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

AGIS Software Development, LLC,
Plaintiff,
V.

ZTE CORPORATION AND
ZTE (TX), INC,,

Case No. 2:17-CV-00517-JRG

Defendants.

N e’ e N N N N N N N N N N N

DEFENDANT ZTE (TX), INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS PLAINTIFF’S COMPLAINT
FOR FAILURE TO STATE A CLAIM AND IMPROPER VENUE OR IN THE
ALTERNATIVE TO TRANSFER
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