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HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., 
HUAWEI DEVICE USA, INC., and 
HUAWEI TECHNOLOGIES USA, INC., 
 

Plaintiffs / Counterclaim-
Defendants, 

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

Defendants / Counterclaim-
Plaintiffs, 
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SAMSUNG RESEARCH AMERICA, 
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v. 
 
HISILICON TECHNOLOGIES CO., LTD., 
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1. SAMSUNG’S ANTITRUST CLAIM 
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SAMSUNG’S ’350 PATENT CLAIM 
 

3. NON-INFRINGEMENT OF 
SAMSUNG’S ’130 PATENT CLAIMS 
 

4. NON-INFRINGEMENT OF 
SAMSUNG’S RE105 PATENT 
 

5. NON-INFRINGEMENT OF 
SAMSUNG’S ’825 PATENT CLAIMS 
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Time: 2:00 p.m. 
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