Products are at its headquarters in New Jersey.

See, e.g.

nearly all

e.g. not

Id

five Id. see also
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See 

all

See 

2. a most relevant witnesses and documents are in
South Korea.

Id.

Id.

Id. e.g.

Id.

Id.

Id.

Id.

B. Plaintiff is domiciled in neighboring Delaware, asserts patents that originated 
in South Korea, and professes no connection to EDTX.

See 
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See See, 

e.g. see also

See 

C. relevant suppliers are predominantly in Asia, critical prior art sources 
are in New Jersey, and no relevant third parties are in EDTX.

see 
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Id.

Compare light collimator
brightness uniformity with 

tightly collimated beam uniform irradiance
maintains uniform focus across the screen and

with 
uniformly illuminates a square target

reflective, refractive or a combination with
a lens comprising total reflection surface and refractive 

surface(s) and
Compare 

plurality of . . . phosphors and
a sidewall 740 incline angle non-normal to the 

surface with white light emitting diodes red 
and green phosphors and side surface
not perpendicular to but inclined from a horizontal plane
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See, e.g.

II. LEGAL STANDARDS 

See In re Samsung Elecs. Co.

In re Juniper 

Networks, Inc.

Id. See also DSS Tech. Mgmt. v. Apple, Inc.

In re Volkswagen AG Volkswagen I

Compare edges
. . . need not be perpendicular to the plane they may be . . . 

inclined with side surface
is not perpendicular to but inclined at a . . . slope

Compare 
mechanical support improve securing mount

encapsulation ) with 
increase a bonding force lead frames encapsulation
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Volkswagen Volkswagen I

In re Volkswagen of Am., Inc. Volkswagen 

II

See In re Nintendo Co.

III. ARGUMENT 

See

A. This case could have been brought in the District of New Jersey home to 
the United States headquarters .

see Ford 

See 
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Motor Co. v. Mont. 8th Jud. Dist. Ct.

see also In re Princeton Digit. Image Corp.

B. The private-interest factors favor transfer because nearly all domestic party 
witnesses and evidence are in New Jersey.

See Volkswagen I Volkswagen II

1. The witness-convenience factor strongly favors transfer to 
New most relevant witnesses live and work.

See Juniper In re 

Genentech, Inc.

a. NJ is clearly the most convenient forum for Samsung witnesses.

See 

98%
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See, e.g. Promote Innovation LLC v. Schering Corp.

See, e.g. Genentech

Compare with see Genentech

In re TikTok, Inc.

Volkswagen II
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b. EDTX has little to no connection to this case.

no

See 

see Juniper

see Volkswagen I

five 

not accused See

not

over 98%

See see also DSS Tech.

See 
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2. The sources-of-proof factor strongly favors transfer to New Jersey, 
where the most relevant SEA employees maintain their documents.

Genentech

Volkswagen II

In re Google LLC see also

Cellspin Soft, Inc. v. Nike, Inc.

First

See Cellspin

Cf. Genentech

Second

See supra 
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see, e.g.

See 

Third

Cf. 

Genentech

Finally

See, e.g. Nintendo

3. The compulsory-process factor strongly favors transfer to DNJ, whose 
subpoena power extends to critical sources of prior art.

See Juniper
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See, e.g. Endo Pharms. Inc. v. Lupin Atlantis Holdings SA

Endo Pharms.

In re Apple, Inc.

4. Transfer of this early-stage case causes no practical problems.

See, e.g. Promote

Auto. Body Parts 

Ass n v. Ford Glob. Techs., LLC

See ATEN Int l Co. v. 

Emine Tech. Co.

See Opulent Treasures, Inc. v. Ya Ya Creations, 
Inc.

See id.

Ex. 2012, Page 18



See Promote

Ford

C. The public-interest factors strongly favor transfer because the District of 
New Jersey has the strongest local interest in this case.

Volkswagen I

Volkswagen II

1. The local interest strongly favors New Jersey the community that is 
most relevant decision-makers.

See Promote

Volkswagen I

see Promote

See W. Coast Trends, Inc. 

v. Ogio Int'l, Inc.
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Promote

Volkswagen II

See PersonalWeb Techs., LLC v. NEC 

Corp. Am.

2. The other public-interest factors are neutral.

See Promote

Genentech

IV. CONCLUSION 

Compare 
with
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pro hac vice
pro hac vice

pro hac vice
pro hac vice

Attorneys for Defendant Samsung 
Display Co., Ltd.

/s/ Melissa R. Smith

Attorney for Defendants Samsung Electronics 
Co., Ltd., Samsung Electronics America, Inc.,
and Samsung Display Co., Ltd.

pro hac vice
pro hac vice
pro hac vice

pro hac vice
pro hac vice

pro hac vice

pro hac vice
pro hac vice

Attorneys for Defendants Samsung Electronics 
Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, 
Inc.
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CERTIFICATE OF CONFERENCE

/s/ Melissa R. Smith

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

/s/ Melissa R. Smith
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