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DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO TRANSFER – Page 1 

 

I. INTRODUCTION 

This case belongs in California. This is a dispute between (a) California-headquartered 

corporations, (b) over patents purportedly originating from research in California, (c) issued to 

named inventors who overwhelmingly live in California, (d) conveyed to the plaintiff through 

California contracts, and (e) regarding accused devices .  

No party has relevant ties to Texas. Plaintiff Sable Networks, Inc. “is a corporation 

organized and existing under the laws of the State of California.” Complaint, Dkt. No. 1, at 8 ¶ 13. 

Sable’s purported headquarters, executives, and engineers appear to be located in the Northern 

District of California within minutes of Defendants’ headquarters. Relevant third parties also are 

in California. Sable alleges it acquired the asserted patents and a related product from Caspian 

Networks LLC. Caspian is defunct, but its remnants are in California, including former executives 

and engineers expected to be third-party witnesses. While Hewlett Packard Enterprise Company 

has an office in Plano, Texas, that is not an Aruba Networks, Inc. office and does not contain 

sources of proof. 

In a case such as this—where no party has relevant ties to Texas, and relevant party and 

third-party ties to California are overwhelming—transfer is both appropriate and mandatory. The 

facts of this case favor transfer even more than the facts of In re Google and In re HP I, where the 

plaintiff had an employee or kept an office in Texas. See In re Google Inc., No. 2017-107, 2017 

WL 977038 (Fed. Cir. Feb. 23, 2017); In re HP Inc., No. 2018-149, 2018 WL 4692486 (Fed. Cir. 

Sept. 25, 2018). “Given … HP’s presence in the transferee venue, and no readily apparent 

connection with the Eastern District of Texas,” “this is one of those cases” where transfer is 

required. In re HP Inc., No. 2020-140, 2020 WL 5523561, at *2 (Fed. Cir. Sept. 15, 2020). Thus, 

Defendants respectfully request transfer to NDCA under 28 U.S.C. § 1404.  
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