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1 
 

I. Introduction 

Pursuant to Order No. 9, the Commission Investigative Staff (“Staff”) respectfully 

submits this initial Markman brief.  This brief addresses the terms in the claims of asserted U.S. 

Patent Nos. 8,213,970 (“the ’970 Patent); 9,467,838 (“the ’838 patent”); 9,445,251 (“the ’251 

patent”); 9,749,829 (“the ’829 patent”); and 9,820,123 (“the ’123 patent”) (collectively, “the 

Asserted Patents”) that Complainants Advanced Ground Information Systems, Inc. and AGIS 

Software Development LLC (“AGIS” or “Complainants”), Respondents,1 or the Staff have 

identified as in dispute.  Should the private parties raise additional claim construction disputes in 

the future, e.g., as part of their rebuttal Markman briefs or as part of the parties’ pre-hearing 

statements and briefs, the Staff may seek to address such disputes if and when appropriate.   

II. Background 

A. Asserted Claims 

 Complainants allege infringement of claims 2 and 10-13 of the ’970 patent; claims 1, 3, 

5-10, 16, 19, 25, 38, 40, 54-56, 61-64, 68, 71, 72, 80 and 84 of the ’838 patent; claims 1, 2, 5, 7, 

8, 23-25, 28-31, and 35 of the ’251 patent; claims 1, 8, 34, 35, 41, and 68 of the ’829 patent; and 

claims 14 and 36-38 of the ’123 patent.  See Notice of Investigation, 87 Fed. Reg. 80568 

(December 30, 2022).  On the face of the Asserted Patents, all claim priority to the application 

for the non-asserted parent, U.S. Patent 7,031,728 (“the ’728 patent”), filed on September 21, 

 
1 Google LLC; Samsung Electronics, Co., Ltd.; Samsung Electronics America, Inc.; OnePlus 
Technology (Shenzhen) Co., Ltd.; TCL Technology Group; TCL Electronics Holdings Limited; 
TCL Communication Technology Holdings Limited; TCT Mobile (US) Inc.; Lenovo Group 
Ltd.; Lenovo (United States) Inc.; Motorola Mobility LLC; HMD Global; HMD Global OY; 
HMD America, Inc.; Sony Corporation; Sony Mobile Communications, Inc.; ASUSTek 
Computer Inc.; ASUS Computer International; BLU Products; Panasonic Holding Corporation; 
Panasonic Corporation; Kyocera Corporation; Xiaomi Corporation; Xiaomi H.K. Ltd.; Xiaomi 
Communications Co., Ltd.; and Xiaomi Inc. 
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