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Defendants Meta Platforms, Inc.1 and Facebook Technologies, LLC (collectively, “Meta” 

or “Defendants”) move to transfer this action to the Northern District of California pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 1404(a).2 

I. INTRODUCTION  

This case has no relevant connection to the Western District of Texas, a venue located far 

away from the parties and events that gave rise to this matter.  None of the events leading up to 

this action arose in Waco or Texas.  No party calls Texas home, and none of the patents or accused 

products were developed in Texas or anywhere nearby.  Defendants have not identified any 

witnesses relevant to this suit who are located in Waco or Texas.  In short, none of the evidence 

relevant to this suit is located in Waco or Texas.   

By contrast, the core of this litigation lies in California.  

 

 and a significant portion of the relevant Meta witnesses are located in the Northern 

District of California specifically.  Additionally, numerous relevant third-party witnesses are 

located in the Northern District of California or on the West Coast, including Eric Foxlin (the 

named inventor of all of the asserted patents and the sole named inventor of four out of five 

patents), numerous prior art authors, and multiple companies and research institutions that 

developed prior art products.  Accordingly, Meta respectfully requests that the Court transfer this 

case to the Northern District of California under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) because it is a clearly more 

convenient forum than the Western District of Texas. 

                                                 
1  Effective October 28, 2021, Facebook, Inc. changed its name to Meta Platforms, Inc.  Dkt. 26.  
2  Meta reserves the right to move for intradistrict transfer. 
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