
  

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC, 

 

            Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

HUAWEI DEVICE USA INC., et al.,  

 

           Defendants. 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

§ 

 

 

 

 

Civil Action No. 2:17-CV-513-JRG 

(LEAD CASE) 

 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC, 

 

            Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

APPLE INC., 

 

          Defendant. 

 

§ 

§ 

§ 
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§ 

 

 

 

 

Civil Action No. 2:17-CV-516-JRG 

(CONSOLIDATED CASE) 

 

DEFENDANT APPLE INC.’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OF 

INVALIDITY OF U.S. PATENT NOS. 9,467,838; 9,445,251; 9,408,055; AND 9,749,829 

UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 101 
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