
 

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

MARSHALL DIVISION 

 
 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC, 
 
Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 

HUAWEI DEVICE USA INC., HUAWEI 
DEVICE CO., LTD. AND HUAWEI DEVICE 
(DONGGUAN) CO., LTD., 
HTC CORPORATION,  
LG ELECTRONICS INC.,  
APPLE INC.,  
ZTE CORPORATION, ZTE (USA), INC., 
AND ZTE (TX), INC., 
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Member Cases: 
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