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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
RICHMOND DIVISION

GLOBAL TEL*LINK CORPORATION,
Plaintiff,
V.
SECURUS TECHNOLOGIES, Civil Action No. 3:13-CV-713
INCORPORATED,
Defendant.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

THIS MATTER is before the Court on a Motion to Tisdfar Venue Under 28 U.S.C. §
1404(a) (“Motion to Transfer”) (ECF No. 109nd a Motion for Leave to File Supplemental
Memorandum and Evidence (“Motion to Suppleni@ECF No. 36) filed by Defendant Securus
Technologies, Incorporated (“Securus”). Plafh@Global Tel*Link Corporation (“GTL") filed a
four-count Complaint on October 21, 2013, alleginfyingement of four patents owned by GTL.
On November 25, 2013, Securus asserted patent idityalcounterclaims, which seek
declaratory judgment finding the four patentss$sue invalid, and moved to transfer the case to
the Northern District of Texas. For the reasahat follow, the Court wi DENY the Motion to
Supplement, GRANT the Motion to Transfer, AMRANSFER this action to the Northern
District of Texas.

l. BACKGROUND

GTL is a Delaware corporation that proes inmate telephone services, software
solutions, and equipment to corristal facilities throughout the country. Its headaqters were
formerly in Mobile, Alabama; however, in 2006, meerb of GTL's senior management
relocated to Reston, Virginia. GTL has acquirgeveral other corporations in recent years,

including Value-Added Communications, Incorpoed (“VAC"), which is now a wholly owned
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subsidiary of GTL headed by many of the same exeeuwtfficers that manage GTL from Reston,
Virginia.

Securus disputes the fact that GTL's headquarteractually in Virginia, arguing that
GTL is actually based in Mobile, Alabama. Thecord indicates that GTL has approximately 412
employees working from various offices acrosse thnited States, as well as 132 employees who
work from home offices. Notably, GTL maintaim® office and employees in Plano, Texas, and
“Im]ost of GTL's back-office communications infrastcture and its support services remain in
Mobile.” (Pl.'s Mem. Opp. Mot.Transfer, Ridgeway Decl.  10.) Additionally, GETwebsite
indicates that its headquarters are in Mobile, Alala, a 2010 contract between GTL and the
Mississippi Department of Correctis states that GTL's “princip place of business” is in
Mobile, Alabama, and in recent patent assigmts, GTL's address was noted as being in
Mobile, Alabama.

Securus is a Delaware corporation with its grire place of business in Dallas, Texas. It
provides call processing, telephone servicegitdirecording, inmate management systems, and
video applications to correctional facilities d@r multi-year contracts. Securus has its major
call-processing and data center in Dallas, Tewsswell as a data center in Atlanta, Georgia.
Although Securus sells its products to correctiofeilities in this dstrict, it has no call-
processing or data center in Virginia.

In this action, GTL has asserted that Secusuimfringing four of its patents (“Asserted
Patents”). The first two of these Asserted Pategeiserally claim products and services related
to centralized call management: (1) the 732 patearititled “Centralized Voice Over IP
Recording and Retrieval Method and Appt@s” which discloses “an apparatus and
methodology for recording, at a central datates, telephone convergans originating from
remote locations” and which has particulahetigh not exclusive—utility in the area of
correctional services; and (2) the ‘021 Patesntitled “Digital Teleommunications Call

Management and Monitoring System,” which disds “a centralized, digital, computer-based
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telephone management system for authenticatirgusf a telephone system in an institutional
facility” and which includes accounting and managant capabilities in both analog and digital
environments. GTL's remaining two Asserted Rdtegenerally claim products related to voice
recognition and verification: (3) the 243 patepttitled “Telecommunication Call Management
and Monitoring System,” which dcloses “a secure telephone aalhnagement system . . . for
authenticating users of a telephone system innatitutional facility” and which operates “by
using a personal identificationumber, biometric means, and/or radio frequencymse and
(4) the 736 patent, entitled “TelecommunicatiGall Management and Monitoring System with
Voiceprint Verification,” which discloses “a sere telephone call management system . . . for
authenticating users of a telephone systemain institutional facility” and which monitors
telephone conversations and terminates the teleplcal if a user is not authenticated.

The 732 patent was invented by GTL employee Jos€ption Anders, who currently
resides in Mobile, Alabama. GTL has owned th&2 patent since its issue in 2009. Stephen
Hodge is the inventor of the 021, 243, and 73&tents. He is the founder and former Chief
Technology Officer of VAC, and he currently wks as a Senior Vice President of GTL. Hodge
works approximately one week per month in Virig, and spends the remainder of his time
living and working from his home in Aubrey, Xa&s, some fifty miles from Dallas, Texas. On
October 17, 2013, VAC assigned the three Ass@rPatents invented by Hodge to GTL. On
October 21, 2013, GTL filed suit against Secuinsthis Court alleging infringement of the
Asserted Patents.

Also on October 21, 2013, GTL filed an ansveerd counterclaims in an action previously
brought by Securus in the Northern District ofx@s. In the Texas lawsuit, filed on August 2,
2013, Securus alleged that GTL infringed fguatents owned by Securus, including the ‘167.
Securus asserts that the ‘167 patent is egditiCentralized Call Processing” and discloses
systems and methods that provide a centralizedietiure for call processing using voice-over

internet protocol (“VoIP”). In GTL's Texas countéagms, it asserts tha$ecurus is infringing
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three separate patents it holds. None of the spagants at issue in the Texas litigation shares a
common parent application, prosecution historygclaims with the Asserted Patents. However,
a substantial number of the patents involvedtlie Texas litigation, as well as the Asserted
Patents in this litigation, claim VolP telephoneopducts and services witparticular utility in
correctional facilities.
I. LEGAL STANDARD

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1404, “[flor thens@nience of parties and witnesses, in the
interest of justice, a district court may transéary civil action to any other district or division
where it might have been brought.” 28 U.S.C1494(a). “The decision whether to transfer an
action under the statute is committed te Sound discretion of the district courteinz Kettler
GMBH & Co. v. Razor USA, LL@50 F. Supp. 2d 660, 66&.D. Va. 2010) (citindOne Beacon
Ins. Co. v. JNB Storage Trailer Rental Cor312 F. Supp. 2d 824, 828 (E.D. Va. 2004)).
District courts determining whether to grant atima to transfer under 8 1404(a) to a transferee
forum where the action could imatly have been brought “typiclgl consider[]: (1) plaintiffs
choice of forum, (2) convenience of the parti€®), withess convenience and access, and (4) the
interest of justice.ld. (citing JTH Tax, Inc. v. Lee482 F. Supp. 2d 731, 736 (E.D. Va. 2007)).
“The movant bears the burden of showing that tran&f proper.” JTH Tax 482 F. Supp. 3d at
736 (citingCognitronics Imaging Sys. Recognition Research, In@3 F. Supp. 2d 689, 696
(E.D. Va. 2000)).

1. DISCUSSION
A. TRANSFEREEFORUM ASINITIAL FORUM

“Any civil action for patent infringement maye brought in the judicial district where the
defendant resides, or where the defendant haeitted acts of infringement and has a regular
and established place of business.” 28 U.8a400(b). “[A] corporation shall be deemed to
reside in any judicial district in which it is sudat to personal jurisdiction at the time the action

is commenced.” 28 U.S.C. §8 1391(c). In tloase, the parties agree that Securus was, and
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continues to be, subject to personal jurisdictiortie Northern District of Texas. Additionally,
GTL concedes that it is also subject to persgudsdiction in the Northern District of Texas. As
such, this action could originally have been browighthe transferee forum. Whether transfer is
appropriate turns on the convenience of transfghe parties and witnesses and the interests of
justice.See28 U.S.C. § 1404(a).

B. PLAINTIFF’'SCHOICE OFFORUM

“The plaintiffs choice of forum is typicallyentitled to ‘substantial weight,” especially
where the chosen forum is the plaintiff's homeuim or bears a substantial relation to the cause
of action.”Heinz Kettley 750 F. Supp. 2d at 667 (quotifkgph v. Microtek Intl, Inc, 250 F.
Supp. 2d 627, 633 (E.D. Va. 2003)). However, “[fedl courts are not solicitous of plaintiffs
claiming ‘substantial weight’ for their forum ch@&cwhere the connection with the forum is
limited to sales actity without more.”Acterna, LLC v. Adtech, Incl129 F. Supp. 2d 936, 938
(E.D. Va. 2001) (collecting casesd finding that limited sales@ie did not make this district
the plaintiff's “home forum?).

GTL and Securus ardently dispute whether this distis GTL's “home forum,” or
whether this forum’s connection to GTL’s claims'lisnited to sales activity without more.” For
the purposes of determining appropriate venue, rdyjsa‘home forum” is one in which it has
citizenship,seeDiFederico v. Mariott Intl, Inc, 714 F.3d 796 (4th Cir. 2013), and a corporation
is a citizen of the state in which its principal pdaof business is located8 U.S.C. § 1332(c)(1).
The Supreme Court has explained that

“principal place of business” is besead as referring to the place where a

corporation's officers direct, control, drcoordinate the corporation's activities.

It is the place that Courts of Appeals have catled corporation's ‘nerve center.’

And in practice it should normally bidne place where the corporation maintains

its headquarters--provided that the headquariethe actual center of direction,

control, and coordination,e., the nerve center,” and not simply an office waer

the corporation holds its bodmeetings (for example, attended by directors and
officers who have traveled there for the occasion).



Hertz Corp. v. Friend559 U.S. 77, 92 (2010). In this case, GTL hasa®sl that its principle
place of business is in Reston, Virginia. GTL natieat 5 of its top-level eecutives live and work
exclusively in Reston, Virginia, and 7 other exevatofficers split their time between Virginia
and various other locations. GTL also notesattimonthly executive staff meetings, quarterly
board meetings, and annual business planning mgeatia held in Reston. Securus argues that
Alabama is actually GTL's headquarters, as represgrby GTL on its website, in a 2010
contract, and to the United States Patent and Tmnadk Office ("PTO") as recently as October
18,2013t

Securus additionally has moved the Courtfite supplemental kefing regarding the
location of GTL's and VAC's principal places tfusiness. Securus makes this request both to
supplement its argument regarding GTL's printipéace of business and also to dispute an
assertion by GTL—first made explicit at theearing held on January 16, 2014—that VAC's
principal place of business is also in Restdirginia. For the reasons that follow, the Court
finds that the requested supplemental briefing mhecessary because, even assuming that
GTL's and VAC’s principal places of business aire this district, transfer is appropriate.
Accordingly, the Motion to Supplement will be dedie

Although GTL'’s daily operations appear toooir outside this district, the evidence before
the Court demonstrates that GTL's principal pladebusiness is in this district. From their
permanent offices in Reston, Vinda, GTL's executive officers Hd meetings, perform business
planning, and execute contracts, among other a@$/iSeeHertz, 559 U.S. at 92-93. Reston,
Virginia, therefore, is the center of “overall diatéon, control, and coordination” of GTL's
operationsld. at 96. This is true despite the fact that the aflcTL's publicly visible business
activities occur outside this distridd. Because a corporation is a citizen of the statwhich it

has its principal place of business, and a pattgme forum is one in which it has citizenship,

! The assignment of the patents in issue was recorded with the PTO on October 18, 2013, and GTL’s address was
listed as being in Mobile, Alabama.



the Court finds that the Eastern District of \im@ is GTL's home form. Accordingly, GTL's
choice of forum is entitled to some weigl8ee Atl. Marine Constr. Co. v. United States Dist.
Court, 134 S. Ct. 568, 581 n.6 (2013) (citiNgrwood v. Kirkpatrick349 U.S. 29, 32 (1995)).

However, “the weight given to plaintiff's choice génue varies with the significance of
the contacts between the venue chosen byfgifaand the underlying cause of actioikKdh, 250
F. Supp. 2d at 635 (internal quotation marks aidtion omitted). “[I]f none of the operative
events in the lawsuit took place in the districtwhich the action was originally filed, a motion
to transfer to the district in which thewvents occurred is likely to succee#inmeccanica S.p.A.
v. General Motors CorpNo. 1:07cv794, 2007 U.S. Dist. LERI85268, at *12 (E.D. Va. Nov. 19,
2007) (quoting 17-111 Jammé&Vm. Moore, et alMoore’s Federal Practice - Civg 111.13(2)(d)(I)
n. 23 (3d ed. 2005)). This is true even when phentiff chose originally filed the action in his
home forum.Seel7-111 James Wm. Moore, et alloore’s Federal Practices 111.13 (3d ed.
2005).

Despite the fact that GTL's praipal place of business is locatén Virginia, there is only
a weak connection between this forum and the intstanse of actionSeeKoh, 250 F. Supp. 2d
at 635;Gebr. Brasseler GmbH & Co. KG v. Abrasive Techg.ImMNo. 1-:8CV1246, 2009 WL
874513, at *2 (E.D. Va. Mar. 27, 2009) (“Even &h the plaintiff sues in its home forum, that
fact is not by itself controlling and the weighttdfat factor depends on the nexus tying the case
to the forum.” (citingBd. of Tr. v. Baylor Heating & Air Conditioning, ¢tn, 702 F. Supp. 1253,
1257 (E.D. Va. 1988))). GTL’s reliance otom Score, Incorporated v. Integral Ad Science,
Incorporated 924 F. Supp. 2d 677 (E.D. Va. 2013), is unavailim com Scorethe court placed
heavy reliance on the fact thBtaintiff was “an active developaf the technology protected by
those patents” at issue in the litigation. 924 Epf. 2d at 683see alsova. Innovation Scis.,
Inc. v. Samsung Elecs. C8&28 F. Supp. 2d 863, 870 (2013ydgting a plaintiff's initial choice

of forum substantial deference in part becauseedgearched and developed the patented



technologies there). Unlike the plaintiff imom Score GTL does not produce or develop the
disputed technology at any location in this didtric

Further, while “active utilization of that tbnology, along with the production and sale
of products based on it, all in this District, [ates] a significant, legithiate connection to the
Eastern District of Virginia,tom Score924 F. Supp. 2d at 683, limited sales activitgates an
insufficient connection to grant a plaiffd choice of forum substantial weighfcterna 129 F.
Supp. 2d at 938. Although GTL asserts that it pdeg inmate telephone and software services
to correctional facilities “throughout the countrghd, specifically, to sixtyfour facilities in this
district, GTL and Securus both sell their protaioationwide in direct competition with one
another. There is no indication that GTL's saleghis district are more significant than in any
other judicial district in the natiorSeelntercarrier Commc'ns v. Glympse, In&No. 3:12-CV-
767, 2013 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 113572, at *8 (E.Wa. Aug. 12, 2013) (noting that use of disputed
software by Virginia residents no greatban by residents of any other state).

On balance, the Court finds that this forsnonly connection to the cause of action—
beyond GTL’s citizenship—is sale of the disputethnology, which appears to be no greater in
this forum than in any other district in thewdry. Because GTL filed in its home forum, its
initial choice is entitled teome deference; but because toanection between this forum and
the cause of action is somewhat attenuated, &Tiitial choice is entitled to “less deference
than usual.’Bluestone Innovations, LLC v. LG Elecs., In®&40 F. Supp. 2d 310, 315 (E.D. Va.
2013). “Where, as here, the Court has found tRlaintiff's choice of forum in not entitled to
substantial weight, Defendants are well on theay to meeting their burden. A great weight
tipping the scales against transfer has been memh.oDefendants must further show only that
the balance of the conveniences weighs sufficiemtlfavor of transfer to overcome the weight
now afforded Plaintiff's choice.ld. at 316 n.9.
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C. CONVENIENCE OF THEPARTIES

In assessing this factor, courts generally consfdase of access to sources of proof, the
cost of obtaining the attendance of witnessasd the availability of compulsory process.”
Samsung Elecs. Co. v. Rambus, In886 F. Supp. 2d 708, 717 n.13 (E.D. Va. 2005).
Convenience to parties alone will rarely justifyamsfer, particularly where transfer would
merely “shift the balance of inconveamce’ from defendant to plaintiffBaylor, 702 F. Supp. at
1258 (quotingeastern Scientific Marketing v. Tekna-Seal Cog96 F. Supp. 173, 180 (E.D. Va.
1988)). However, Securus persuagpvargues that this factor favors transfer becaadtdnough
transfer will shift some inconvenience to GTL, tNerthern District of Texas will afford easier
access to sources of proof. Spwefly, the Northern District of Texas is significdy more
convenient because the allegedly infringing teclogy was developed and produced there, and
as such, the vast majority of relevant witaes and documents are located in the transferee
forum 2

Courts have noted that “that there is a temsin transfer motions between the duty to
file such motions early in the action and theed to support that motion with affidavits
identifying withesses and the materiality ofeih testimony, information which may not be
known until later in the case Koh, 250 F. Supp. 2d at 636 (quotirdfinity Memory & Micro,
Inc. v. K & Q Enters. 20 F. Supp. 2d 948, 955 n.13 (E.D. Va. 1998))urthermore, it is
permissible to infer, absent any contrary ende from the non-movant, that witnesses are
located at or near the center of the allegedlyiirgfing activities and that witnesses involved in
the design and manufacture of the accused prodauretsnaterial.ld. at 636-37 (citingCorry v.
CFM Majestic, Inc. 16 F. Supp. 2d 660, 667 n.16 (E.D. Va. 1998)jhé&ugh Securus has not

identified particular witnesses al will testify in this action, it has reasonablgsarted that

2 The Parties spend some time arguing over which forum would be more convenient for Stepgeerthe inventor

of three of the four Asserted Patents. Mr. Hodge litssdfis time between Aubrey, Texas and Virginia, arguably
spending more time in Texas where he resides and works from a home office. As such, it appears thatraither for
would be equally convenient for Mdodge, and accordingly,ehCourt does not consider him in its analysis.
Similarly, the Court does not consider convenience to Mr. Anders, inventor oBtheaient, because he lives and
works in Mobile, Alabama, making either potential forum equally inconvenient.
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witnesses are “located where the alleged unlawdtiVdies took place -- the ‘center of activity’ of
the case.’Kabat v. Bayer Cropscience |LNo. 3:07-CV-555, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 41187, at
*9 (E.D. Va. May 22, 2008). As such, Secsrihas sufficiently allegk without a supporting
affidavit that a significant numbesf party witnesses will be more conveniently acessin the
transferee forum.

Similarly, the majority of the documentaryidence that will bear on Securus’s alleged
infringement of the Asserted Pats is located in the NortherDistrict of Texas. While some
courts have noted that the easy transmoissiof electronic documents minimizes the
inconvenience of transporting and accessing recoske Newman v. Advanced Tech.
Innovation Corp, No. 1:12-CV-24, 2012 WL 1414859, at t&.D. Va. Apr. 20, 2012), the Federal
Circuit has held that entirely discountinghe inconvenience associated with record
transportation would render superfluous the acdessvidence factorin re Genentech566
F.3d 1338, 1346 (Fed. Cir. 2008). Althougttcess to electronic documentation somewhat
minimizes the importance of this factor, céeus would still be inconvenienced by any
requirement to transport all documentation redate its alleged infringment of the Asserted
Patents to this district.

GTL is correct to assert that transfer vghift some inconveniemchetween the parties
because, in the event of transfer, GTL will be fddo bring witnesses and documentation to the
transferee forum. However, the bulk of testinycand evidence related to patent infringement
actions ‘“typically involve[s] the testimony ofhose associated with the development and
production of the allegedly infringing producHunter Engg Co. v. ACCU Indus245 F. Supp.
2d 761, 775 (E.D. Va. 2002). Securus has asselatithe persons most knowledgeable about
the design, development, functionality, marketirand sales of the accused products are all
located in the transferee forum along with theest majority of its employees. While GTL has
asserted that its Virginia-basezkecutives could provide evidence related to GTreducts,

marketing, competition with Secus, and lost profits, there is no indication thidtese
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executives are the best suited or sole employepalda of presenting such evidenc&his is
particularly true in light of the fact that GTL coades that it has employees in the transferee
forum and appears to have only a handful of kel executives in this district. In contrast,
there is no evidence on the record to suggeat 8ecurus has significant witnesses or sources of
proof anywhere other than the transferee forum.

As such, while transfer to the Northern Dist of Texas would shift some inconvenience
to GTL, the ease of access to witnesses andrdascoelated to infringemd of the Patents, as
well as the relative cost of withess attendanamrgjly favors transfet.

D. WITNESSCONVENIENCE ANDACCESS

In assessing the thirfdctor, courts draw a distinction between partynesses and non-
party withessed,ycos, Inc. v. TiVo, Inc499 F. Supp. 2d 685, 693.(E Va. 2007), but give less
weight to the witness convenience factor “when Hppearance of withesses can be secured
without the necessity of compulsory process,” at 668-69. As discussed above, many more
relevant party withesses are located in the tramegfédorum than in this district. The majority of
the non-party witnesses identified by GTL and Sesudo not reside in #ier judicial district.
These non-party witnesses appear to resid&ashington, D.C., South Carolina, New York, and
Alabama. Only the prosecuting attorneyssidéng in Washington D.C., will be more
inconvenienced by travel to the Northern Distr¢tTexas than by travel to this Court. As such,
this factor weighs onlglightly against transfer.

E. INTERESTS ORJUSTICE
In evaluating whether the interest of justizeighs in favor of transfer, the Court looks

to “the public interest factors aindeat systemic integrity and fairness$deinz Kettler 750 F.

3 GTL’s Chief Financial Officer, Chigflarketing Officer, Senior Vice Presidenit Sales, and Senior Vice President
of Research and Development all split their time between Reston and other cities.

* The only non-party witnesses apparently within the sulmpewer of either this Court or those in the Northern
District of Texas are the prosecuting atiys of the ‘736 patent. However, there is no indication that compulsory
process will be necessary to obtain these attorneys’ testimony, particulaght iof their relagionship with GTL.

See Heinz Kettle750 F. Supp. 2d at 669.
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Supp. 2d at 669-70 (quotingyerson v. Equifax Info. Sery4d.LC, 467 F. Supp. 2d 627, 635
(E.D. Va. 2006)). “The most prominent elemewnfsystemic integrity are judicial economy and
the avoidance of inconsistent judgmentsld. Similarly, “[flairness is assessed by
considering factors such as docket congestioa,imterest in having local controversies decided
at home, knowledge of applicable law, unfairnesthviiurdening forum citizens with jury duty,
and interest in avoiding urecessary conflicts of lawld.

GTL asserts that this action is likely to lbesolved more quickly here, on the “rocket
docket,” than in the Northern District of Texas. \Mever, relative docket speeds are rarely a
decisive factor in transfer analysiSonvergence Techs. (USA), LLC v. Microloops Corpl, F.
Supp. 2d 626, 643-44 (E.D. Va. 2010). Further, ititerests of justice may actually be harmed
by retaining lawsuits with minimal connections toig district. SeePragmatus AV, LLC v.
Facebook, Ing 769 F. Supp. 2d 991, 997 (E.D. Va. 2011). Ascdssedsupra, GTL has not
shown that there is a significant connection bedw this district and the underlying cause of
action. As such, this Court’s relative doclegteed does not weigh in favor of transfer.

GTL has accurately noted that the AssertedeR#s in this actiordiffer from those at
issue in the pending litigation between the Pariiethe Northern District of Texas. However,
despite the fact the prosecution histories, patgmdlications, and technologies at issue differ
somewhat, they all concern services, systems, amwdycts related to the provision of VolP-
based call processing systems for correctionalifaes. The risk of inconsistent judgments likely
is minimal where there is no allegation thattpatent claims overlap; however, significant
judicial economy will be achieved by transfertimis case. GTL and Securus compete directly in
the field of correctional telecommunications darare already engaged in litigation in the
Northern District of Texas. Transfer would regeiionly one court to familiarize itself with the

technology embodied in the patents being disputgdthe Parties. It would be inefficient,

® Additionally, while the Court does nfihd that GTL has engaged in ovéstum shopping, thparties have each
implied that a litigation advantage may be achieved by this action’s speedy resolution. These arguments highlight
the propriety of adjudicating both thissgute and that already pending in thetNern District of Texas in a single
forum and with relatively equal speed.
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therefore, for the Parties to wage—and the Caoaneferee—this dispute on two different fronts.
Accord A10 Networks, Inc. v. Brocade Commchs,,INo. SAC11-01378-JST, 2011 U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 155697, at *14-16 (C.D. Cal. Nov. 8, 2018mazon.com v. Cendant Corg04 F. Supp.
2d 1256, 1261 (W.D. Wash. 2005). The interestmisfice, therefore, strongly favor transfer.
V. CONCLUSION

GTL’s choice of forum and non-party witness coniarce weigh only slightly in favor of
denying transfer, while convenience to the partéasl the interests of justice each weigh
strongly in favor of transfer. “In cases feaitug most withesses and evidence closer to the
transferee venue with few or no convenience factavering the venue chosen by the plaintiff,
the trial court should gram motion to transfer.In re Apple, InG.2014 U.S. App. LEXIS 3787,
at *10 (Fed. Cir. Feb. 27, 2014Newman, J., dissenting) (quoting re Nintendo Cq.589 F.3d
1194, 1198 (Fed. Cir. 2009)) ternal quotation marks omittedfFor these reasons, the Court
the Court will DENY the Moton to Supplement, GRANT the Motion to Transfer, and
TRANSFER this action to thHorthern District of Texas.

Let the Clerk send a copy of this Memadum Opinion to all counsel of record.

An appropriate Order will issue.

/s/
James R. Spencer
United States District Judge

ENTERED this___ 5th day of March 2014.
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