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

JAWBONE INNOVATIONS, LLC,

Plaintiff,
V.

META PLATFORMS, INC.,
D/B/A META,

Defendant.

WACO DIVISION

Case No. 6:23-cv-00158-ADA-DTG

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

META’S OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF
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