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I. INTRODUCTION 

Defendants TCT Mobile (US) Inc., Huizhou TCL Mobile Communication Co., 

Ltd., and Shenzhen TCL Creative Cloud Technology Co., Ltd. (collectively “TCL”) 

motion omits key aspects of the present case relevant to the relief being sought. 

Specifically, TCL’s motion omits that TCL filed a declaratory judgment complaint 

last November. (Dkt. #1.)  TCL’s complaint stated it had reviewed the infringement 

allegations raised within Ancora’s earlier filed “Texas Lawsuit.” (Id., ¶¶13-15.)  And 

upon reviewing Ancora’s infringement allegations, TCL’s complaint alleged that the 

“Accused [TCL] Products” did “not infringe and [have] not infringed any claim” of 

U.S. Patent No. 6,411,941 (“the ‘941 Patent”). (Id., ¶20.)  

But now TCL wants this Court to believe that “it is unclear whether Ancora is 

accusing devices or accusing a system.” (Dkt. #37-1 at pg. 3.)  TCL never explains 

how or why it cannot understand the same infringement allegations it articulated were 

not infringed just several months ago.  Indeed, Ancora’s recently filed Amended 

Complaint (Dkt. #24) that TCL now alleges is “unclear” is duplicative of Ancora’s 

Texas Lawsuit complaint which TCL affirmatively alleged to this Court was not 

infringed.1   

Regardless, Ancora’s Amended Complaint clearly states a claim for patent 

infringement by (i) identifying the asserted patent claim TCL infringes, (ii) identifying 

 
1 It should also be noted that TCL’s motion is a nearly duplicative copy of a motion 
filed by Sony Corporation in a separate, unrelated lawsuit. (Ex. 1.)  This motion filed 
on February 10, 2020 remains undecided by the Delaware District Court.  This likely 
explains why TCL fails to include the factual history pertaining to this case. But 
Sony’s motion does not apply to the present case because the facts and procedural 
history between Ancora and Sony are much different those between Ancora and TCL.   
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