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

MARSHALL DIVISION 
 
AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD. and 
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS, AMERICA, 
INC., 
 

Defendants. 

§ 
§ 
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§ 
§ 
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Case No. 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP 
 
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 
 

 

 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC’S 
OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 

 

 

 

Case 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP   Document 87   Filed 07/21/23   Page 1 of 34 PageID #:  5872

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


i 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
Page(s) 

 
I. INTRODUCTION .............................................................................................................. 1 

II. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION STANDARD OF REVIEW .................................................. 1 

A. GOVERNING LAW ............................................................................................... 1 

B. LEVEL OF ORDINARY SKILL IN THE ART .................................................... 1 

C. PRIOR LITIGATION ............................................................................................. 2 

III. THE ASSERTED PATENTS ............................................................................................. 3 

1. ’970 Patent .................................................................................................. 3 

2. ’838 Patent .................................................................................................. 3 

3. ’829 Patent .................................................................................................. 4 

4. ’123 Patent .................................................................................................. 4 

IV. GOVERNING LAW ........................................................................................................... 4 

V. LEVEL OF ORDINARY SKILL IN THE ART ................................................................ 7 

VI. DISPUTED CLAIM TERMS ............................................................................................. 8 

A. ’970 Patent .............................................................................................................. 8 

1. Term 1: “status data” (Claims 2 and 10, ’970 Patent”) ............................... 8 

2. Term 2: “means for displaying a geographical map with 
georeferenced entities on the display of the sender PDA/cell 
phone” (Claim 2, ’970 Patent”) ................................................................ 11 

3. Term 3: “means for obtaining location and status data associated 
with the recipient PDA/cell phone” (Claim 2, ’970 Patent”).................... 14 

4. Term 4: “means for presenting a recipient symbol on the 
geographical map corresponding to a correct geographical 
location of the recipient PDA/cell phone” (Claim 2, ’970 Patent”) ......... 15 

5. Term 5: “which triggers the forced message alert software 
application program to take control of the recipient PDA/cell 
phone” (Claim 10, ’970 Patent”) .............................................................. 20 

Case 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP   Document 87   Filed 07/21/23   Page 2 of 34 PageID #:  5873

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


ii 

6. Term 6: “predetermined network of participants, wherein each 
participant has a similarly equipped PDA/cell phone” (Claim 2, 
’970 Patent”) ............................................................................................. 21 

7. Term 7: “group” (Claims 1, 19, and 54 of the ’838 Patent; claims 
1, 34, and 35 of the ’829 Patent; and claims 1, 14, 17, 23, and 36 
of the ’123 Patent) ..................................................................................... 23 

VII. CONCLUSION ................................................................................................................. 26 

 

Case 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP   Document 87   Filed 07/21/23   Page 3 of 34 PageID #:  5874

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


iii 

TABLE OF AUTHORITIES 

 Page(s) 

Cases 
Advanced Ground Info. Sys., Inc. v. Life360, Inc., 

830 F.3d 1341 (Fed. Cir. 2016)..........................................................................................18, 19 

Advanced Ground Info. Sys., Inc. v. Life360, Inc., 
No. 14-80651-CV, 2014 WL 12652322 (S.D. Fla. Nov. 21, 2014) ........................................19 

AGIS Software Dev. LLC v. Google LLC, 
No. 5:22-cv-04826-BLF, Dkt. 434 (N.D. Cal. Apr. 3, 2023) ..................................................24 

AGIS Software Dev., LLC v. Huawei Device USA Inc., 
No. 2:17-cv-513-JRG, 2018 WL 4908169 (E.D. Tex. Oct. 10, 2018) ............................1, 2, 25 

Alexsam, Inc. v. Cigna Corp., 
No. 2:20-cv-00081-JRG-RSP, 2021 WL 1561606, at *3 (E.D. Tex. Apr. 20, 
2021) ..........................................................................................................................................3 

Apple, Inc. v. Ameranth, Inc., 
842 F.3d 1229 (Fed. Cir. 2016)..........................................................................................20, 22 

Bell Atl. Network Servs., Inc. v. Covad Commc’ns Grp., Inc., 
262 F.3d 1258 (Fed. Cir. 2001)..................................................................................................5 

Biosig Instruments, Inc. v. Nautilus, Inc., 
783 F.3d 1374 (Fed. Cir. 2015)..................................................................................................7 

C.R. Bard, Inc. v. U.S. Surgical Corp., 
388 F.3d 858 (Fed. Cir. 2004)..................................................................................................25 

Comark Commc’ns, Inc. v. Harris Corp., 
156 F.3d 1182 (Fed. Cir. 1988)................................................................................................21 

Elkay Mfg. Co. v. Ebco Mfg. Co., 
192 F.3d 973 (Fed. Cir. 1999)....................................................................................................7 

Finisar Corp. v. DirecTV Grp., Inc., 
523 F.3d 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2008)..................................................................................................3 

GE Lighting Sols., LLC v. AgiLight, Inc., 
750 F.3d 1304 (Fed. Cir. 2014)............................................................................................6, 20 

Howemedia Osteonics Corp. v. Wright Med. Tech., Inc., 
540 F.3d 1337 (Fed. Cir. 2008)................................................................................................22 

Case 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP   Document 87   Filed 07/21/23   Page 4 of 34 PageID #:  5875

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


iv 

Interactive Gift Express, Inc. v. Compuserve Inc., 
256 F.3d 1323 (Fed. Cir. 2001)..................................................................................................5 

Interval Licensing LLC v. AOL, Inc., 
766 F.3d 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2014)..................................................................................................7 

Liebel-Flarsheim Co. v. Medrad, Inc., 
358 F.3d 898 (Fed. Cir. 2004)..................................................................................................21 

Luminara Worldwide, LLC v. Liown Elecs. Co., 
814 F.3d 1343 (Fed. Cir. 2016)..............................................................................................5, 6 

Markman v. Westview Instruments, Inc., 
517 U.S. 370 (1996) ...........................................................................................................2, 3, 4 

Markman v. Westview Instruments, Inc., 
52 F.3d 967 (Fed. Cir. 1995)......................................................................................................5 

Maurice Mitchell Innovations, LP v. Intel Corp., 
No. 2:04-CV-450, 2006 WL 1751779, at *4 (E.D. Tex. June 21, 2006) ...................................2 

Merck & Co. v. Teva Pharms. USA, Inc., 
395 F.3d 1364 (Fed. Cir. 2005)................................................................................................22 

Nanoco Techs. Ltd. v. Samsung Elecs. Co., Ltd., 
No. 2:20-cv-00038-JRG, 2021 WL 1890453 (E.D. Tex. May 11, 2021) ................................21 

Nautilus, Inc. v. Biosig Instruments, Inc., 
134 S. Ct. 2120 (2014) ...............................................................................................................7 

Noah Sys., Inc. v. Intuit Inc., 
675 F.3d 1302 (Fed. Cir. 2012)................................................................................................18 

Phillips v. AWH Corp., 
415 F.3d 1303 (Fed. Cir. 2005) (en banc) ....................................................................... passim 

Playtex Prod., Inc. v. Procter & Gamble Co., 
400 F.3d 901 (Fed. Cir. 2005)....................................................................................................6 

Renishaw PLC v. Marposs Societa' per Azioni,  
158 F.3d 1243 (Fed. Cir. 1998)............................................................................................6, 25 

SciMed Life Sys. Inc. v. Advanced Cardiovascular Sys., Inc., 
242 F.3d 1337 (Fed. Cir. 2001)..................................................................................................6 

Seoul Semiconductor Co. v. Nichia Corp., 
596 F. Supp. 2d 1005 (E.D. Tex. 2009) .....................................................................................1 

Case 2:22-cv-00263-JRG-RSP   Document 87   Filed 07/21/23   Page 5 of 34 PageID #:  5876

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


