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I. INTRODUCTION 

This suit has no relevant connection to the Western District of Texas (“W.D. Tex.”), and 

has significant connections to the Northern District of California (“N.D. Cal.”).  Accordingly, 

Defendant Apple Inc. (“Apple”) seeks transfer to N.D. Cal. under 28 U.S.C. § 1404(a) for the 

“convenience of parties and witnesses, in the interest of justice.”  

Other than this litigation, Plaintiff Aire Technology Ltd. (“Aire”) appears to have no 

connection to Texas.  Aire, an Irish holding company, does not appear to have a U.S. presence 

nor is it registered to do business in Texas and, just one month before filing suit, acquired the 

Asserted Patents from a German company that also appears to have no connection to Texas.  

Aire has identified no witnesses, custodians, or records of its own (or of the original patentee) in 

Texas or the U.S.  The only connection that Aire has identified between this suit and W.D. Tex. 

are legally irrelevant facilities (e.g., Apple retail stores selling the accused products) or 

speculation about legally irrelevant hiring plans (e.g., an Apple job posting with no relationship 

to the accused technology) in Texas.  But these “general contacts . . . that are untethered to the 

lawsuit” and common across districts are of no moment—the § 1404 inquiry concerns only any 

“significant connections between a particular venue and the events that gave rise to a suit.”  In re 

Apple Inc., 979 F.3d 1332, 1345 (Fed. Cir. 2020) (“Apple III”) (emphasis in original).   

Here, the relevant “events” demonstrate a “significant connection” to N.D. Cal.  Apple’s 

headquarters are in N.D. Cal, and its relevant technical and non-technical witnesses and records 

are overwhelmingly in N.D. Cal., while none are in Texas.   

 

 

.  Even at this preliminary 

stage, Apple also has identified three additional third-party entities and eight prior art inventors 

Case 6:21-cv-01101-ADA   Document 28   Filed 04/21/22   Page 5 of 20

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
  Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

  Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
  With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

  Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
  Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

  Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


