
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

 

QUEST NETTECH CORPORATION, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

APPLE INC., 

 

Defendant. 
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Case No. 2:19-cv-00118-JRG 

 

 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

PLAINTIFF QUEST NETTECH CORPORATION’S RESPONSE IN 

OPPOSITION TO APPLE INC.’S MOTION 

TO TRANSFER VENUE UNDER 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) (DKT. 20) 
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1 

Plaintiff, Quest NetTech Corporation (“NetTech” or “Plaintiff”), hereby opposes 

Defendant Apple Inc.’s (“Apple” or “Defendant”) Motion to Transfer Venue Under 28 U.S.C. 

§ 1404(a) (Dkt. No. 20). This motion should be denied because Apple has failed to show that the 

Northern District of California is clearly more convenient for party witnesses and non-party 

witnesses, and Apple has not shown that other relevant factors weigh in favor of transfer. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Apple has failed to meet its burden to show that transferring this action to the Northern 

District of California is “clearly more convenient” for all parties and witnesses.  Focusing only 

on its own alleged inconvenience, Apple fails to acknowledge that NetTech is a Texas limited 

liability company with significant ties to the district, including its principal place of business, and 

has failed to demonstrate any connection between NetTech and the Northern District of 

California.  

Apple fails to give credence to its own significant ties to this District and its surrounding 

areas in Texas.  For example, Apple houses its largest campus outside of its California 

headquarters in Austin, Texas.  The Austin campus, a 1.1 million square foot facility, hosts more 

than 6,000 people who have been reported to house Apple’s business operations for the entire 

Western Hemisphere.  Further, a number of employees at the Austin, Texas campus are 

dedicated to working on Apple Pay technology, which is central to the Accused Devices in this 

case.  Additionally, numerous Apple employees and ex-employees live within 100 miles of the 

District in and around Plano, TX.  See Exs. 1-4.
1
  These potential witnesses are likely 

knowledgeable regarding features of the Accused Products.  Apple alleges inconvenience, yet it 

                                                 
1
 “Ex. _” refers to exhibits attached to the Declaration of Vincent J. Rubino, III in Support of Plaintiff 

Quest Nettech Corporation’s Response in Opposition to Apple Inc.’s Motion to Transfer Venue Under 28 U.S.C. § 

1404(a) (Dkt. 20) 
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