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

WICHITA FALLS DIVISION 
 
SUMMIT 6 LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
HTC CORPORATION,  
HTC AMERICA, INC.,  
LG ELECTRONICS, INC., 
LG ELECTRONICS USA, INC., 
LG ELECTRONICS MOBILECOMM  
USA, INC.,  
MOTOROLA MOBILITY LLC, and 
TWITTER INC., 
 

Defendants. 
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SUMMIT 6 LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
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APPLE INC. 
 

Defendant.  
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OF PLAINTIFF SUMMIT 6, LLC 
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