Streetspace, Inc v. Google, Inc. et al 3 Doc. 40 Att. 1
1 | DOUGLAS E. OLSON (CSB# 38649)
dougolson@sandiegoiplaw.com
2 | JAMES V. FAZIO, 1II (CSB# 183353)
jamesfazio(@sandiegoiplaw.com
3 | TREVOR Q. CODDINGTON, PH.D. (CSB# 243042)
trevorcoddington@sandiegoiplaw.com
4 || SAN DIEGO IP LAW GROUP LLP
12526 High Bluff Drive, Suite 300
5 | San Diego, CA 92130
Telephone:  (858) 792-3446
6 | Facsimile: (858) 792-3447
7 | Attorneys for Plaintiff
STREETSPACE, INC.
8
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
9
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
10
11
STREETSPACE, INC., a Delaware CASE NO. 10-CV-1747-LAB-AJB
12 | corporation, :
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foreign corporation; NOKIA INC., a Ctrm..: 9
18 | Delaware corporation; NAVTEQ
CORPORATION, a Delaware corporation;
19 | MILLENNIAL MEDIA, INC., a Delaware
corporation; JUMPTAP, INC., a Delaware
20 || corporation; and DOES 1 through 20,
inclusive,
21
Defendants.
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
3: lO-CV-l757-LjAB-AJB
Dockets.Justia.com



http://dockets.justia.com/docket/california/candce/4:2011cv04574/245461/
http://docs.justia.com/cases/federal/district-courts/california/candce/4:2011cv04574/245461/40/1.html
http://dockets.justia.com/

0 3 Oy b W N

\O

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
2
23
24
25
26
27
28

I, Trevor Q. Coddington, declare as follows:

1. I'am an attorney licensed to practice in

Partner with the law firm San Diego IP Law Group LLIP, counsel of record for Plainti

Streetspace, Inc. (“Streetspace”) in the above-captioned matter.

California and this District and

am a

2. While I was an associate at Hunton & Williams (“Hunton”), I occasionally visited

Hunton’s McLean, VA office to support intellectual property partners on various pate

Hunton’s McLean, VA office is a short distance drive

DC office.

3. On at least one such visit, I reported dirgctly to Mr. Campbell to assist

Hunton client matter. In particular, I prepared a memot
reverse-engineering law, which I believe was eventuall
memorandum names Mr. Campbell in the “from” field
preparation of that memorandum, Mr. Campbell reviev
memorandum. I have a copy of that memorandum and
it so desires.

4. I was an associate performing work for
which Mr. Campbell was a partner. Mr. Campbell woul

one of my supervisors at Hunton. Had I not left Hunto

performance evaluation, Mr. Campbell would have likg

on) my performance at the firm since he was an intelleg

for during the period of evaluation.

5. With respect to Hunton’s intellectual property group, the McLean, VA
Washington, DC offices were effectively one in the san

Campbell’s assessment that the McLean, VA office wa

Washington, DC office. Patent attorneys from each of

conference rooms, war rooms, paralegals, clerks, and fg

patent law seminars, intellectual property group meetin!

roughly 12 miles) from the W.

andum for Mr. Campbell regas

and the client in the “to” field.

ved and critiqued the content o

n prior to an upcoming annual

nt matters.

ashington,

himona

ding

y sent to the respective Hunton client — the

During the

f my

can submit such in camera to the Court if

partners in the same practice gtoup in

Id have been considered my superior and

nssociate

ly participated in (or at least commented

'tual property partner whom I had worked

and

ne — a firm within a firm. I agree with Mr.
s considered a satellite office of the

those two offices shared library resources,
preign filing assistants, and participated in

gs, and firm-sponsored social gvents. In

fact, I recall that the intellectual property groups in both offices jointly held their Christmas party

1
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together on at least occasion where I socialized and dis

Campbell, Mr. Duncan, and/or Mr. Doody. It was regullar practice at Hunton to discus
intellectual property and patent issues facing Hunton clients.

6. At the time I left Hunton, the Washington, DC office consisted of appr

cussed various firm matters wi

th Mr.

3S general

oximately

11 or 12 intellectual property partners (including Mr. Campbell) and 9 intellectual property

associates; the McLean, VA office consisted of approximately 4 intellectual property

(including Mr. Campbell) and 3 intellectual property associates. Approximately one-

those attorneys focused on technology matters relating

Patent attorneys in both offices worked on many patent matters together, particularly

litigation and United States Patent & Trademark Office matters.

7. In my original declaration in support of

submitted two firm profiles (roughly two years apart) o

available at www.hunton.com and archived at web.archive.org. Those profiles indicat

other things, that Mr. Campbell was a Partner in both ]
McLean, VA office — interestingly, however the Washi
McLean, VA office.

8. Mr. Campbell did not have a permanent
However, I recall seeing Mr. Campbell in the Washing
occasions as he worked on patent litigation and United

primarily handled by attorneys in the Washington, DC

9. Mr. Campbell has listed his firm address

(rather than Hunton’s McLean, VA office) on court or
filings, which are available to any member of the publi

2007. For example:

a. Attached hereto as Exhibit A are

taken from a true and correct copy of an Appeal Brief s

Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences of the Unite

Parte NTP, Inc., Reexamination Proceeding No. 90/006,677;

2-

the instant Motion to Disqualif

he Washington, DC office and

ngton, DC office is listed abov

physical office in Washington
ton, DC office on numerous an
States Patent & Trademark Ofi

office.

c, during the period between 2

5 as that of the Washington, D(

partners
third of
to electronics and telecommunications.

patent

y, 1
f Mr. Campbell, which were formerly
€, among

the

e the
DC.
d regular

fice matters

[ office

United States Patent & Trademark Office

)03 and

excerpts (cover page and signature page)
ubmitted on December 19, 2006, to the

d States Patent & Trademark Qffice in Ex
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b. Attached hereto as Exhibit B are excerpts (cover page and signature page)

taken from a true and correct copy of a Joint Status Report and Rule 26(f) Report sub

November 22, 2006, in Energy Transportation Group,|Inc. v. Sonic Innovations, Inc.|

05-422 (GMS), U.S. District Court for the District of IDelaware; and

mitted on

C.A. No.

c. Attached hereto as Exhibit C are excerpts (cover page and signature page)

taken from a true and correct copy of an Appeal Brief submitted on August 7, 20077,

of Patent Appeals and Interferences of the United States Patent & Trademark Office i

Inc., Reexamination Proceeding Nos. 95/000,020 and 90/006,495.

10.  Ideclare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States 1

foregoing is true and correct. Executed on March,7, 2011, at San Diego, California.

to the Board

n/nre NTP,

hat the

B

TREVOR Q. CODDINGTON
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