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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC, 
 
 Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. and 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA, INC., 
 
 Defendants. 

 
 
 
 
 Civil Action No. 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP 
 
        JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 
DEFENDANTS’ AMENDED ANSWER, DEFENSES AND COUNTERCLAIMS TO 

PLAINTIFF’S SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT  
 

Defendant Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. (“SEC”) and Samsung Electronics America, Inc. 

(“SEA”) (collectively, “Samsung” or “Defendants”) hereby submit their Answer, Defenses and 

Counterclaims to the Second Amended Complaint for Patent Infringement (“Complaint”) of 

Plaintiff AGIS Software Development, LLC (“AGIS” or “Plaintiff”).  Samsung denies each and 

every allegation and characterization set forth in the Complaint unless expressly admitted herein.  

Samsung responds to each paragraph of the Complaint, as follows:  

THE PARTIES 

1. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the allegations of paragraph 1, and therefore denies them. 

2. Samsung admits that SEC is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of 

the Republic of Korea. Its principal place of business is at 129, Samsung-ro, Yeongtong-gu, 

Suwon-si, Gyeonggi-do, 443-742, Republic of Korea. SEA admits that it does business in the State 
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of Texas and in the Eastern District of Texas. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung denies all 

remaining allegations in paragraph 2. 

3. Samsung admits that SEA is a New York Corporation and has a principal place of 

business at 85 Challenger Rd., Ridgefield Park, NJ 07660. Samsung denies that SEA has corporate 

offices at 2601 Preston Road, #1214, Frisco, Texas 75023, 1303 East Lookout Drive, Richardson, 

Texas 75082 and 2800 Technology Drive, Suite 200, Plano, Texas 75074. Samsung admits that 

SEA has corporate offices at 6225 Excellence Way, Plano, Texas 75023. Except as expressly 

admitted, Samsung denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 3. 

4. Samsung admits that Samsung-branded products are sold in the State of Texas, 

including the Eastern District of Texas. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient 

to form a belief as to the truth of the remaining allegations of paragraph 4, and therefore denies 

them. 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

5. Samsung admits that Plaintiff’s Complaint purports to state an action under the 

patent laws of the United States and that this Court has subject matter jurisdiction over such claims 

under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1338. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung denies all remaining 

allegations in paragraph 5. 

6. Samsung denies that it has committed any acts of infringement within the Eastern 

District of Texas, or any other district. Samsung, for purposes of this action only, does not 

challenge this Court’s personal jurisdiction over Samsung. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung 

denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 6. 

7. Samsung admits that SEA has offices in this district and that for purposes of this action 

only, and without waiving any defense of improper venue in connection with any other cause of 

action or claim, Samsung admits that the Complaint’s alleged venue as to SEA is proper under 28 
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U.S.C. §§ 1400(b) and 1391(b)-(c). Samsung admits that SEC is a foreign corporation and that for 

purposes of this action only, and without waiving any defense of improper venue in connection 

with any other cause of action or claim, Samsung admits that the Complaint’s alleged venue as to 

SEC is proper under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1400(b) and 1391(b)-(c). Samsung reserves the right to argue 

that venue is improper pursuant to the Supreme Court’s decision in TC Heartland v. Kraft Foods 

Group Brands LLC, 137 S. Ct. 1514 (2017). Samsung denies that this District is a convenient 

venue for adjudicating AGIS’s claims against Samsung. Samsung specifically denies that this 

District is the most convenient venue for adjudicating any proposed allegations by AGIS against 

the Google Find My Device in this action, in view of the Federal Circuit’s decision in In re Google 

LLC et al., Nos. 2022-140, -141, -142, 2022 WL 1613192 (Fed. Cir. May 23, 2022), granting 

mandamus relief and ordering transfer of AGIS’s allegations against Samsung and based on 

Google Find My Device from this District to the Northern District of California. Samsung denies 

that it has committed any acts of infringement in this District. Except as expressly admitted, 

Samsung denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 7. 

PATENTS-IN-SUIT 

8. Samsung admits that the cover page of U.S. Patent No. 8,213,970 (the “’970 

Patent”) states that its title is “Method of Utilizing Forced Alerts for Interactive Remote 

Communications” and that it issued on July 3, 2012. Samsung admits that Exhibit A to Plaintiff’s 

Complaint purports to be a copy of the ’970 Patent including the September 1, 2021 Inter Partes 

Review Certificate and the December 9, 2021 Ex Parte Reexamination Certificate. Except as 

expressly admitted, Samsung denies all remaining allegations in paragraph 8. 

9. Samsung admits that the cover page of U.S. Patent No. 9,467,838 (the “’838 

Patent”) states that its title is “Method to Provide Ad Hoc and Password Protected Digital and 

Voice Networks” and that it issued on October 11, 2016. Samsung admits that Exhibit B to 
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Plaintiff’s Complaint purports to be a copy of the ’838 Patent including the May 27, 2021 Ex Parte 

Reexamination Certificate. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung denies all remaining 

allegations in paragraph 9. 

10. Samsung admits that the cover page of U.S. Patent No. 9,749,829 (the “’829 

Patent”) states that its title is “Method to Provide Ad Hoc and Password Protected Digital and 

Voice Networks” and that it issued on August 29, 2017. Samsung admits that Exhibit C to 

Plaintiff’s Complaint purports to be a copy of the ’829 Patent including the August 16, 2021 Ex 

Parte Reexamination Certificate. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung denies all remaining 

allegations in paragraph 10. 

11. Samsung admits that the cover page of U.S. Patent No. 9,820,123 (the “’123 

Patent”) states that its title is “Method to Provide Ad Hoc and Password Protected Digital and 

Voice Networks” and that it issued on November 14, 2017. Samsung admits that Exhibit D to 

Plaintiff’s Complaint purports to be a copy of the ’123 Patent including the September 24, 2021 

Ex Parte Reexamination Certificate. Except as expressly admitted, Samsung denies all remaining 

allegations in paragraph 11. 

12. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the allegations of paragraph 12, and therefore denies them. 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 

13. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the allegations of paragraph 13, and therefore denies them. 

14. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the allegations of paragraph 14, and therefore denies them. 

15. Samsung is without knowledge or information sufficient to form a belief as to the 

truth of the allegations of paragraph 15, and therefore denies them. 
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