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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

LUMINATI NETWORKS LTD. 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

UAB TESONET, 

Defendants. 

Case No.  2:18-cv-299-JRG 

LUMINATI’S OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 

(LOCAL PATENT RULE 4-5(a)) 
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