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

TYLER DIVISION 

PAPST LICENSING GMBH & CO. KG, 
 
 Plaintiffs, 
 
  v. 
 
APPLE, INC., et al. 
 
Defendants. 
 

§        
§        
§ 
§    CIVIL ACTION NO. 6:15-cv-1095 
§    (LEAD CASE)  
§             
§     JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
§ 
§   
§ 

 
PLAINTIFF’S OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 
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