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

MARSHALL DIVISION
Sockeye Licensing TX LLC, Case No. 2:23-cv-305
Plaintiff, Patent Case
v. Jury Trial Demanded

Delta Electronics (USA) Inc.,

Defendant.

COMPLAINT FOR PATENT INFRINGEMENT

Plaintiff Sockeye Licensing TX LLC (“Sockeye”), through its attorney, Isaac Rabicoff,
complains against Defendant Delta Electronics (USA) Inc. (“Defendant”) and alleges the
following:

PARTIES

1. Plaintiff Sockeye Licensing TX LLC is a limited liability company organized and
existing under the laws of Texas with its principal place of business at 320 Wilmette Avenue,
Glenview, IL 60025.

2. Defendant is a corporation organized and existing under the laws of Delaware that
maintains a principal place of business at 2925 E Plano Pkwy, Plano, TX 75074.

JURISDICTION

3. This is an action for Patent infringement arising under the Patent laws of the
United States, Title 35 of the United States Code.
4. This Court has exclusive subject matter jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and

1338(a).
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5. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendant because it has engaged in
systematic and continuous business activities in the Eastern District of Texas. Specifically,
Defendant provides its full range of services to residents in this District. As described below,
Defendant has committed acts of Patent infringement giving rise to this action within this
District.

VENUE

6. Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(c) because Defendant is a
foreign corporation. In addition, Defendant has committed acts of patent infringement in this
District, and Plaintiff has suffered harm in this district.

PATENTS-IN-SUIT

7. Sockeye is the assignee of all right, title, and interest in United States Patent No.
9,547,981 (the “’981 Patent”), including all rights to enforce and prosecute actions for
infringement and to collect damages for all relevant times against infringers of the 981 Patent.
Accordingly, Sockeye possesses the exclusive right and standing to prosecute the present action
for infringement of the 981 Patent by Defendant.

8. Sockeye is the assignee of all right, title, and interest in United States Patent No.
8,135,342 (the “‘342 Patent”), including all rights to enforce and prosecute actions for
infringement and to collect damages for all relevant times against infringers of the ‘342 Patent.
Accordingly, Sockeye possesses the exclusive right and standing to prosecute the present action
for infringement of the ‘342 Patent by Defendant.

9. On January 17, 2017, the United States Patent and Trademark Office issued the
’981 Patent. The 981 Patent is titled “System, Method and Apparatus for Using a Wireless

Device to Control Other Devices.” The application leading to the *981 Patent was filed on
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November 3, 2014, which is a continuation of U.S. Application No. 13/418,829; which was filed
on March 13, 2012; which is a divisional application of U.S. Application No. 11/898,912, now
the *342 Patent, which was filed on September 17, 2007; which claims priority from provisional
application number 60/844,645, which was filed on September 15, 2006. A true and correct
copy of the *981 Patent is attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein by reference. A
true and correct copy of the parent Patent, the 342 Patent, is attached hereto as Exhibit B and
incorporated herein by reference.

10.  Prior to the filing of the applications that matured into the *981 Patent and its
parent 342 Patent in 20006, state of the art cell phone designs emphasized their use as standalone
devices. In the industry it was widely expected that, as the multimedia capabilities of the cell
phone became richer, the cell phone itself would serve as a multimedia player and alternative to
traditional modes of viewing video, such as via television screens. Accordingly, cell phone
manufacturers at the time of filing focused on developing the “onboard” capabilities of their
products, rather than adapting them to connect with and control a higher resolution device. Thus,
for example, the Nokia N92 mobile device announced in 2005 was marketed as a phone for
watching TV. The Nokia N92, while capable of playing “mobile TV,” was designed as an
alternate platform for watching television, and it operated as a standalone device, wholly-
independent of television sets of the period. The ‘342 and *981 Patents went further. In contrast
to the standalone approach of the Nokia N92, the ‘342 and *981 Patents taught particular systems
and methods by which the cell phone could connect with and control a higher resolution display
device, streaming video thereto. The state-of-the-art cell phones of the day were not equipped to
operate in this way, nor was this their goal. Indeed, as Nokia stated at the time, the “Nokia N92

offers easy access to TV programs without having to sit in front of a television set.” Exhibit C.
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Notably, so-called “[t]hird generation mobile phones” or “3G mobiles” which were capable of
“multi-media communication” of this kind—i.e., “viewing TV on a mobile phone”—were far
from the norm in 2006. Exhibit D. As NEC stated at the time, although such devices were
“expected to be extremely popular,” using a cell phone to view television was itself a
“groundbreaking way to use mobile phones.” /d. Still more groundbreaking was the inventive
approach of the ‘342 and *981 Patents, which went beyond the cell phones merely equipped to
play television, such as the Nokia N92 and the NEC €636, and taught particular systems and
methods by which the cell phone could connect with and control a higher resolution display
device for streaming video. The claimed inventions would have been inoperable on even the
most sophisticated cell phones of the period, such as the Nokia N92 and NEC €636, because they
required significant technical advancements and improvements to the hardware and software
“stack” of the cell phone in order to enable their inventive functionality. See Exhibit E.

Background of the Patented Technology

11. The 342 and ’981 Patents taught the hardware and software “stack” necessary to
implement the particular methods claimed in the Patents. For example, Figure 3D illustrates the
relationships between the hardware and software components of the cell phone itself, as well as
the internet and a high-resolution display device, in terms of their hierarchy and I/O requirements
and functions. Figure 3D teaches a cell phone operating system that supports TCP/IP services, a
desktop browser and operating system within the cell phone, and the device drivers necessary to
manage streaming media as it is received from the network, rendered by the operating system,
and communicated to external devices. Figure 3D teaches that the cell phone’s device drivers
interact with the peripheral communications hardware and software that, in turn, communicates

with external display devices. Further, Figure 3B shows that the peripheral communications
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hardware and software interacts with multichannel USB, and IEEE 1394 and IEEE 802.11
protocols that, in turn, use a multiport wireless interface to communicate with a high-resolution
digital display device. Without the hardware and software stack (or its equivalents) disclosed,
inter alia, in Figures 3B and 3D of the ‘342 and *981 Patents, the claimed inventions would have
been inoperable. The hardware and software stack disclosed in the Patents was absent from the
more advanced cell phones of the day (e.g., the Nokia N92 and NEC e636), which were designed
as mere standalone devices—a completely different paradigm than that disclosed in the 342 and
’081 Patents, which teach the cell phone connecting with and controlling a higher resolution
display device on which media may be streamed.

12.  In the few prior art examples where a cell phone was actually connected to
another device, the cell phone was used in a manner completely different than that claimed in the
‘342 and 981 Patents, and for different purposes. As the inventor pointed out during
prosecution of the parent *342 Patent, the prior art merely “describe[d] a conventional tethering
operation of a cell phone to a computer, and not peripheral cell phone control of the claimed
invention.” Exhibit F [Prosecution History of 342 Parent Patent, Amendment, May 31, 2011, at
11]. According to the “conventional tethering operation[s]” of the prior art, the “PC or laptop
connects to the internet via another PC’s or a cell phone’s wireless Internet connection,
providing a bridge connection but not ceding control.” Id. By contrast, the “instant invention,”
the inventor explained, “does not use a cell phone to connect a ‘computer’ to the Internet” —
“[q]uite the reverse, the instant invention connects peripheral devices (connected to the
computer) to the cell phone to create a desktop computing environment on the cell phone.” 1d.
As the inventor described it in a later amendment during prosecution of the *342 parent Patent,

the “present invention” was one “directed to an innovative approach to employ a cell phone or
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