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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF

HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS

_ JUDICIAL DISTRICT

PLAINTIFF ARIGNA TECHNOLOGY LIMITED'S ORIGINAL PETITION

Plaintiff Arigna Technology Limited ("Arigna") files this Original Petition against

Defendants Longford Capital Fund III, LP ("Longford") and Susman Godfrey L.L.P.

("Susman") (Longford and Susman, collectively, "Defendants"), and respectfully shows as

follows:

Discovery Control Plan Level

1. Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 190.1, Arigna states that it intends

to conduct discovery under Level 2 of Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 190.

Statement Regarding Claims for Relief

2. Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 47(c), Arigna states that it seeks

monetary relief over $1,000,000 and non-monetary relief.

3. Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 47 (b), Arigna states that the dam-

ages sought by Arigna are within the jurisdictional limits of the Court.

4. Pursuant to Texas Rule of Civil Procedure 47(d), Arigna demands judgment
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for all other relief to which Arigna deems itself entitled.

Parties

5. Arigna is an Irish entity with its principal place of business in Dublin, Ireland.

For diversity jurisdiction purposes, Arigna is an alien.

6. Longford is a Delaware limited partnership with its principal place of busi-

ness at 35 West Wacker Drive, Suite 3700, Chicago, Illinois 60601. Longford has previously

represented that the general partner of Longford is Longford Investment Group, LLC,

which is a Delaware limited liability company. Longford has also previously indicated that

it has 180 beneficial owners and that 3% of Longford is beneficially owned by non-United

States persons. Upon information and belief, Longford has approximately 180 limited part-

ners, and at least some of Longford's limited partners are comprised of corporations, lim-

ited partnerships or limited liability companies at least one of whom is an alien. Accord-

ingly, for diversity jurisdiction purposes, Longford is an alien. Because both Arigna and

Longford are aliens, diversity jurisdiction is not present. Longford may be served with pro-

cess through its registered agent, Cogency Global, Inc., 850 New Burton Road, Suite 201,

Dover, Delaware 19904.

7. Susman is a Texas limited liability partnership with its principal place of busi-

ness at 1000 Louisiana, Suite 5100, Houston, Texas 77002. At least one of Susman's lim-

ited partners is a Texas citizen, making Susman a Texas citizen for diversity jurisdiction

purposes. Accordingly, this lawsuit is not removable to federal court. Susman may be served

with process at 1000 Louisiana, Suite 5100, Houston, Texas 77002, or wherever it may be

found.
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Jurisdiction and Venue

8. Subject-matter jurisdiction exists over this lawsuit as the claims, subject mat-

ter, and amount in controversy are within this Court's jurisdiction. See, e.g., Tex. Gov't

Code § 24.007; Tex. Const. Art. V, § 8; Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 171.081; Tex. Civ.

Prac. & Rem. Code § 37.003.

9. The Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants. At a minimum, Sus-

man is a Texas resident and citizen, and on information and belief, at least one of Long-

ford's owners is as well. Defendants have also entered into (in the case of Susman) or sought

to enforce (in the case of Longford) one or more contracts having substantial connections

with Texas. For example, the contract that Longford relied on the in underlying JAMS ar-

bitration to pursue its arbitration against Arigna (i) called for the application of Texas law,

(ii) stated that certain disputes "shall be resolved by final and binding arbitration conducted

in Houston, Texas, administered by and in accordance with the then-existing JAMS Com-

prehensive Arbitration Rules and Procedures [,]" and (iii) provided that "the state or federal

courts in Houston, Texas, shall be the exclusive venue for any motion to confirm or vacate

any arbitration award." Longford also sought to enforce, against Arigna, a contract that

Longford entered into with Susman (a Texas resident). See Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code §

17.042(1). As such, Defendants have consented to or are subject to this Court's personal

jurisdiction with respect to this petition which, among other things, seeks to vacate the

January 28, 2026 Final Decision of the JAMS Arbitration Appeal Panel (the "Final Deci-

sion").

10. Venue is proper in this Court, at a minimum because (i) all or a substantial

part of the events or omissions giving rise to the petition occurred in Harris County, Texas,
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(ii) Susman's principal office in Texas is in Harris County, and (iii) as noted above, the

contract that Longford relied on in the underlying JAMS arbitration to pursue its arbitra-

tion against Arigna (a) stated that certain disputes "shall be resolved by final and binding

arbitration conducted in Houston, Texas, administered by and in accordance with the then-

existing JAMS Comprhensive Arbitration Rules and Procedures" and (b) provided that

"the state or federal courts in Houston, Texas, shall be the exclusive venue for any motion

to confirm or vacate any arbitration award." Further, because venue is at a minimum proper

as to Susman, venue is also proper as to Longford because Arigna's claims all arise out of

the same transaction, occurrence, or series of transactions or occurrences. See Tex. Civ.

Prac. & Rem. Code § 15.002(a)(1), (3); Tex. Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code § 15.005; Tex. Civ.

Prac. & Rem. Code § 171.096.

Facts

11. Arigna incorporates the foregoing paragraphs by reference as if fully set forth

herein.

12. On August 24, 2020, Arigna and Susman entered into an engagement agree-

ment (the "Original Engagement Agreement") wherein Susman agreed to represent Arigna

concerning the enforcement of specific patents owned by Arigna. The Original Engagement

Agreement contained a "Dispute Resolution" clause calling for JAMS arbitration in Hou-

ston, Texas.

13. On August 25, 2020, Susman and Longford entered into a Funding Agree-

ment (the "Funding Agreement"), which related to the funding of certain Susman fees and

costs associated with Arigna's patent enforcement campaigns.

14. On July 9, 2021, Arigna and Susman entered into an amended engagement
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agreement (the "Amended Engagement Agreement") wherein Susman agreed to represent

Arigna concerning the enforcement of additional patent rights owned by Arigna and spec-

ified in the Amended Engagement Agreement.  The Amended Engagement Agreement was

made subject to the "Dispute Resolution" provisions in the Original Engagement Agree-

ment.

15. In late 2023, a dispute arose between Arigna, Susman, and Longford con-

cerning how much Longford was owed in view of a multiparty settlement agreement that

Arigna and a number of other parties entered into with a third party who was a defendant

in multiple patent infringement lawsuits. More particularly, the dispute involved determin-

ing how much of the third party's settlement payment constituted "Proceeds" under the

Amended Engagement Agreement and/or the Funding Agreement. Longford was only en-

titled to receive a share of the defined term "Proceeds." Longford claimed entitlement to

its share based on the full settlement payment amount, despite the fact that the settlement

(and thus, the related settlement payment) involved not only Arigna, but numerous entities

and individuals who (i) were not represented by Susman, (ii) were not funded by Longford,

and (iii) owned their own patents that were not the subject of the Funding Agreement, the

Original Engagement Agreement, or the Amended Engagement Agreement. Arigna and

Susman, on the other hand, took the position that Longford's share had to be calculated

based on an amount less than the full settlement payment. After the parties' dispute arose,

Arigna deposited $5.53 million (the full amount that Arigna received from the settlement

payment) into Susman's escrow account (the "Deposit"), which constituted the maximum

amount that Arigna believed that Longford could be entitled to from the settlement
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payment.

16. On December 18, 2023, Arigna filed a Complaint seeking declaratory relief

concerning a UCC-1 financing statement that Longford filed that purported to perfect a

first-priority security interest in certain settlement "Proceeds." See Arigna Technology Lim-

ited v. Longford Capital Fund, III, LP, No. 1:23-cv-01441 (D. Del.), ECF No. 1 (the "Dela-

ware Action").1

17. On January 8, 2024, Longford filed a Statement of Claim with JAMS against

Arigna and Susman.

18. On June 5, 2024, the Delaware district court granted Longford's Motion to

Compel Arbitration. See Arigna Technology Limited v. Longford Capital Fund, III, LP, No.

1:23-cv-01441 (D. Del.), ECF No. 56. The district court found, among other things, that

"Defendant [Longford], as a third-party beneficiary to the Engagement Agreement, can

enforce the Engagement Agreement's arbitration provision." Id. at 14. The Court ordered

that Longford's "Motion to Compel Arbitration (D.I. 17) is GRANTED, and this matter

1 Arigna filed the Delaware Action in federal court based on diversity jurisdiction be-

cause Arigna, at that time, believed that Arigna and Longford were diverse from one an-

other. In the Delaware Action, Longford failed to comply with its Federal Rule of Civil

Procedure 7.1 obligation to "identify the citizenship of every individual or entity whose
citizenship is attributed to" Longford, as Longford failed to disclose the names and citizen-

ships of its limited partners. Arigna recently came to learn that Longford has numerous

limited partners some of whom are aliens like Arigna. Longford, accordingly, is an alien for

diversity jurisdiction purposes. Longford's alien status precluded the Delaware federal
court from having diversity jurisdiction in the Delaware Action. Arigna intends to file mo-

tions in the Delaware Action asking the Delaware court to (i) unstay the Delaware Action,
(ii) dismiss the Delaware Action for lack of subject-matter jurisdiction, (iii) set aside the

Delaware court's order sending the parties' dispute to arbitration, and (iv) vacate the sub-
sequent JAMS Appellate Panel's Final Decision and the Arbitrator's Final Award because

the order sending the parties' dispute to arbitration was void for lack of jurisdiction. If the

Delaware court does not grant Arigna this relief, Arigna intends to appeal the Delaware

court's arbitrability ruling to the Third Circuit Court of Appeals. Arigna intends to request

that this Court stay this proceeding pending the final conclusion of the Delaware Action.
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