
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

HUAWEI DEVICE USA INC., HUAWEI 

DEVICE CO., LTD. AND HUAWEI DEVICE 

(DONGGUAN) CO., LTD. 

Defendants. 

 

LEAD CASE NO. 2:17-cv-513-JRG 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

AGIS SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT LLC 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

LG ELECTRONICS, INC. 

Defendant. 

  

MEMBER CASE NO. 2:17-cv-515-JRG 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

DEFENDANT LG ELECTRONICS, INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS FOR LACK OF 

PERSONAL JURISDICTION OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, TO TRANSFER VENUE 

TO THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA  
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