
 
 

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

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 

 
 
CORE WIRELESS LICENSING S.A.R.L.,

 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 

 

LG ELECTRONICS, INC., AND LG 
ELECTRONICS MOBILECOMM U.S.A., 
INC. 
 
 Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
 

Civil Action No. 2:14-cv-911-JRG-RSP 
(lead case) 

 
JURY TRIAL REQUESTED 

 
 

 
 

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

TYLER DIVISION 
 

 
 
CORE WIRELESS LICENSING S.A.R.L.,

 
 Plaintiff, 
 
v. 

 
APPLE INC., 

 
 Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 
 
Civil Action No. 6:14-cv-751-JRG-JDL 

 
 

JURY TRIAL REQUESTED 
 
 

 
 

 
RESPONSIVE CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF OF DEFENDANTS  

LG ELECTRONICS, INC., LG ELECTRONICS MOBILECOMM U.S.A., INC., AND 
APPLE INC.—GROUP 3 PATENTS  
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