
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

 

ADVANCED MICRO DEVICES, INC.; and ATI 

TECHNOLOGIES ULC, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

TCL INDUSTRIES HOLDINGS CO., LTD.; TCL 

INDUSTRIES HOLDINGS (H.K.) LIMITED; 

TCL ELECTRONICS HOLDINGS LIMITED; 

TCL TECHNOLOGY GROUP CORPORATION; 

TTE CORPORATION; TCL HOLDINGS (BVI) 

LIMITED; TCL KING ELECTRICAL 

APPLIANCES (HUIZHOU) CO. LTD.; 

SHENZHEN TCL NEW TECHNOLOGIES CO., 

LTD.; TCL MOKA INTERNATIONAL 

LIMITED; TCL SMART DEVICE (VIETNAM) 

CO., LTD; MANUFACTURAS AVANZADAS 

SA DE CV; TCL ELECTRONICS MEXICO, S 

DE RL DE CV; TCL OVERSEAS MARKETING 

LTD.; and REALTEK SEMICONDUCTOR 

CORP., 

Defendants. 

C. A. NO. 2:22-CV-00134 

JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

 

 

DEFENDANT REALTEK SEMICONDUCTOR CORP.’S MOTION TO 

DISMISS FOR LACK OF PERSONAL JURISDICTION 
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