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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
AUSTIN DIVISION

ANCORA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,

Plaintiff,
V.

LG ELECTRONICS INC. and LG
ELECTRONICS U.S.A., INC,,

Defendants.

ANCORA TECHNOLOGIES, INC.,

Plaintiff,
V.

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD.,

and SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS
AMERICA, INC,,

Defendants.

CIVIL ACTION NO. 1:20-CV-00034-ADA

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

CIVIL ACTION NO. 1:20-CV-00034-ADA

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

PUBLIC VERSION

ANCORA'’S OPPOSITION TO SAMSUNG’S MOTIONS FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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