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I. INTRODUCTION 

Samsara asks this Court to stay a complex, hard-fought case that has been litigated for nearly two 

years—based on a single, recently instituted IPR and two pending IPR petitions that (even if instituted and 

ultimately successful) would not even resolve all the patent claims in this case, much less all the claims 

asserted by the parties. That request should be denied.  

This action involves thirteen claims between direct competitors including six patent infringement 

claims or counterclaims (three by each side) and seven non-patent claims. The Court has already lifted a 

prior stay, entered a comprehensive Scheduling Order, and set this case on a firm path to trial in August 

2027. ECFs 85, 115. The parties have exchanged infringement and invalidity contentions under the Patent 

Local Rules and the claim construction process is underway. 

On the last day of the one-year statutory window, Samsara filed its IPR petition on the ’580 patent 

and did not seek a stay while the parties negotiated a case schedule and trial date. The two later challenges, 

on the ’243 and ’276 patents, remain at the petition stage; institution is uncertain and, even if granted, any 

final written decisions and ensuing appeals would not issue until years after the current trial date. 

Nor would a stay streamline this litigation. All of Motive’s patent claims, Samsara’s patent 

counterclaims, and Motive’s non-patent claims arise from overlapping products, technologies, and 

witnesses and are already proceeding under a unified schedule. Staying only Motive’s patent claims and 

allowing Samsara’s patent counterclaims to go forward would not eliminate the need for the patent-related 

events that remain on the schedule: construction disclosures and briefing, a Markman hearing, expert 

discovery, pretrial motions, and trial will all still take place regardless of the outcome of Samsara’s IPR 

petitions. Worse, barring a complete victory by Samsara in the IPRs, if a stay issues now all of those 

undertakings would need to take place twice. 

The prejudice to Motive would be substantial. Motive and Samsara compete head-to-head in the 

marketplace. Samsara continues to sell the accused products and profit from the conduct Motive challenges 

while seeking to delay adjudication of Motive’s claims for several more years. Meanwhile, Samsara’s own 

patent claims would continue to move toward trial under the existing schedule. Motive should not be denied 

a timely resolution of its claims or forced into piecemeal litigation. 

Because the stage of this litigation, the speculative and limited nature of any potential simplification, 
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and the severe prejudice to Motive all weigh heavily against a stay, Samsara’s motion should be denied. 

II. BACKGROUND 

Motive filed this action on February 15, 2024, asserting claims against Samsara for infringement of 

U.S. Patent No. 11,875,580 (the “’580 patent”), violations of the Lanham Act, fraud, violation of 

California’s Unfair Competition Law, misappropriation of trade secrets under both the California Uniform 

Trade Secrets Act and the federal Defend Trade Secrets Act, defamation, and intentional interference with 

prospective economic relations. ECF 1.  

On May 6, 2024, in response to Samsara’s Rule 12 motion, Motive filed its First Amended 

Complaint, adding further detail regarding former Motive employees’ breaches of their confidentiality 

obligations, identifying specific defamatory statements made by Samsara, and naming additional companies 

that selected Samsara over Motive based on Samsara’s false statements. ECF 40. Samsara moved to dismiss 

all claims, including a challenge to the ’580 patent under 35 U.S.C. § 101.  ECF 49. Less than a month later, 

on June 4, 2024, the Court stayed the action in light of related proceedings in the District of Delaware and 

in private arbitration. ECF 52. On March 31, 2025, the Court granted Motive’s unopposed motion to lift the 

stay. ECF 85. Within weeks of the stay being lifted (and well before the parties’ stipulated deadline to amend 

pleadings), on May 29, Motive filed a motion to further amend its Complaint to assert additional patents 

that issued during the stay. See ECFs 96, 115. That same month, Samsara filed its counterclaims, asserting 

infringement of U.S. Patent Nos. 11,975,685 (the “’685 patent”), 10,033,706 (the “’706 patent”), and 

12,069,041 (the “’041 patent”). ECF 94. Motive timely moved to dismiss these patent counterclaims on the 

ground that they are directed to ineligible subject matter under 35 U.S.C. § 101. ECF 97. 

On July 9, 2025, with leave of Court, Motive filed its Second Amended Complaint, asserting claims 

for infringement of U.S. Patent Nos. 12,136,276 (the “’276 patent”) and 12,062,243 (the “’243 patent”). 

ECF 107.  On July 23, Samsara moved to dismiss Motive’s ’276 and ’243 patents under § 101. ECF 112. 

All of these fully briefed Alice motions remain pending before the Court. 

On August 8, 2025, the Court entered a Scheduling Order setting, among other deadlines: the close 

of claim construction discovery for February 19, 2026; the Markman hearing for April 16, 2026; the close 

of fact discovery for July 24, 2026; and trial for August 30, 2027. ECF 115. Pursuant to the Scheduling 

Order and the Patent Local Rules, the parties served infringement contentions (October 2, 2025), invalidity 
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contentions (November 18), and exchanged claim terms for construction (December 3). Additional claim 

construction disclosures are underway. 

III. LEGAL STANDARD 

a. Inter Partes Review 

A patent defendant must file an IPR petition within one year of being served with the complaint. 

35 U.S.C. § 315(b). Once an IPR petition has been filed, the Director of the U.S. Patent and Trademark 

Office has six months to decide whether to institute IPR proceedings. 35 U.S.C. §§ 313-314.1 If review is 

instituted, the PTAB will take another full year to render a decision—unless the PTAB chooses to extend 

that deadline by an additional six months. 35 U.S.C. § 316(a)(11).  

b. Motion to Stay 

To obtain a stay, Samsara “must make out a clear case of hardship or inequity in being required to 

go forward, if there is even a fair possibility that the stay for which he prays will work damage to [someone] 

else.” Landis v. N. Am. Co., 299 U.S. 248, 255 (1936). 

“In deciding whether to stay a case, courts must ‘weigh [the] competing interests’ of ‘economy of 

time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigants’ and ‘maintain an even balance.’” Haptic, Inc. v. 

Apple, Inc., 2024 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 211402, at *4 (N.D. Cal. Nov. 20, 2024). “Courts often consider the 

following in guiding this balancing exercise: (1) the stage of the litigation, including whether discovery is 

or will be almost completed and whether the matter has been marked for trial; (2) whether a stay will unduly 

prejudice or tactically disadvantage the nonmoving party; and (3) whether a stay will simplify the issues in 

question and streamline the trial, thereby reducing the burden of litigation on the parties and on the court.” 

Id. (citation omitted). But “[t]he inquiry regarding whether a stay is appropriate in any particular instance is 

not limited to these three factors, but rather the totality of the circumstances governs.” Everlight Elecs. Co. 

v. Bridgelux, Inc., 2018 WL 5606487, at *4 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 14, 2018) (citations and quotes omitted).  

“Courts have inherent power to manage their dockets and stay proceedings, including the authority 

to order a stay pending conclusion of a PTO reexamination.” Ethicon, Inc. v. Quigg, 849 F.2d 1422, 1426-

27 (Fed. Cir. 1988) (citations omitted). And a court is “under no obligation to delay its own proceedings by 

yielding to ongoing PTAB patent [proceedings].” OrthoAccel Techs., Inc. v. Propel Orthodontics, LLC, 
 

1 Effective October 20, 2025, the Director will determine whether to institute an IPR or PGR proceeding. 
See https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/open-letter-and-memo_20251017.pdf. 

Case 3:24-cv-00902-JD     Document 148     Filed 12/09/25     Page 8 of 19

Motive Technologies Exhibit 2004, IPR2026-00034
Page 8



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

 
 

4 
PLAINTIFF MOTIVE’S OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT SAMSARA’S MOTION FOR PARTIAL STAY 

 CASE NO. 3:24-CV-00902-JD 

2018 WL 1989561, at *1 (N.D. Cal. Jan. 19, 2018). Circumstances often weigh against a stay, because “‘[i]f 

litigation were stayed every time a claim in suit undergoes reexamination, federal infringement actions 

would be dogged by fits and starts. Federal court calendars should not be hijacked in this manner.” Comcast 

Cable Commc'ns Corp., LLC v. Finisar Corp., 2007 WL 1052883, at *1 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 5, 2007). 

IV. ARGUMENT 

a. The Stage of This Action Weighs Against Stay 

“First, the Court looks to the question of whether litigation has progressed significantly enough for 

a stay to be disfavored. In weighing this factor, courts examine the posture and circumstances of each case 

on an individual basis.” PersonalWeb Techs., LLC v. Apple Inc., 69 F. Supp. 3d 1022, 1025 (N.D. Cal. 

2014). This case has advanced substantially since its filing on February 15, 2024. The parties have spent 

more than one year and nine months litigating their disputes—including during the nine-month period 

during which the case was stayed. The Court entered a Scheduling Order setting a trial date long before 

Samsara filed the present motion. ECF 115. Pursuant to that scheduling order, the parties already served 

infringement and invalidity contentions, and exchanged proposed claim terms for construction.  Additional 

claim construction disclosures are underway. 

The parties also have invested significant resources in motion practice and discovery. They have 

agreed to all case management deadlines—including a trial date—and have filed competing dispositive 

motions. Beyond that, they have exchanged 264 requests for production, 33 interrogatories, and well over 

a dozen third-party subpoenas, produced more than 20,000 pages of documents, and conducted numerous 

source code inspections (on both sides). This case is well past the early, pre-contentions stage. 

Courts find that circumstances such as these weigh against a stay. Entangled Media, LLC v. Dropbox 

Inc., 732 F. Supp. 3d 1120, 1125 (N.D. Cal. 2024) (“the Court had already heard arguments on a dispositive 

motion and set a case schedule with a trial date, and the parties had engaged in significant discovery and 

started the claims construction process. The Court no longer considers this case to be in its ‘infancy.’”); 

Nike, Inc. v. Skechers U.S.A., Inc., 2020 WL 8512299, at *1 (C.D. Cal. Dec. 30, 2020) (“staying litigation 

is not warranted under these circumstances. … Although a trial date has not been set, … significant activity 

has occurred and will shortly occur. … Defendant emphasized its argument that the case is still at an early 

stage in the proceedings, noting that no depositions have been taken, no expert reports have been submitted, 
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and no motions have been filed. The lack of significant activity is an important factor to consider, but the 

persuasive value of this argument is undermined by the fact that the parties (1) have already exchanged 

patent contentions … and (2) are currently engaged in claim construction … . By the time the PTAB decides 

whether to institute IPR, the parties will have already made several exchanges and completed a claim 

construction hearing.”). 

The cases Samsara relies on to argue that this matter is in its “early stages” are inapposite. In LELO, 

the complaint had been filed only two months before the court granted a stay. LELO, Inc. v. Standard 

Innovation (US) Corp., 2014 WL 2879851 (N.D. Cal. June 24, 2014). In Advanced Analogic Technologies, 

the complaint had been filed only nine months before the stay was granted. Advanced Analogic Techs., Inc. 

v. Kinetic Techs., Inc., 2009 WL 4981164 (N.D. Cal. Dec. 15, 2009). Here, by contrast, this case will have 

been pending for nearly two years by the time Samsara’s motion is heard. Samsara filed its challenge 

against the ’580 patent nearly a full year after it was sued (compare ECF 1 with IPR2025-00574), and its 

challenges to the ’276 and ’243 patents were filed 3 and 4 months after amendment, respectively (compare 

ECF 107 with IPR2026-00034 and IPR2026-00108). 

Samsara’s reliance on LBT is likewise misplaced. In LBT, no trial date had been set, and the court 

found no prejudice because the parties were not direct competitors. LBT IP II LLC v. Uber Techs. Inc., 

2023 WL 322894, at *3 (N.D. Cal. Jan. 19, 2023). Here, by Samsara’s own admission, Motive and Samsara 

are direct competitors. See ECF 147 at 15. That distinction matters, because direct competition significantly 

heightens prejudice and weighs heavily against granting a stay—as discussed further below. 

In sum, the procedural posture of this case—nearly two years of litigation, extensive discovery and 

motion practice, exchanged contentions, and claim construction underway—strongly weighs against 

granting a stay. 

b. Samsara’s Simplification Arguments Lack Merit 

This action involves thirteen claims: three patent claims and seven non-patent claims asserted by 

Motive, and three patent counterclaims asserted by Samsara.2 Of the six patents at issue, the PTAB has 

instituted IPR on only one. Samsara did not file IPR petitions on the ’243 and ’276 patents until October 

and November 2025, and institution decisions concerning those petitions are not expected until April or 

 
2 Samsara also filed declaratory judgment counterclaims concerning Motive’s asserted patents.  
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May 2026.  Samsara’s suggestion that a single instituted IPR and two still-pending IPR petitions—none of 

which will reach an institution decision for months—will “significantly simplify the issues” is both 

incorrect and speculative. ECF 147 at 10.  

Critically, even if (i) the PTAB grants all of Samsara’s IPR petitions, (ii) Samsara prevails in 

invalidating all the asserted claims, and (iii) the PTAB’s decisions hold up on appeal, that still would not 

even resolve all the patent claims in this case, much less the seven additional non-patent claims. No matter 

what happens as a result of the one instituted IPR and two pending IPRs, the parties will have to complete 

claim construction disclosures and briefing, the Court will need to conduct a Markman hearing and issue a 

claim construction order, continued fact and expert discovery on patent issues will take place, and patent 

claims will be the subject of pretrial proceedings and trial. And barring a complete victory by Samsara 

before the PTAB and Federal Circuit, all of those events will need to take place twice, in which case a stay 

will multiply rather than simplify the proceedings. To avoid such duplicative, piecemeal litigation, courts 

often decline to stay cases that involve additional patents or non-patent claims not at issue in the parallel 

USPTO proceedings. See, e.g., Space Data Corp. v. Alphabet Inc., 2019 WL 1131420, at *7-8 (N.D. Cal. 

Mar. 12, 2019) (“Indeed, staying the ’706 patent would have no effect on the ’193 patent infringement 

claim, the DTSA and CUTSA trade secret claims, or the breach of contract claim. In other words, the 

parties are set to try this action in August 2019 and the principals and numerous witness are set to appear 

irrespective of whether the ’706 patent is stayed. …Thus, staying the ’706 patent also poses a risk of wasted 

resources as the Court would have to reconvene the parties and witnesses at a later date if the asserted 

claims of the ’706 patent survive IPR.”); Fulfillium, Inc. v. ReShape Med., LLC, 2018 WL 9848044, at *2 

(C.D. Cal. June 4, 2018) (“courts have found stay unwarranted in cases involving several claims unrelated 

to patent infringement”) (vacated on other grounds); IMAX Corp. v. In-Three, Inc., 385 F. Supp. 2d 1030, 

1032-33 (C.D. Cal. 2005) (denying motion to stay because of the “myriad” of non-patent claims and 

counterclaims that would remain unresolved if patent at issue was reexamined).  

Further increasing the potential inefficiencies of a stay, there is a substantial overlap in witnesses, 

products, and technologies between the Motive patent claims that Samsara seeks to stay and the ten 

remaining patent and non-patent claims that will move forward either way. Both parties are direct 

competitors accusing the other of patent infringement of similar products in the fleet management market. 
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Compare ECF 94 ¶¶ 15-25, 49-60 with ECF 107 ¶¶ 29-42, 171. This similarity in products means that, if 

this case was bifurcated into two lawsuits, witnesses would be deposed and documents produced twice. 

Samsara’s patent claims would require both parties to bring forward witnesses and documents that explain 

how their dashcam technology works in order to assess Samsara’s infringement claims and Motive’s non-

patent claims. Then, months or years later, the same would apply in Motive’s infringement lawsuit: both 

parties would have to bring forward the same witnesses and documents to explain how their dashcam 

technology works to assess Motive’s patent claims. Against this backdrop, the cases Samsara relies upon 

are distinguishable: None involved both patent and non-patent claims and the Dialect, Brightex, and 

Evolutionary cases also lacked any patent counterclaims. Compare Topia Tech (ECF 147 at 11), Dialect 

(id.), Brightex (id. at 12), Evolutionary (id. at 13), Sonics (id. at 13), Columbia (id. at 14). 

Even as to the three (of thirteen) claims that could be impacted by the IPRs, the potential for 

simplification is speculative. The PTAB only instituted one of Samsara’s IPR petitions, with the other 

institution decisions not expected for months. Courts have consistently held that simplification is too 

conjectural where the PTAB has not yet taken action. Capella Photonics, Inc. v. Cisco Sys., 2014 U.S. Dist. 

LEXIS 147258, at *5 (N.D. Cal. Oct. 14, 2014) (a “majority of courts ... have denied stay requests when 

the PTAB has not yet acted on the [IPR] petition for review”) (citation omitted); Entangled Media, 732 F. 

Supp. 3d at 1124 (“Courts frequently find that ‘any simplification of the issues is speculative because the 

PTAB has not yet instituted review’ and have denied motions to stay on that ground.”); Uniloc USA Inc v. 

LG Elecs. U.S.A. Inc., 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 72002, at *10 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 29, 2019) (“Courts, including 

this one, have recognized that ‘the filing of an IPR request by itself does not simplify the issues in question 

and trial of the case. Ultimately, the PTO may not institute IPR proceedings.’”). Courts have “no obligation 

to stay proceedings pending parallel litigation in the PTAB.” Space Data Corp., 2019 WL 1131420, at *1.  

Samsara contends that “the IPRs stand to eliminate Motive’s patent infringement case entirely,” 

relying on an asserted statistic that “63% of patents addressed in a Final Written Decision had all claims 

invalidated.” ECF 147 at 11. But the data it cites is outdated—the report in question contains information 

through the end of Fiscal Year 2025 (September 2025), meaning it overwhelmingly covers a period before 

the new USPTO Director took office on September 22, 2025. More recent USPTO data shows an institution 

rate of only 23% for “Electrical/Computer” patents. Declaration of Yang Liu ¶ 2, Ex. A. Recent analyses 
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of institution decisions under the new Director reflect that only four IPR petitions have been instituted 

since he assumed office, having “rejected all of the nearly 100 petitions that reached his desk.” Id. ¶ 3, Ex. 

B. This is nowhere close to demonstrating that the IPRs will meaningfully simplify, let alone “eliminate,” 

any issues in this case.  

Second, generalized statistics—in whatever form—say nothing about the specific merits of the ’580 

patent, and even less about the ’243 and ’276 patents, neither of which has even reached the institution 

stage. Such broad PTAB statistics provide no basis for predicting case-specific outcomes. Entangled 

Media, 732 F. Supp. 3d at 1124 (“relying on general statistics about the PTAB’s rate of instituting claims 

and finding claims unpatentable, Dropbox predicts that the PTAB ‘is likely to institute some or all of 

Dropbox's IPR petitions.’ … [T]hat general prediction—untethered from the specific facts of this case—

provides little guidance.”). 

Samsara also argues that the ’276 petition is likely to be instituted simply because of its “close 

relationship” to the ’580 patent. ECF 147 at 11. But the ’580 and ’276 patents necessarily claim different 

inventions. Kearns v. Gen. Motors Corp., 94 F.3d 1553, 1556 (Fed. Cir. 1996) (“each patent, by law, covers 

a[n] independent and distinct invention”). Indeed, every claim in a patent represents a different invention. 

Gould, Inc. v. United States, 579 F.2d 571, 576 (Ct. Cl. 1978) (“It is also important to keep in mind that 

each claim of a patent is a separate and distinct invention.”). The fact that the USPTO instituted IPR on the 

’580 patent says nothing about whether it will institute review on the ’276 patent. If anything, because they 

claim different inventions, the fact that IPR on one patent was instituted based on a particular reference 

makes it less likely—as a matter of logic—that the same reference would invalidate a different invention.  

Samsara’s argument regarding the ’243 petition likewise fails. ECF 147 at 11. Samsara asserts that 

shared inventors and “similar subject matter” increase the likelihood of institution. But patents having the 

same inventor or general subject matter does not make them the same invention; each was examined 

independently by the USPTO and issued only after a complete and separate review. Samsara’s speculation 

is insufficient to warrant a stay.  

Samsara further claims that “even if any asserted claims ultimately survive, the IPRs will still narrow 

the issues” and potentially add to the prosecution history. ECF 147 at 12-13. But the former argument 

presumes—without any basis—that all petitions will be instituted and that at least some claims will be 
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canceled. And the specter that failed IPRs may nonetheless generate additional prosecution history that can 

be considered when the parties and the Court have to redo discovery, claim construction proceedings, 

pretrial proceedings, and trial only highlights the downside of the requested stay. 

Finally, although by law the instituted ’580 IPR will estop Samsara from raising with the Court 

challenges it could have raised in the IPR, Samsara has not stipulated to a similar estoppel for the ’243 and 

’276 patents. See ECF 147 at 13. Samsara’s failure to expressly affirm to the Court that it will accept 

estoppel for these petitions—instituted or not—weighs against a stay. See Realtime Adaptive Streaming 

LLC v. Google LLC, 2019 WL 13039329, at *3 (C.D. Cal. May 6, 2019) (“the fact that Adobe … does not 

agree to be bound by the full statutory estoppel provisions … against the asserted patents, strongly warrants 

against a stay.”). 

c. Motive Will Face Undue Prejudice If the Court Stays Motive’s Patent Claims 

When evaluating whether a stay would prejudice or create a clear tactical disadvantage to the 

patentee, courts consider “(1) the timing of the petition for review; (2) the timing of the request for the stay; 

(3) the status of review proceedings; and (4) the relationship of the parties.” Entangled Media, 732 F. Supp. 

3d at 1124. All of these factors weigh against a stay here. 

i. Samsara’s Belated IPR Filing Demonstrates Tactical Delay 

Samsara’s late IPR filings suggest an attempt to gain a tactical advantage in this litigation. The ’580 

patent—the only patent for which an IPR has been instituted—was asserted on February 15, 2024. Yet 

Samsara waited until February 14, 2025, the eve of the statutory deadline, to file its IPR petition. See 

IPR2025-00574. 

Courts routinely deny stays in the face of such delays because “[c]ourts expect accused infringers 

to evaluate whether to file, and then to file, IPR petitions as soon as possible after learning that a patent may 

be asserted against them.” Int'l Test Sols., Inc. v. Mipox Int'l Corp., 2017 WL 1316549, at *3 (N.D. Cal. 

Apr. 10, 2017) (internal quotations omitted); accord, Affinity Labs of Texas v. Apple Inc., 2010 WL 

1753206, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 29, 2010) (“Affinity sued Apple in March, 2009 … Apple then waited until 

November, 2009 to file its request for an inter partes reexamination and, once that request was granted in 

February, 2010, it waited another seven weeks to file the instant motion to stay. Overall, these significant 

delays weigh heavily against granting the stay.”); Nike, 2020 WL 8512299, at *1 (“Defendant waited almost 
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a year after it was served with the Complaint to file its IPR petitions. ... Defendant’s delay in filing its IPR 

petitions also weighs against granting a stay”); Ellison Educ. Equip., Inc. v. Stephanie Barnard Designs, 

Inc., 2020 WL 2084674 (C.D. Cal. Jan. 13, 2020), at *2 (“The timing of the request for review—eleven 

months after the parties and the Court set dates for this action—and the fact that IPR has not yet been 

instituted both strongly suggest that a stay should not be granted. As such, the Court is unwilling to disturb 

its own calendar or subject Plaintiff to additional, perhaps extensive delays by staying this case.”); Jiaxing 

Super Lighting Elec. Appliance Co. v. MaxLite, Inc., 2020 WL 5079051, at *4 (C.D. Cal. June 17, 2020) 

(“Because Defendant initiated IPR proceedings relatively recently, granting a stay pending those 

proceedings would create a lengthy delay.”). 

Here, nearly 22 months have passed since the ’580 patent was asserted. Had Samsara acted 

expeditiously, the PTAB would likely have issued a Final Written Decision by now. This is precisely the 

type of delay that weighs against a stay. See, e.g., Netlist, Inc. v. Smart Storage Sys., Inc., 2014 WL 4145412, 

at *3 (N.D. Cal. Aug. 21, 2014) (“The Court [] notes that Defendants have not explained adequately their 

delay in seeking inter partes review. This action has been pending for over a year. Had Defendants acted 

expeditiously in seeking review, the Court would have received an indication by now as to whether the PTO 

would institute the review process. The timing of Defendants’ requests raises concerns that the delay was 

for strategic purposes only.”). 

Samsara attempts to shift blame to Motive for later adding the ’276 and ’243 patents in July 2025. 

But Motive’s amendment was timely under the parties’ stipulation, and the Court found good cause to permit 

it. See ECF 90 at 2; ECF 106. Motive’s proper amendment had no bearing on Samsara’s delay in pursuing 

an IPR. And even with respect to the ’243 and ’276 patents, Samsara waited 3-4 months before filing its 

IPR petitions and then several more weeks after that to file its stay request. 

ii. Samsara’s Tardiness in Moving to Stay Substantially Prejudices Motive 

As discussed above, Samsara’s motion comes nearly 22 months into this litigation—after the parties 

consolidated their claims, after the Court set a unified schedule covering all patent and non-patent claims, 

after the exchange of tens of thousands of documents and the service of patent contentions, and squarely in 

the middle of claim construction. Delaying trial or bifurcating after the case has progressed through 

pleadings, amendments, discovery, claim construction, and scheduling is inconsistent with Motive’s right 
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to prompt enforcement of its IP rights. See Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Blaze Mobile, Inc., 2022 WL 103552, at 

*4 (N.D. Cal. Jan. 11, 2022) (a patentee “has an interest in the timely enforcement of its patent rights”). 

iii. Only One Out of Six Asserted Patents Has Been Instituted for IPR 

The parties collectively assert six patents in this litigation. Motive chose to challenge Samsara’s 

patents in this Court, whereas Samsara—late in the litigation—chose to initiate parallel proceedings before 

the PTAB against Motive’s patents. Of the three IPR petitions Samsara filed, only one has been instituted, 

and that institution occurred in August 2025.  As such, a Final Written Decision on the ’580 patent IPR is 

not expected until August 2026, unless the PTAB chooses to extend that deadline by an additional six 

months to February 2027. 35 U.S.C. §§ 313-314, 316(a)(11). And even then, the decision will not be final 

until completion of the appeals process. See JBF Interlude 2009 Ltd. v. Quibi Holdings LLC, 2020 WL 

6203555, at *8 (C.D. Cal. Oct. 19, 2020) (citing  Evolutionary Intelligence, LLC v. Sprint Nextel Corp., 

2014 WL 4802426, at *4 (N.D. Cal. Sept. 26, 2014)) (“determinations made by the PTAB 

during IPR review will not become binding on this Court until the parties have exhausted 

the appeals process before the Federal Circuit.”).  

The ’276 and ’243 petitions are still in their early stages. Institution decisions will not be rendered 

until April or May 2026, and institution is far from certain. If the PTAB institutes review, Final Written 

Decisions would not issue until as late as November 2027, followed again by a prolonged appellate process. 

But by November 2027, this case will have already been pending for more than 3 years and 8 

months, and the PTAB proceedings—if they proceed at all—will still be far from final. Granting a stay now 

would postpone resolution of Motive’s patent rights far beyond the current trial date. Such an outcome 

would be highly prejudicial to Motive, which is entitled to timely enforcement of its patent rights and has 

diligently prosecuted this case according to the schedule set by the Court. 

iv. Motive Will be Harmed If Its Direct Competitor is Allowed to Delay the Case 

While Continuing to Infringe 

“Court have often found prejudice where, as here, the non-moving party is a direct competitor of 

the movant.”  TPK Touch Sols., Inc v. Wintek Electro-Optics Corportation, 2013 WL 5289015, at *3 (N.D. 

Cal. Sept. 18, 2013).  Motive and Samsara are direct competitors in the AI dashcam and fleet-management 

markets. Motive’s complaint alleges that Samsara sells products that directly compete with—and infringe—
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Motive’s patented technology as part of a broader pattern of unfair competition described in Motive’s 

Second Amended Complaint. ECF 107. Courts consistently recognize that “when the parties are direct 

competitors, the risk of prejudice is higher to the non-moving party than it would be otherwise.” Asetek 

Holdings, Inc v. Cooler. Master Co., 2014 WL 1350813, at *5 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 3, 2014) (collecting cases).  

If Motive’s patent claims are stayed, Motive will suffer substantial and continuing harm. Delaying 

adjudication of Motive’s patent claims—while Samsara continues to sell the accused products for years 

during the pendency of IPR and subsequent appeals—would deprive Motive of the “prompt resolution” it 

is entitled to as a patent owner seeking to stop ongoing infringement. Bd. of Trs. of Leland Stanford Junior 

Univ. v. Stanford Fin. Grp. Co., 2009 WL 10700035, at *2 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 3, 2009) (“litigants seeking to 

halt infringement … are entitled to prompt resolution.”); Avago Techs. Fiber IP (Singapore) Pte. Ltd. v. 

IPtronics Inc., 2011 WL 3267768, at *5 (N.D. Cal. July 28, 2011) (“Staying a case while such harm is 

ongoing usually prejudices the patentee that seeks timely enforcement of its right to exclude”).  

This prejudice is especially pronounced because—along with Motive’s non-patent claims—

Samsara’s own patent claims against Motive will move forward under the Court’s schedule and can be 

adjudicated by August 2027. Motive should not be punished for choosing to enforce its patents in court 

rather than through parallel USPTO proceedings; nor should Samsara be rewarded for failing to diligently 

file its IPRs or seek a stay earlier. 

Because Motive and Samsara compete head-to-head and Motive seeks injunctive relief, monetary 

damages cannot adequately compensate Motive for the competitive harm it would suffer if its claims are 

stayed for several years. A stay would also significantly increase Motive’s litigation costs: Motive would 

be forced to litigate its non-patent claims and Samsara’s patent counterclaims now, and then litigate its own 

patent claims in a separate proceeding years later. This duplication of effort is the type of inefficiency courts 

seek to avoid.  See e.g., Space Data Corp. 2019 WL 1131420, at *7-8 (“staying the ’706 patent also poses 

a risk of wasted resources as the Court would have to reconvene the parties and witnesses at a later date if 

the asserted claims of the ’706 patent survive IPR.”); Tech. Licensing Corp. v. Thomson, Inc., 684 F. Supp. 

2d 1206, 1208 (E.D. Cal. 2010) (“movants’ desire to stay only parts of the patent litigation … would 

necessarily bifurcate the patent infringement litigation … This could result in duplicative discovery later”); 

IMAX, 385 F. Supp. 2d at 1032-33 (denying motion to stay because of the “myriad” of non-patent claims 
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and counterclaims that would remain unresolved if patent at issue was reexamined); Fulfillium, 2018 WL 

9848044, at *2 (“courts have found stay unwarranted in cases involving several claims unrelated to patent 

infringement.”) (vacated on other grounds). 

V. CONCLUSION 

For all of these reasons—the advanced stage of this case, the speculative and limited impact of 

Samsara’s IPRs, and the prejudice to Motive as a direct competitor—Samsara has not carried its burden to 

justify a stay. Motive respectfully requests that the Court deny Samsara’s Motion in its entirety. 

 

     GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP 

 

DATED:  December 9, 2025        By: /s/David S. Bloch   
David S. Bloch (SBN CA 184530) 
Ray C. Huang (SBN CA 361135) 
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101 Second Street, Suite 2200 
San Francisco, California 94105-3668 
Telephone: 415.590.5110 
Facsimile: 415.707.2010 
david.bloch@gtlaw.com 
ray.huang@gtlaw.com 
 
Kyle D. Chen (SBN CA 239501) 
Yang Liu (SBN CA 319390) 
GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP 
1900 University Avenue, 5th Floor 
East Palo Alto, California, 94303 
Telephone: 650.328.8500 
Facsimile: 650.328.8508 
kchen@gtlaw.com 
yang.liu@gtlaw.com 
 
George D. Zalepa (pro hac vice) 
James J. DeCarlo (pro hac vice) 
GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP 
500 Campus Dr Ste 400 
Florham Park, NJ 07932 
973-360-7900 
george.zalepa@gtlaw.com 
decarloj@gtlaw.com 

 
Joseph G. Petrosinelli (pro hac vice) 
C. Bryan Wilson (pro hac vice) 
Jack H. Danon (pro hac vice) 
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Telephone: 202.434.5547 
Facsimile: 202.434.5029 
jpetrosinelli@wc.com 
bwilson@wc.com 
jdanon@wc.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
MOTIVE TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 
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Yang Liu (SBN CA 319390) 
GREENBERG TRAURIG, LLP 
1900 University Avenue, 5th Floor 
East Palo Alto, California, 94303 
Telephone: 650.328.8500 
Facsimile: 650.328.8508 

 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
MOTIVE TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
SAMSARA INC., 
 
 Defendant. 
 

 
 

CASE NO. 3:24-cv-00902-JD 
 
DECLARATION OF YANG LIU IN 
SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFF MOTIVE’S 
OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR STAY 
 
 
Judge:             Hon. James Donato 
Courtroom:     Courtroom 11, 19th Floor 

 
And related cross-action. 
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 2   
DECLARATION OF YANG LIU ISO MOTIVE’S OPPOSITION TO MOTION FOR STAY  
CASE NO. 3:24-CV-00902-JD 
 

I, Yang Liu, declare: 

1. I am an associate at the law firm of Greenberg Traurig, LLP, counsel of record for Motive 

Technologies, Inc. (“Motive”).  I am admitted to practice law and in good standing in the Northern District 

of California and the Courts of the State of California. 

2. Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the United States and Patent Trademark Office 

(“USPTO”)’s Trial Statistics from October 1st, 2025 to October 31st, 2025, resolving at the uniform 

resource locator (“URL”) 

https://www.uspto.gov/sites/default/files/documents/Trial_Stats_October_2025.pdf (last accessed 

December 8, 2025). 

3. Exhibit B is a true and correct copy of an article on Law360 by Dani Kass titled “Squires 

Institutes First PTAB Challenges Since Taking Over,” resolving at the URL 

https://www.law360.com/ip/articles/2417100?nl_pk=aa5c23db-2e6f-44d3-9fd4-

69daaee34039&utm_source=newsletter&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=ip&utm_content=2025-

12-03&read_more=1&nlsidx=0&nlaidx=1 (last accessed December 8, 2025). 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is true and 

correct.   

Executed on December 9, 2025, in East Palo Alto, California. 

 

 By:  /s/ Yang Liu  
Yang Liu 
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PTAB Trial Statistics
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Patent Trial and Appeal Board
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IPR
90 (97%)

PGR 3 (3%)

93
Total

Petitions filed by trial type
FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2025 to Oct. 31, 2025

Trial types include Inter Partes Review (IPR) and Post Grant Review (PGR).
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Electrical/
Computer
64 (69%)

Mechanical/ 
Business Methods 

24 (26%)

Chemical 4 (4%)

Bio/Pharma 1 (1%)

Design 0 (0%)

93
Total

Petitions filed by technology
FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2025 to Oct. 31, 2025
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(90 IPRs in FY 26)

2025

Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct

2026

90

90

135

85

(3 PGRs in FY 26)

131

93

126

104

129

112
123

116117

2 3
119

2
94 6 76 6 73

Petitions filed by month
FY 25 to FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2024 to Oct. 31, 2025

Case 3:24-cv-00902-JD     Document 148-2     Filed 12/09/25     Page 6 of 11

Motive Technologies Exhibit 2004, IPR2026-00034
Page 27



6

FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26

769 752 740

398 375 347

68%67%

39%

50%

620 619

67 107

FY 26 YTD

by petition

66%

DSCO Denied

Instituted 

Denied

Institution rates by petition
FY 22 to FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2021 to Oct. 31, 2025
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FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26

661 648 648

295 255 229

550
470

54%

74%72%

46%

75 88

by patent

69%

FY 26 YTD

Instituted 

Denied

Institution rates by patent
FY 22 to FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2021 to Oct. 31, 2025
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Institution rate for each technology is calculated by dividing petitions instituted by 

decisions on institution (i.e., petitions instituted plus petitions denied). The outcomes of 

decisions on institution responsive to requests for rehearing are excluded.

Bio/Pharma

Chemical

Electrical/Computer

Mechanical/Business…

57% (8 of 14)

63% (12 of 19)

Design (N/A)

23% (21 of 91)

52% (26 of 50)
Mechanical & 

Business Methods

Institution rates by technology
FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2025 to Oct. 31, 2025
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FY 22 FY 23 FY 24 FY 25 FY 26

339

402 387 368

174 189 148 178

165
213

239 190

26%

32%30%
27%

Settlement Rate

7%

813

FY26 YTD5

Settlements

Post-
Institution

Pre-
Institution

Settlement rate is calculated by dividing total settlements by concluded proceedings in each fiscal year (i.e., denied 

institution, settled, dismissed, requested adverse judgment, and final written decision), excluding joined cases.

Settlements
FY 22 to FY 26 through October: Oct. 1, 2021 to Oct. 31, 2025
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Squires Institutes First PTAB Challenges Since Taking Over 

By Dani Kass · Listen to article 

Attached Documents 

Law360 (December 2, 2025, 10:03 PM EST) -- U.S. Patent and Trademark Office Director John Squires Order 

Squires has instituted four inter partes reviews and two post-grant reviews, the first Patent Trial 
Fienile Brief 

and Appeal Board challenges to get his sign-off since he took over the institution review process. 

Alemendra Opposition 

Squires granted petitions Monday that will have the PTAB reviewing the validity of patents Ascletis Brief 

owned by Ascletis Pharma China Co. Ltd., Fienile Agronegocios Ltda., Vampire Labs LLC, Baby 
Conjupro Opposition 

Jogger LLC and MOSAID Technologies Inc . 

Vampire Brief 

Until Monday's decision , Squires had rejected all of the nearly 100 petitions that reached his Apple Opposition 

desk. Squires is the first director to take full control of reviewing petitions for merits and 
MOSAID Brief 

discretionary factors — which he started in October — and his decisions have been simply a list 

Infineon Opposition of case numbers . 

Baby Jogger Brief '682 

In line with that pattern, Monday's decision rejected nine IPR and PGR petitions, determined 26 
Evenflo Opposition '682 

petitions passed his discretionary review and will now be considered on the merits, and denied 

Baby Jogger Brief '771 one petition on the merits. 

Evenflo Opposition '771 

He did not provide explanations for any of the 42 cases in Monday's order. 

Useful Tools & Links 
Two of the petitions Squires agreed a PTAB panel should review came from Evenflo Company 

Add to Briefcase 
Inc ., each challenging a Baby Jogger patent directed to converting a single-seat stroller to a 

Save to PDF & Print 
double. 

Rights/Reprints 

Editorial Contacts 

One of the key reasons Squires, and former acting director Coke Morgan Stewart before him , 

Related Sections 
rejected petitions based on discretion has been for so-called settled expectations, a standard they 

Delaware 
created aiming to let patent owners rest on the knowledge that their older patents won't be 

Intellectual Property 

challenged. That practice, and how it has come about, has drawn much controversy. It is the 
Life Sciences 

subject of several mandamus petitions pending at the Federal Circuit, alongside others Retail & E-Commerce 

challenging how Squires and his deputy, Stewart, are running the agency. Technology 

Texas 

Baby Jogger's denial briefs had argued it had settled expectations based on how long the family PTAB Case Information 

of patents had been in force, while Evenflo's opposition briefs pushed back that the patent 
Case Title 

owner's arguments were misleading, as the two patents at issue were granted in 2023, and that Baby Generation, Inc. d/b/a Mockingbird et 

al. Inter Partes Review 
Baby Jogger has asserted a large group of patents in overlapping litigation. 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01095 
The other big reason Squires, Stewart and multiple USPTO leaders before them have turned away 

Date Filed petitions is the Fintiv precedent, which looks at timing of parallel litigation to see if the work of 
June 06, 2025 

the PTAB would be repetitive. 

Case Title 
While Baby Jogger argued the trial in a parallel case in Delaware federal court should begin in 

Evenflo Company, Inc. et al. Inter Partes 

Review February 2027, Evenflo called that date speculative. Evenflo said, among other arguments, that it 

Case Number has asked the court to stay the proceedings, which Delaware judges often allow, and that would 

IPR2025-01100 
moot the parallel litigation concern. 

Date Filed 

June 06, 2025 Fienile's request for denial argued the PTAB shouldn't review its agricultural management patent, 

given that the agency is already reviewing it as part of a reissue proceeding, and it has promised 
Case Title 

not to assert that patent during the reissue. 
Baby Generation, Inc. d/b/a Mockingbird et 

al. Inter Partes Review 

Challenger Alemendra Pte. Ltd.'s opposition said Fienile had filed the reissue application after Case Number 

IPR2025-01120 knowing about the IPR, undermining the argument of saving agency resources. 

Date Filed 

Vampire Labs' denial brief argued that Apple Inc .'s challenge to its battery charging technology June 13, 2025 

patent should be rejected under Fintiv based on parallel litigation under U.S. District Judge Alan 

Case Title Albright in the Western District of Texas , who regularly rejects stays. The patent has also been in 
Almendra Pte. Ltd. et al. Post grant review 

force for 12 years, which Vampire Labs argues should fall under settled expectations. 

Case Number 

PGR2025-00055 Apple's opposition hit back that the litigation before Judge Albright is in the early stages, and that 

the scheduled trial would start less than a month before the PTAB's decision would be due and Date Filed 

the trial date is likely to move. Also, Apple argues there were no settled expectations because June 16, 2025 

Vampire Labs stopped paying maintenance fees, allowing the patent to lapse. 

Case Title 

Evenflo Company, Inc. Inter Partes Review 
Ascletis Pharma's denial brief tried to get Squires to reject Conjupro Biotherapeutics Inc.'s PGR 

petition for a patent tied to weight loss drugs. The patent owner argued that the petition is based Case Number 

on prior art or arguments already presented to the patent examiner, and Conjupro hadn't shown IPR2025-01122 

that examiner made a mistake. Date Filed 

June 16, 2025 

Conjupro's opposition responded that the art was among hundreds of references provided soon 

Case Title after the examiner allowed the patent. It also stressed that the administration has encouraged 
Evenflo Company, Inc. Inter Partes Review 

patent challenges early into a patent's life, which is the purpose of PGRs. 

Case Number 

Lastly, Squires allowed Infineon Technologies Americas Corp . to pursue its challenge of a patent IPR2025-01140 

owned by MOSAID. Date Filed 

June 17, 2025 

The owner's brief called for a denial because its patent was almost 20 years old, it had been 

Case Title broadly licensed in the semiconductor industry — in fact, Infineon's predecessor negotiated to 
Infineon Technologies Americas Corp. et al. 

license it — and there's pending litigation in the Western District of Texas. Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

Infineon's opposition responded that "everyone knows" the claims are "likely unpatentable," citing IPR2025-01171 

an earlier IPR with a different petitioner that was instituted but then terminated when a 
Date Filed 

settlement was reached. Infineon also argued that similar claims have been found invalid and that June 20, 2025 

there "were severe, demonstrable examination errors." 

Case Title 

Conjupro Biotherapeutics, Inc. et al. Post The challenger also tried to win Squires over by relying on MOSAID being a Canadian company. 
grant review 

Case Number 
"This case is an opportunity for the director to establish that United States patents — even older 

PGR2025-00057 

ones — are not cudgels for foreign patent assertion entities to abuse," Infineon said. 
Date Filed 

June 20, 2025 

Squires has raised concerns about foreign companies misusing the patent system but largely 

focused on Chinese companies. Case Title 

Harbor Freight Tools USA, Inc. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 
Monday's ruling also featured Squires denying a trio of IPR petitions that had previously been 

Case Number 
referred to the board, citing his precedential decision last month faulting challenger Revvo 

IPR2025-01121 

Technologies Inc. for pursuing different claim constructions in different venues as it targeted 

Date Filed 
patents owned by Cerebrum Sensor Technologies Inc. 

June 23, 2025 

Those three petitions from Evenflo, Mockingbird and UPPABABY challenged Baby Jogger 
Case Title 

patents. Apple Inc. Inter Partes Review 
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Case Number 
As for the 26 cases where Squires will review the merits, three were Google LLC challenging 

IPR2025-01215 

Secure Communication Technologies LLC patents, and the rest were Samsung Electronics Co . 

Date Filed 
challenging patents owned by Hannibal IP LLC., XiFi Networks R&D INC., Omni MedSci Inc. and 

June 27, 2025 
Maxell Ltd . Fossil Group Inc ., Oura Health Oy. and OnePlus Technology Co. joined Samsung on 

the Omni challenges. 
Case Title 

Google LLC Inter Partes Review 

--Editing by Brian Baresch. 
Case Number 

IPR2025-01181 
For a reprint of this article, please contact reprints@law360.com . 

Date Filed 

0 Comments July 02, 2025 

Case Title 

Google LLC Inter Partes Review Your name will appear next to your comment. If you do not disclose your full name, your comment will be deleted. Your email address will not be 

visible to the public. 

Case Number Terms of Service 

IPR2025-01182 

Date Filed 

July 02, 2025 

Case Title 

Google LLC Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

Related Articles IPR2025-01183 

Date Filed 
Squires Issues 57 More PTAB Denials, Broken Out By Type 

July 02, 2025 

Squires' First Orders Reject PTAB Petitions En Masse Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Latest PTAB Moves Suggest A Subtle Recalibration 
Case Number 

IPR2025-01204 

Patent Office Leader Rejects IPRs Based On 12-Year Wait 
Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

Mosaid Swings Back At Micron In DRAM Patent Suit 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Here's What You Missed 
Case Number 

IPR2025-01209 

3 Firms Advise On Netflix's Planned $82.7B Warner Bros Buy 
Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

High Court To Review Trump's Birthright Order 

Case Title 

Katten Exceeds Market Bonus Scale, Orrick Matches Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 
Mass Tort Firms Targeted Over Benicar MDL Fees In NJ Suits IPR2025-01207 

Date Filed 

Utah Atty Avoids Monetary Sanction For 'Hallucinated' Cases July 03, 2025 

Case Title Divided DC Circ. Backs Trump's NLRB, MSPB Firings 
Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Justices Take On State Court Review Doctrine Case Case Number 

IPR2025-01205 

2nd Circ. Backs Ex-Goldman Exec's 1MDB Conviction Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

Elon Musk's X Fined €120M By EU For Misleading Users 
Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review NYT, Chicago Tribune Sue Perplexity Over 'Verbatim' Outputs 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01206 

Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01203 

Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01208 

Date Filed 

July 03, 2025 

Case Title 

Google LLC Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01213 

Date Filed 

July 08, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01270 

Date Filed 

July 10, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01188 

Date Filed 

July 11, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01189 

Date Filed 

July 11, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 

Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01316 

Date Filed 

July 17, 2025 
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Case Title 
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grant review 

Case Number 
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Date Filed 
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Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Post 

grant review 

Case Number 

PGR2025-00068 

Date Filed 
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Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Post 

grant review 

Case Number 

PGR2025-00067 

Date Filed 
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Case Title 

Google LLC Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01344 

Date Filed 
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Samsung Electronic Co. Ltd. et al. Inter 
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Case Number 
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Date Filed 
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Case Number 

IPR2025-01361 

Date Filed 

July 29, 2025 

Case Title 

Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. et al. Inter 
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Case Number 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 
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Case Number 
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Date Filed 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 

Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 

Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 

Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 
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SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 

Post grant review 

Case Number 
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Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01253 
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Date Filed 
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Case Title 

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. et al. 

Inter Partes Review 

Case Number 

IPR2025-01254 

Date Filed 

August 05, 2025 

Companies 

Apple Inc. 

Conversant Intellectual Property 

Management Inc. 

Evenflo Co. Inc. 

Fossil Group Inc. 

Google LLC 

Infineon Technologies AG 

Maxell Ltd. 

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd. 

Government Agencies 

Patent Trial and Appeal Board 

U.S. District Court for the Western District 

of Texas 

U.S. Patent and Trademark Office 

Law360 MVP Awards Go To Top 
Attorneys From 76 Firms 

The attorneys chosen as Law360's 2025 MVPs have 

distinguished themselves from their peers by securing 

significant achievements in high-stakes litigation, 

complex global matters and record-breaking deals. 

Top 10 trending in Intellectual Property 

1 
SG Urges Justices To Hear Hikma's 'Skinny 

Label' Patent Case 

2 
Utah Atty Avoids Monetary Sanction For 

'Hallucinated' Cases 

3 
Fed. Circ. Revives Targeted Ad Patent Suit 

Against Meta 

4 
Fed. Circ. Issues Mixed Bag In MemoryWeb 

Patent Fight 

5 
Squires Clarifies Points On Patent Eligibility 

Declarations 

6 
Fed. Circ. Prior Art Ruling Conflicts With AIA, 

Justices Told 

7 
Fed. Circ. Questions Whether Ingevity Can 

Duck $85M Verdict 

8 
Taylor Swift Wants Poet's 'Frivolous' $25M 

Suit Tossed 

9 
Judge Won't Lift Stay On Hopewell Drug 

Launch 

10 
Skybound Hit With $4M IP Theft Suit 

Over 'Stray' Videogame 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 
 

 

 

MOTIVE TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,  

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SAMSARA INC.,  

Defendant. 

 

Case No. 3:24-CV-00902-JD 
 
[PROPOSED] ORDER DENYING SAMSARA, 
INC.’S MOTION TO STAY MOTIVE’S 
PATENT INFRINGEMENT CLAIMS 
PENDING INTER PARTES REVIEW 

 

 
And related cross-action. 

 

 

 Before the Court is Samsara’s Motion to Stay Motive’s Patent Claims and Motive’s Opposition 

thereto. The Court hereby DENIES the motion to stay. 
 

 IT IS SO ORDERED. 

 

Dated:  _____________________ ______________________________________ 
 HON. JAMES DONATO 
 U.S. District Judge 
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