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5/31/19 Scheduling Order from District Court Action 2001
3/10/15 Letter from Apple to Maxell 2002
5/15/15 Letter from Apple to Maxell 2003
5/17/18 Letter from Maxell to Apple 2004
Maxell’s Infringement Contentions from District Court Action 2005
Apple’s Invalidity Contentions from District Court Action 2006
Hayashida Chart from Apple’s Invalidity Contentions 2007
Hayashida Chart from Apple’s Expert Report from District Court 2008
Action

Abowd Chart from Apple’s Expert Report from District Court Action 2009
Apple’s Final Election of Prior Art 2010
1/8/20 Minute Order 2011
8/28/19 Minute Order 2012
9/18/19 Minute Order 2013
Markman Decision from District Court Action 2014
4/20/20 Scheduling Order from District Court Action 2015
Declaration of Tiffany A. Miller 2016
5/8/20 Notices of Compliance 2017
Decision denying Apple’s Motion to Stay 2018
’498 IPR Preliminary Response 2019
’498 IPR Petition (ASUS) 2020
Getting Heading and Course Information 2021
Getting the Heading and Course of a Device 2022
Wayback Machine excerpts 2023
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