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

TEXARKANA DIVISION

MAXELL LTD.,

Plaintiff,

v.

ZTE (USA) INC.,

Defendant.

§
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§
§
§
§
§
§

Case No. 5:16-cv-00179-RWS

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

PLAINTIFF MAXELL, LTD.’S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT ZTE (USA), INC.’S
RULE 50 MOTION FOR JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW AND MOTION FOR A

NEW TRIAL PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULE 59
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