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I, Richard K. Herrmann, hereby declare that I am an attorney at Morris James LLP, 

counsel for Apple Inc. in this action, and I am admitted to the United Stated District Court for the 

District of Delaware.  With sound mind and competence to make this declaration, I have 

personal knowledge of the facts stated herein.  If called as a witness, I could and would testify 

competently to the following: 

1. Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a true and correct copy of Apple Inc. and NeXT 

Software, Inc.’s Motion for Consolidation of the Captioned Cases for the Purpose 

of Coordinating Pretrial Proceedings, filed on May 24, 2010 before Chief Judge 

Gregory Sleet. 

2. Attached hereto as Exhibit 2 is a complete list of the Apple patents asserted in the 

four related Apple litigations pending in this District, C.A. Nos. 09-791 GMS, 09-

1002 GMS, 10-166 RK, and 10-167 RK. 

3. Attached hereto as Exhibit 3 is a true and correct copy of HTC Respondents’ 

Motion for Full Consolidation of Investigation Nos. 337-TA-704 and 337-TA-

710, filed with the International Trade Commission (“ITC”) on April 15, 2010. 

4. Attached hereto as Exhibit 4 is a true and correct copy of HTC’s Reply to Apple’s 

Opposition to the Staff’s Motion for Partial Consolidation of Investigation Nos. 

337-TA-704 and 337-TA-710, filed with the ITC on April 23, 2010. 

5. Attached hereto as Exhibit 5 is a true and correct copy of a list of pending district 

court actions in the United States to which High Tech Computer Corp./HTC Corp. 

and/or HTC America, Inc. is a party. 

6.  Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is a true and correct copy of a list of pending district 

court patent actions in the United States to which Exedea, Inc. is a party. 
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7. Attached hereto as Exhibit 7 is a true and correct copy of a list of pending district 

court actions in the United States to which Google Inc. is a party. 

8. Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is a true and correct copy of excerpts of the May 11, 

2010 deposition testimony of Andrew Rubin. 

Dated:  May 24, 2010 /s/ Richard K. Herrmann

 Richard K. Herrmann (I.D. #405) 

Mary B. Matterer (I.D. #2696) 

MORRIS JAMES LLP 

500 Delaware Avenue, Suite 1500 

Wilmington, Delaware 19801 

Telephone: (302) 888-6800 

rherrmann@morrisjames.com 

Attorneys for Apple Inc. and 

NeXT Software, Inc. f/k/a

NeXT Computer, Inc. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

_____________________________________       

NOKIA CORPORATION,  ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiffs, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 09-791 GMS 

 )  

APPLE INC., ) 

 ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

NOKIA CORPORATION, ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 09-1002 GMS 

 )  

APPLE INC., ) 

 ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

Caption continued on next page 

APPLE INC. AND NEXT SOFTWARE, INC.’S MOTION FOR CONSOLIDATION OF 
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COORDINATING PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS

       Richard K. Herrmann (No. 405) 

       Mary B. Matterer (I.D. #2696) 

       MORRIS JAMES, LLP  

500 Delaware Ave., Suite 1500 

       Wilmington, DE 19801 

       (302) 888-6800 

       rherrmann@morrisjames.com 

       Attorneys for APPLE INC.  

May 24, 2010      and NEXT SOFTWARE, INC. 



_____________________________________       

APPLE INC., and NeXT SOFTWARE, INC., ) 

f/k/a NeXT COMPUTER, INC.,  ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiffs, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 10-166-RK 

 )  

HIGH TECH COMPUTER CORP., a/k/a ) 

HTC CORP., HTC (B.V.I.) CORP., HTC ) 

AMERICA, INC., and EXEDEA, INC., ) 

 ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

APPLE INC., ) 

 ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 10-167-RK 

 )  

HIGH TECH COMPUTER CORP., a/k/a ) 

HTC CORP., HTC (B.V.I.) CORP., HTC ) 

AMERICA, INC., and EXEDEA, INC., ) 

 ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

Apple Inc. and NeXT Software, Inc. (collectively, “Apple”)  hereby move this Court for 

an order, pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a), consolidating the captioned cases 

before Chief Judge Sleet for all pretrial proceedings and common issues of law and fact relating 

to fact discovery for the captioned cases.  The grounds for this motion are set forth in Apple Inc. 

and NeXT Software, Inc.’s Brief in Support of Their Motion for Consolidation of the Captioned 

Cases for the Purpose of Coordinating Pretrial Proceedings and in the Declaration of Richard K. 

Herrmann filed contemporaneously herewith. 



Dated:  May 24, 2010 /s/ Richard K. Herrmann

 Richard K. Herrmann (I.D. #405) 

Mary B. Matterer (I.D. #2696) 

MORRIS JAMES LLP 

500 Delaware Avenue, Suite 1500 

Wilmington, Delaware 19801 

Telephone: (302) 888-6800 

rherrmann@morrisjames.com 

Robert G. Krupka, P.C. 

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 

333 South Hope Street 

Los Angeles, California 90071 

Telephone:  (213) 680-8400 

Facsimile:   (213) 680-8500 

Gregory S. Arovas, P.C. 

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 

601 Lexington Avenue 

New York, New York  10022 

Telephone:  (212) 446-4800 

Facsimile:   (212) 446-4900 

Bryan S. Hales, P.C. 

Marcus E. Sernel, P.C. 

KIRKLAND & ELLIS LLP 

300 North LaSalle 

Chicago, IL 60654 

Telephone:  (312) 862-2000 

Facsimile:   (312) 862-2200 

Kenneth H. Bridges 

Michael T. Pieja 

Brian C. Kwok 

WONG, CABELLO, LUTSCH, 

RUTHERFORD & BRUCCULERI LLP 

540 Cowper Street, Suite 100 

Palo Alto, CA 94301 

Telephone:  (650) 681-4475

Facsimile:   (650) 403-4043 

Attorneys for Apple Inc. and 

NeXT Software, Inc. f/k/a

NeXT Computer, Inc. 



RULE 7.1.1 STATEMENT

Counsel for Apple Inc. and NeXT Software, Inc. hereby states that it contacted opposing 

counsel in an effort to resolve the issues raised in its Motion to Consolidate, but to no avail.  

Nokia has not responded to Apple’s inquiry and HTC confirmed that it will oppose consolidating 

the present cases. 

Dated: May 24, 2010          /s/ Richard K. Herrmann _

Richard K. Herrmann 



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

_____________________________________       

NOKIA CORPORATION,  ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 09-791 GMS 

 )  

APPLE INC., ) 

 Defendant. ) 
_____________________________________

NOKIA CORPORATION, ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 09-1002 GMS 

 )  

APPLE INC., ) 

 Defendant. ) 
_____________________________________

APPLE INC., and NeXT SOFTWARE, INC., ) 

f/k/a NeXT COMPUTER, INC.,  ) 

 Plaintiffs, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 10-166-RK 

 )  

HIGH TECH COMPUTER CORP., a/k/a ) 

HTC CORP., HTC (B.V.I.) CORP., HTC ) 

AMERICA, INC., and EXEDEA, INC., ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

APPLE INC., ) 

 Plaintiff, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 10-167-RK 

 )  

HIGH TECH COMPUTER CORP., a/k/a ) 

HTC CORP., HTC (B.V.I.) CORP., HTC ) 

AMERICA, INC., and EXEDEA, INC., ) 

 Defendants. ) 
_____________________________________

[PROPOSED] ORDER 

Having considered Apple Inc. and NeXT Software, Inc.’s Motion for Consolidation and 

the related briefing, 



IT IS HEREBY ORDERED this _______ day of ___________, 2010 that the Motion is 

GRANTED.  The cases captioned as Nokia Corporation v. Apple Inc. (C.A. Nos. 09-791-GMS 

and 09-1002-GMS), Apple Inc. and NeXT Software, Inc. v. High Tech Computer Corp., et al., 

(C.A. No. 10-166-RK) and Apple Inc. v. High Tech Computer Corp., et al. (C.A. No. 10-167-

RK) are hereby consolidated for all pretrial proceedings and common issues of law and fact 

relating to fact discovery. 

_______________________________________

Gregory M. Sleet, Chief Judge
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  

FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

_____________________________________       

NOKIA CORPORATION,  ) 
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 Plaintiffs, ) 

 v. ) C.A. No. 09-791 GMS 
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APPLE INC., ) 
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_____________________________________

NOKIA CORPORATION, ) 
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 v. ) C.A. No. 09-1002 GMS 

 )  

APPLE INC., ) 
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_____________________________________
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I. THE NATURE AND STAGE OF PROCEEDINGS 

There currently are four patent infringement actions pending in this District asserting that 

Nokia Corporation (“Nokia”) and/or High Tech Computer Corp. and its subsidiaries 

(collectively, “HTC”) infringe a number of Apple patents.
1
   The first two cases filed were 

assigned to Chief Judge Sleet.  The second two cases were assigned to Judge Robert Kelly, who 

is sitting in this District by designation.  Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a), 

Apple requests that the Court consolidate the second set of cases—at least for purposes of 

coordinating pre-trial activities—with the first two that are pending before Chief Judge Sleet.   

Consolidation is appropriate in this instance because the four cases involve numerous 

common issues of law and fact, including eleven patents that Apple has asserted against both

Nokia and HTC.  Given the overlapping patents and technologies at issue in the cases, 

consolidation offers the benefit of conserving resources and promoting judicial economy by 

avoiding the need for duplicative discovery or any other redundant litigation activities, such as 

multiple Markman hearings concerning the same patents.  Importantly, consolidation before a 

single judge will also ensure that there are no inconsistent pretrial rulings—most notably 

inconsistent constructions of claim terms in the eleven overlapping patents. 

There is no danger of prejudice to any of the parties in these cases as a result of 

consolidation.  All four litigations are still in the very early stages, with only one having reached 

discovery and two having been stayed pending the outcome of proceedings in the International 

Trade Commission.  HTC has not yet answered, and there is no schedule in place yet in the non-

stayed HTC case.  Consolidating that case with the non-stayed Nokia case should present no 

1
  The four cases are Nokia Corporation v. Apple Inc., C.A. No. 09-791 GMS (the “791 

Case”), Nokia Corporation v. Apple Inc., C.A. 09-1002 GMS (the “1002 Case”), Apple Inc. et al. 

v. High Tech Computer Corp. et al., C.A. No. 10-166 RK (the “166 Case”), and Apple Inc.  v. 

High Tech Computer Corp. et al., C.A. No. 10-167 RK (the “167 Case”).
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complications, and the new case would benefit from the fact that Chief Judge Sleet has already 

considered relevant procedural issues and recently set a schedule in the related Nokia action. 

Indeed, Nokia and HTC themselves recently argued the merits of consolidation with respect to a 

set of parallel proceedings at the ITC involving many of the same Apple patents.  Nokia and 

HTC successfully argued that two investigations regarding their infringement of five overlapping 

patents should be consolidated into a single investigation, contending that consolidation was 

necessary to “eliminate the waste of the parties’ and [the tribunal’s] time and [of the] expense 

that would otherwise result from redundant discovery, unnecessarily repetitive briefings and 

duplicative hearings featuring the same exhibits, witnesses, and evidence.”
2
  These arguments 

apply with equal force to the present district court actions, which involve the same defendants 

and multiple overlapping patents—including several of the same patents at issue in the 

consolidated ITC cases. 

The benefits of ensuring consistency and avoiding a waste of judicial resources strongly 

favor consolidation.  Having argued for full consolidation of Apple’s cases in the ITC, HTC and 

Nokia cannot credibly contend that the cases pending before two judges in this District should 

not be consolidated for efficient case management and to eliminate duplicative activity and 

potential inconsistencies.  Apple therefore respectfully requests that the Court consolidate the 

HTC case with the Nokia case. 

II. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 

1. “If actions before the court involve a common question of law or fact, the court 

may . . . join for hearing or trial any or all matters at issue in the actions.”  FED. R. CIV. P. 42(a).  

2
  Ex. 1, Nokia’s Mot. for Full Consolidation of Invest. Nos. 337-TA-704 and 337-TA-710 

(the “Nokia ITC Br.”) at 8; Ex. 2, HTC Resp.’s Mot. for Full Consolidation of Invest. Nos. 337-

TA-704 and 337-TA-710 (the “HTC ITC Br.”) at 8.  Unless otherwise noted, all exhibits referred 

herein are attached to the Declaration of Richard K. Herrmann submitted with this motion. 
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This Court has broad authority to consolidate actions—or parts of actions—that involve common 

questions of fact or law if, in the Court’s discretion, consolidation would facilitate the 

administration of justice. 

2. Consolidation of pretrial activities is warranted in this instance because the four 

pending cases include patent-infringement allegations brought by Apple against a common pair 

of defendants, based on an overlapping set of Apple patents and similar sets of accused products 

(smart phones). The requested consolidation would facilitate the administration of justice by: 

avoiding the need for redundant pretrial activities, thus reducing the time and resources that the 

Court and parties must invest in these proceedings; serving the convenience of the many 

witnesses who will be relevant to the related cases, including potential third parties such as 

inventors; and eliminating the possibility that separate judges will render inconsistent rulings 

based on the same issues of fact and law. 

3. Given the preliminary posture of all four cases, the parties will not suffer any 

prejudice from consolidation.  Nokia and HTC themselves recently sought and obtained a similar 

consolidation in a set of related ITC proceedings involving many of the same patents and claims, 

thus indicating that the result Apple proposes would not pose any genuine prejudice to them. 

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS 

Four actions are now pending in the District of Delaware in which Apple has asserted 

patent-infringement claims against Nokia and/or HTC.  The first two cases filed are presently 

pending before Judge Sleet, and the second two have been assigned to Judge Kelly.

The 791 Case.  On October 22, 2009, Nokia filed an infringement action in this Court 

against Apple (the “791 Case”).  On February 19, 2010, Apple filed its amended answer to 

Nokia’s complaint, asserting counterclaims against Nokia for infringement of nine Apple 

patents.  (See 791 Case D.I. 21.)
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The 1002 Case.  On December 29, 2009, Nokia filed a second infringement suit in this 

Court against Apple (the “1002 Case”).  On January 15, 2010, Apple filed a complaint against 

Nokia at the ITC, asserting infringement of nine Apple patents.  The ITC subsequently opened 

an investigation (the “704 Investigation”).  On February 24, Apple filed its answer and 

counterclaims in the 1002 Case, and asserted the nine patents from the 704 Investigation against 

Nokia.  (See 1002 Case D.I. 12.)  On March 3, 2010, this Court stayed the 1002 Case pending the 

outcome of two ITC proceedings, including the 704 Investigation.  (See D.I. 13.) 

The 166 and 167 Cases.  On March 2, 2010, Apple filed two complaints in this District 

for patent infringement against HTC, asserting a total of twenty Apple patents (the “166” and 

“167 Cases”).  Apple filed a corresponding complaint at the ITC asserting infringement of the 

patents at issue in the 166 Case, and the ITC opened an investigation (the “710 Investigation”).  

On April 26, this Court stayed the 166 Case pending the outcome of the 710 Investigation.  (See

166 Case D.I. 17.) 

There are numerous commonalities of fact and law among the claims that Apple has 

brought against Nokia and/or HTC in the 791, 1002, 166, and 167 Cases that are now pending.  

Significantly, of the 27 total Apple patents being asserted, Apple has asserted eleven against both 

Nokia and HTC.
3
  Only seven patents are asserted solely against Nokia, and only nine are 

asserted solely against HTC.  Even the individually-asserted patents bear numerous relations to 

the commonly-asserted ones, as thirteen inventors named on the individually-asserted patents are 

also named on one or more of their commonly-asserted counterparts.  Moreover, many of the 

individually-asserted patents are directed to related technologies, including object-oriented 

programming and software architecture, user interfaces and touch screens, networking, and 

3
  See Ex. 3 for a list of the specific patents asserted in the 791, 1002, 166, and 167 Cases. 
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computer start-up procedures. 

Given the overlapping parties and patents and the similar technologies at issue in these 

four cases, counsel for Apple sent a letter to this Court on March 24, 2010, explaining the 

common facts among the litigations and requesting that they be identified as related cases.  (See

Ex. 4.)  Apple respectfully submits the present motion as a formal reiteration of that request. 

IV. ARGUMENT 

In the interest of judicial economy, Apple respectfully requests that the 791, 1002, 166, 

and 167 Cases be consolidated so that pre-trial matters such as discovery and claim construction 

can be coordinated by a single judge.  Given the numerous overlapping factual and legal issues 

underlying Apple’s claims against Nokia and HTC—including eleven commonly-asserted 

patents, many substantially similar claim terms, related sets of patented and accused 

technologies, and consolidated ITC proceedings on overlapping patents—these matters would 

best be coordinated by a single chambers, at least through the pre-trial stage.
4

A. The Legal Standard for Consolidation 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a) provides: “If actions before the court involve a 

common question of law or fact, the court may . . . join for hearing or trial any or all matters at 

issue in the actions.”  FED. R. CIV. P. 42(a).  “Rule 42(a) gives a district court broad powers to 

consolidate actions involving common questions of law or fact if, in its discretion, such 

consolidation would facilitate the administration of justice.”  Alexander v. Minner, No. 07-041-

JJF, 2009 WL 1176456, at *6 (D. Del. May 1, 2009) (citing In re Lucent Techs. Inc. Securities 

Litig., 221 F. Supp. 2d 472, 480 (D.N.J. 2001)); see also Tracinda Corp. v. DaimlerChrysler AG,

4
  Consistent with common practice, Apple requests that the consolidation occur before the 

judge assigned to the first-filed of the related cases, Judge Sleet.  See, e.g., Kohus v. Toys “R” 

Us, Inc., Nos. C-1-05-517, C-1-05-671, 2006 WL 1476209, at *2 (S.D. Ohio May 25, 2006) 

(noting that it is common practice to consolidate cases “into the first-filed case”).   
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No. CIV. A. 00-984-JJF, et al, 2001 WL 849736, at *1 (D. Del. July 26, 2001) (granting 

consolidation for pretrial and discovery purposes).  Consolidation may be ordered on one party’s 

motion or on the Court’s own initiative.  See Ellerman Lines, Ltd. v. Atlantic & Gulf Stevedores, 

Inc., 339 F.2d 673, 675 (3d Cir. 1964).  The consolidation of related patent cases to coordinate 

pretrial proceedings and thus avoid duplicative pretrial activities or contradictory rulings is 

routine.  See, e.g., Rohm & Haas Co. v. Mobil Oil Corp., 525 F. Supp. 1298, 1309-10 (D. Del. 

1981) (consolidating actions involving six patents).
5

B. Nokia and HTC Successfully Moved to Consolidate the Parallel 704 and 710 

Investigations at the ITC. 

After the ITC opened the 710 Investigation (which involves claims parallel to those in the 

166 Case) on March 31, 2010, Nokia and HTC moved for consolidation of all issues relating to 

the overlapping Apple patents asserted against them in the 704 and 710 Investigations.  Nokia 

and HTC argued that there was “extensive overlap of legal, factual and procedural issues among 

the two investigations, including substantial overlap among the parties, technology, asserted 

patents and claims, claim construction arguments, validity arguments, witnesses, third parties, 

evidence [and] defenses.”  (Ex. 1, Nokia ITC Br. at 1; Ex. 2, HTC ITC Br. at 1.)  They contended 

that consolidation “would simplify and reduce duplicative discovery and proceedings, make 

more efficient use of the Commission’s resources, and prevent [inconsistent rulings].”  (Id. at 2.)  

Indeed, HTC and Nokia argued that consolidation of the investigations was the only way to avoid 

5
See also Kohus, 2006 WL 1476209, at *1 (“[C]onsolidating the cases for discovery and a 

Markman hearing would prevent two trials from going forward on the basis of inconsistent 

adjudications of the meaning of the exact same claims.”); SmithKline Beecham Corp. v. Geneva 

Pharmaceuticals, Inc., No. 99-CV-2926, et al, 2001 WL 1249694, at *5–6 (E.D. Pa. Sept. 26, 

2001) (noting that issues of validity and the ability to “separate duplicative discovery” warranted 

consolidation for pretrial purposes); Magnavox Co. v. APF Electronics, Inc., 496 F. Supp. 29, 32 

(N.D. Ill. 1980) (noting that Rule 42(a) “contemplates consolidation for purposes of particular 

segments of the litigation, such as pretrial proceedings” and that issues of validity and, to some 

extent, infringement warranted consolidation of pretrial proceedings). 
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such problems.  (See id. at 1.)

On April 26, 2010, the ITC ordered partial consolidation of the 704 and 710 

Investigations, and reassigned the commonly-asserted patents and all issues relating to them to a 

single investigation and ALJ.  However, despite Nokia and HTC’s previous positions, as of the 

time of filing Nokia failed to respond to Apple’s inquiry and HTC confirmed that it will oppose 

consolidating the present cases—even though many of the same patents that overlap at the ITC 

also overlap in these cases and many of the same issues that formed the basis for consolidation in 

the ITC are present here. 

C. Consolidating the Four Pending Cases Will Conserve Resources, Promote 

Judicial Economy, and Protect Against the Possibility of Inconsistent 

Rulings.

As described above, the 791, 1002, 166, and 167 Cases involve numerous common issues 

of law and fact that militate in favor of consolidation.  All four cases involve patent infringement 

allegations brought by Apple, and nearly half of the Apple patents asserted are directed at both 

defendants, Nokia and HTC.  Further, as Nokia and HTC recently argued at the ITC, even those 

patents that are only asserted against one of them still involve the same technology.
6
  Given the 

overlapping patents and technologies among the four cases, issues regarding claim construction, 

expert and fact discovery, witnesses (including third parties, inventors, and experts), validity and 

enforceability, and damages will all be related.  Indeed, Nokia and HTC recently argued in the 

parallel ITC proceedings, “the only unique legal issue raised in the two investigations may be 

6
See Ex. 1, Nokia ITC Br. at 5 (“[E]ven [the] patents that do not overlap share the same 

technology and the same types of accused products.”); see also Ex. 2, HTC ITC Br. at 5-6 

(noting that the ’867 and ’983 patents and the ’852 and ’486 patents “both derive from largely 

identical specifications filed on the same day,” the ’337, ’354, and ’750 patents all relate to 

“software event handling,” the ’721 and ’705 patents relate to “interprocess communication,” the 

’599 and ’431 patents involve “object-oriented technology” and “[t]he remaining four patents 

also implicate the accused handsets’ operating systems and related software”). 
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the respondents’ technical implementation of the [accused] operating software.” (Ex. 1, Nokia 

ITC Br. at 8 (emphasis added); Ex. 2, HTC ITC Br. at 8 (same).) 

The existence of this overwhelming number of common issues plainly indicates that 

consolidating these cases would facilitate their orderly and efficient resolution.  Judicial 

economy will be served because there will be no need for duplicative hearings, depositions, or 

document production.  Moreover, given the related nature of the asserted patents and accused 

devices, similar discovery issues are likely to arise, which it would be most efficient for a single 

judge to address.  Indeed, given the nature of the claims, there is no reason for Nokia and HTC 

not to coordinate their efforts—as they themselves previously noted to the ITC.
7
  As HTC and 

Nokia both argued, consolidation “will eliminate the waste of the parties’ and [the tribunal’s] 

time and [of the] expense that would otherwise result from redundant discovery, unnecessarily 

repetitive briefings and duplicative hearings featuring the same exhibits, witnesses, and 

evidence.”  (Ex. 1, Nokia ITC Br. at 8; Ex. 2, HTC ITC Br. at 8.)  These arguments apply equally 

in this Court.  Cf. Ford v. Christiana Care Health Systems, Civil Action No. 06-301-MPT, 2008 

WL 1985229, at *1 (D. Del. May 5, 2008) (“The purpose of [Rule 42] is to promote judicial 

economy and convenience and to avoid unnecessary costs or delay.”). 

In addition, consolidation will eliminate the risk of inconsistent pretrial rulings, which is 

an especially important consideration in patent cases, given the key role of the court’s claim 

construction rulings in shaping the course of the litigation.  To avoid the possibility of 

7
See Ex. 1, Nokia ITC ITC Br. at 6-7; Ex. 2, HTC Br. at 6 (“There is certain to be 

substantial overlap . . . in the depositions of experts and fact witnesses—particularly of third 

parties who are expected to possess prior art critical to both respondents’ defenses. . . . 

[C]onsolidation will reduce these redundancies and will also relieve experts, inventors, and other 

deponents . . . from the burden of multiple depositions and multiple appearances during separate 

proceedings.”). 
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contradictory outcomes based on the same facts, it would be expedient to have a single judge 

rule on common issues relating to claim construction, summary judgment of validity and/or 

enforceability, as well as discovery issues concerning the patents.  Indeed, this Circuit recognizes 

that preventing conflicting rulings in cases involving similar issues of fact and law is a key 

purpose of consolidation.  See In re TMI Litig., 193 F.3d 613, 724 (3d Cir. 1999) (“The purpose 

of consolidation is to streamline and economize pretrial proceedings so as to avoid duplication of 

effort, and to prevent conflicting outcomes in cases involving similar legal and factual issues.”) 

(internal quotes omitted).  HTC and Nokia themselves stressed the need to avoid inconsistent 

rulings when they sought a similar consolidation of Apple’s claims at the ITC.
8
  Under the 

circumstances, this consideration strongly favors Apple’s motion. 

D. Consolidation Will Not Prejudice Nokia or HTC. 

Nokia and HTC will not suffer any prejudice if Apple’s motion is granted.  All four cases 

are still in their early stages.  The 1002 and 166 Cases are both stayed, pending the outcomes of 

the parallel ITC investigations, and discovery has only recently commenced in the 791 Case.  

The defendants have not answered Apple’s complaints in the 166 and 167 Cases, and HTC’s 

motion to transfer those cases to the Northern District of California remains pending.
9
  Thus, the 

8
See Ex. 1, Nokia ITC Br. at 7 (“Having separate ALJs assess the same patents presents 

substantial risk of inconsistent initial determinations being presented to the Commission for 

review.”); Ex. 2, HTC Br. at 7 (noting that “legal arguments as to claim construction are likely to 

be similar in both Investigations”). 

9
  HTC’s argument that the 166 and 167 Cases should be transferred lacks any merit, in part 

because a transfer would prevent these four cases from being heard before a single judge.  See

FED. R. CIV. P. 42 (only permitting consolidation of “actions before the court”); Swindell-

Dressler Corp. v. Dumbaule, 308 F.2d 267, 273 (3d Cir. 1962) (“a cause of action pending in 

one jurisdiction cannot be consolidated with a cause of action pending in another jurisdiction”).  

As a result, HTC’s motion seeks to prevent—rather than promote—all of the economies and 

conveniences that would be achieved via consolidation. See, e.g., In re Volkswagen of Am., Inc.,

566 F.3d 1349, 1351 (Fed. Cir. 2009) (denying request to vacate district court’s denial of motion 
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parties have yet to devote significant resources to these cases, and consolidation would not pose 

any possibility of prejudicial delay in any of the cases.
10

Indeed, Nokia and HTC cannot credibly argue that they will face any prejudice from 

consolidating these cases, as they both vigorously—and successfully—argued for consolidation 

of the parallel cases at the ITC.  Nokia and HTC both made clear that prejudice was not an issue 

when they asserted that even “partial consolidation . . . for the purposes of overlapping patents . . 

. is still preferable to the status quo” (Ex. 5, Nokia Resp. to ITC Staff Mot. at 4) and that 

“[p]utting the identical patents in the Investigations . . . before the same ALJ from the start 

resolves the difficult issues inherent in having the Investigations proceed separately” (Ex. 6, 

HTC ITC Rep. Br. at 5).  It would be disingenuous for either of them to argue that Apple’s 

request for consolidation of these related cases poses any prejudice to them now. 

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, given the overwhelming commonality of issues of law and fact 

among these four patent cases and the significant economies and conveniences that would result 

from consolidating them, Apple respectfully requests that this Court grant its Motion to 

Consolidate the Captioned Cases for the Purpose of Coordinating Pretrial Proceedings.  

to transfer, where related patent cases were pending in the same court, and noting that “the 

existence of multiple lawsuits involving the same issues is a paramount consideration.”). 

10
  Although the 791 Case has begun to move forward, courts have granted motions for 

consolidation of cases that are much further apart in their progress than the non-stayed cases 

here. See e.g., Fields v. Provident Life & Acc. Ins. Co., No. CIV.A. 99-CV-4261, 2001 WL 

818353 (E.D. Pa. Jul. 10, 2001), at *6 (ordering consolidation even though one action was ready 

for trial, while the other was still only in its preliminary stages, because “the discovery and trial 

preparation necessary for the [second case] will overlap significantly with the work already 

completed” and “[t]he efficiency achieved by consolidation will far outweigh any inconvenience 

that may result therefrom”); Monzo v. American Airlines, Inc., 94 F.R.D. 672, 673 (D.C.N.Y. 

1982) (“The fact that the cases are at different discovery stages is not fatal to the consolidation 

motion.”).
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Ex. 2: Apple Patents Asserted

C.A. No. 09-791 GMS C.A. No. 09-1002 GMS 

(and ITC Inv. No. 

337-TA-704)

C.A. No. 10-166 RK 

(and ITC Inv. No. 

337-TA-710)

C.A. No. 10-167 RK 

5,315,703                                    

 5,379,431   

5,455,599 5,455,599

5,455,854    

  5,481,721  

5,519,867 5,519,867

5,555,369    

  5,566,337  

5,634,074    

5,848,105 5,848,105

5,915,131 5,915,131

5,920,726 5,920,726

  5,929,852  

  5,946,647  

5,969,705 5,969,705

6,189,034 B1    

6,239,795    

  6,275,983  

6,343,263 6,343,263

6,424,354 6,424,354
   7,362,331

7,383,453 B2 7,383,453

7,469,381 B2 7,469,381
   7,479,949
   7,633,076
   7,657,849

RE 39,486 RE 39,486 
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Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Numbe

r

Descriptio

n

Participan

t Filed

Date 

Retrieve

d

Activ

e or 

Close

d

Identificatio

n

U.S. 

District - 

Delawar

e

1:08cv139 Flashpoint 

Technology Inc 

v. Aiptek Inc 

et al 

Htc America 

Inc

03/07/200

8

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

2:10cv112 Mobilemedia 

Ideas LLC v. 

HTC

Corporation et 

al

Htc America 

Inc

03/31/201

0

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Illinois 

Norther

n

1:08cv324

8

SP

Technologies, 

LLC v. Garmin 

Limited et al 

Htc America 

Inc

06/05/200

8

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Colorad

o

1:09cv257

8

E.digital

Corporation v. 

Pentax of 

America, Inc 

et al 

Htc America 

Inc

11/02/200

9

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Illinois 

Norther

n

1:09cv368

4

MSTG, Inc v. 

Motorola, Inc 

et al 

Htc America 

Inc

06/18/200

9

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Delawar

e

1:06cv404 St Clair 

Intellectual 

Property

Consultants 

Inc v. LG 

Electronics Inc 

Et A 

Htc America 

Inc

06/26/200

6

05/07/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

2:07cv229 Minerva 

Industries, Inc 

v. Motorola, 

Inc et al 

Htc America 

Inc

06/06/200

7

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

2:08cv21 Minerva 

Industries, Inc 

v. Motorola, 

Inc et al 

Htc America 

Inc

01/22/200

8

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Virginia

Western 

3:08cv53 Dicam, Inc v. 

Sprint Nextel 

Corporation et 

al

Htc America 

Inc

11/18/200

8

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

6:10cv108 The Pacid 

Group, LLC v. 

Asustek

Computer Inc 

et al 

Htc America 

Inc

03/26/201

0

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 
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U.S. 

District - 

Delawar

e

1:08cv140 Flashpoint 

Technology Inc 

v. AT&T 

Mobility LLC et 

al

Htc America 

Inc

03/07/200

8

05/07/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Californi

a

Norther

n

5:08cv882 HTC 

Corporation et 

al v. 

Technology 

Properties 

Limited et al 

Htc America 

Inc

02/08/200

8

05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgement 

U.S. 

District - 

Illinois 

Norther

n

1:09cv294

5

Intellect 

Wireless, Inc 

v. HTC 

Corporation et 

al

Htc America 

Inc

05/14/200

9

03/15/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

6:09cv527 Klausner 

Technologies, 

Inc v. 

Research in 

Motion 

Corporation Et 

A

Htc America 

Inc

11/23/200

9

05/03/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Souther

n

4:09cv410

9

Fujinon

Corporation v. 

HTC

Corporation et 

al

Htc America 

Inc

12/28/200

9

04/19/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

District 

of

Columbi

a

1:08cv189

7

HTC

Corporation et 

al v. Ipcom 

GMBH & Co, 

KG

Htc America 

Inc

11/03/200

8

04/16/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Californi

a

Norther

n

3:08cv882 HTC 

Corporation et 

al v. 

Technology 

Properties 

Limited et al 

Htc America 

Inc

02/08/200

8

05/01/2008 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Numbe

r

Descriptio

n

Participan

t Filed

Date 

Retrieve

d

Activ

e or 

Close

d

Identificatio

n

U.S. 

District 

- Illinois 

Norther

n

1:10cv145

6

ADC

Technology Inc 

v. LG 

Electronics 

Mobilecomm 

USA, Inc Et A 

Htc America 

Inckyocera

Corporation

Nokia 

Corporation

States Cellular 

Corporation

03/04/201

0

05/04/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 
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Name Court Case No. Filed NOS Closed

1 HTC CORP. dedce 1:2008cv00139 03/07/2008 830

Flashpoint Technology Inc. v. Aiptek Inc. et al 

3 HTC CORP. dedce 1:2008cv00140 03/07/2008 830

Flashpoint Technology Inc. v. AT&T Mobility LLC et al 

5 HTC CORP. dedce 1:2010cv00166 03/02/2010 830

Apple Inc. et al v. High Tech Computer Corp. et al 

6 HTC CORP. dedce 1:2010cv00167 03/02/2010 830

Apple Inc. v. High Tech Computer Corp. et al 

9 HTC CORP. dedce 1:2009cv00628 08/21/2009 830

Xpoint Technologies Inc. v. Microsoft Corporation et al 

10 HTC CORP. candce 5:2010cv01177 03/22/2010 890

McKinney v. Google, Inc. et al 

12 HTC CORP. madce 1:2010cv10575 04/06/2010 830

Figa v. High Tech Computer Corp. et al 

13 HTC CORPORATION txedce 2:2010cv00091 03/16/2010 830

Microunity Systems Engineering Inc v. Acer Inc et al 

14 HTC CORPORATION txedce 6:2010cv00108 03/26/2010 830

The PACID Group, LLC v. Asustek Computer Inc. et al 

15 HTC CORPORATION txedce 2:2010cv00112 03/31/2010 830

MobileMedia Ideas LLC v. HTC Corporation et al 
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21 HTC CORPORATION txedce 2:2009cv00206 06/29/2009 830

DownUnder Wireless, LLC v. HTC Corporation et al 

23 HTC CORPORATION txedce 2:2007cv00229 06/06/2007 830

Minerva Industries, Inc. v. Motorola, Inc. et al 

25 HTC CORPORATION dedce 1:2006cv00404 06/26/2006 830

St. Clair Intellectual Property Consultants Inc. v. LG Electronics Inc. et al 

27 HTC CORPORATION txedce 6:2009cv00527 11/23/2009 830

Klausner Technologies, Inc. v. Research In Motion Corporation et al 

29 HTC CORPORATION dedce 1:2009cv00628 08/21/2009 830

Xpoint Technologies Inc. v. Microsoft Corporation et al 

30 HTC CORPORATION candce 5:2008cv00882 02/08/2008 830

HTC Corporation et al v. Technology Properties Limited et al 

Innovative Patented Technology LLC v. HTC Corporation et al 

33 HTC CORPORATION dcdce 1:2008cv01897 11/03/2008 830

HTC CORPORATION et al v. IPCOM GMBH & CO., KG 

35 HTC CORPORATION ilndce 1:2009cv02572 04/28/2009 840

Specht et al v. Google Inc et al 

36 HTC CORPORATION codce 1:2009cv02578 11/02/2009 830

e.Digital Corporation v. Pentax of America, Inc. et al 
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38 HTC CORPORATION ilndce 1:2009cv02945 05/14/2009 830

Intellect Wireless, Inc. v. HTC Corporation et al 

41 HTC CORPORATION ilndce 1:2008cv03248 06/05/2008 830

SP Technologies, LLC v. Garmin Limited et al 

45 HTC CORPORATION txsdce 4:2009cv04109 12/28/2009 830

Fujinon Corporation v. HTC Corporation et al 
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Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved 

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:10cv91 Microunity 

Systems 

Engineering Inc 

v. Acer Inc et al 

Exedea Inc 03/16/2010 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:10cv166 Apple Inc et al 

v. High Tech 

Computer Corp 

et al 

Exedea Inc 03/02/2010 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:10cv167 Apple Inc v. 

High Tech 

Computer Corp 

et al 

Exedea Inc 03/02/2010 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Massachusetts 

1:10cv10575 Figa v. High 

Tech Computer 

Corp et al 

Exedea Inc 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

Name� Court� Case�No.� Filed� NOS�
Close

d�
�

� � � � � � �

� �

� � � � � � �

� �

� � � � � � �

� �

PACER:�� EXEDEA�INC.� ilndce� 1:2010cv01456� 03/04/2010� 830� �

ADC�Technology�Inc.�v.�LG�Electronics�Mobilecomm�U.S.A.,�Inc.�et�al� �

� � � � � � �

� �

�
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Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved 

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:07cv2103 Viacom 

International, 

Inc et al v. 

Youtube, Inc et 

al

Google Inc 03/13/2007 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:09cv142 FPX, LLC v. 

Google, Inc et 

al

Google Inc 05/11/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:09cv151 John Beck 

Amazing Profits, 

LLC v. Google 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 05/14/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:09cv628 Xpoint 

Technologies 

Inc v. Microsoft 

Corporation et 

al

Google Inc 08/21/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Virginia

Eastern 

1:09cv736 Rosetta Stone 

Ltd v. Google 

Inc

Google Inc 07/10/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:07cv3582 The Football 

Association 

Premier League 

Limited et al v. 

Youtube, Inc Et 

A

Google Inc 05/04/2007 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:09cv525 Personalized 

User Model LLP 

v. Google Inc 

Google Inc 07/16/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Illinois 

Northern 

1:07cv3371 Vulcan Golf, LLC 

et al v. Google 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 06/15/2007 05/07/2010 Active  NOS: (470) Rico; 

Cause: Trademark 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:10cv136 Xerox 

Corporation v. 

Google Inc et al 

Google Inc 02/19/2010 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Arkansas

Western 

5:09cv5151 Neeley v. 

Namemedia, 

Inc

Google Inc 07/22/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

(Lanham Act) 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:07cv102 Antor Media 

Corporation v. 

Metacafe, Inc 

Google Inc 03/27/2007 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:09cv102 Actus, LLC v. 

Bank of 

Google Inc 04/09/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 
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America Corp et 

al

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:09cv147 API 

Technologies, 

LLC v. 

Facebook, Inc 

et al 

Google Inc 05/12/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Ohio Northern 

4:08cv817 Emsat 

Advanced Geo-

Location

Technology, LLC 

et al v. T-Mobile 

USA, Inc 

Google Inc 03/31/2008 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

6:09cv269 Bedrock 

Computer 

Technologies, 

LLC v. Softlayer 

Technologies, 

Inc Et A 

Google Inc 06/16/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

6:09cv446 Eolas 

Technologies 

Incorporated v. 

Adobe Systems 

Incorporated Et 

A

Google Inc 10/06/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Oregon

3:09cv642 Google Inc v. 

Traffic 

Information LLC 

Google Inc 06/09/2009 05/03/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgment 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:05cv8136 The Author's 

Guild et al v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 09/20/2005 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Florida Middle 

2:09cv159 Ezzo v. Google, 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 03/17/2009 05/04/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:07cv371 Bright Response 

LLC v. Google 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 08/27/2007 04/28/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Indiana 

Southern 

1:10cv312 One Number 

Corporation v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 03/16/2010 05/05/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:07cv486 Northeastern 

University et al 

v. Google, Inc, 

Google Inc 11/06/2007 03/25/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Eastern 

2:09cv3065 Jurin v. Google 

Inc

Google Inc 11/03/2009 05/03/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

2:10cv1847 Michael M 

Edelstein v. 

Google Inc 03/15/2010 05/04/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 
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Central Google Inc Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:08cv3172 Google Inc et al 

v. Egger et al 

Google Inc 07/01/2008 07/08/2008 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:10cv1841 Wireless Ink 

Corporation v. 

Facebook, Inc 

et al 

Google Inc 03/09/2010 04/30/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:09cv343 Webmap 

Technologies 

LLC v. City 

Accomodations 

Network Inc Et 

A

Google Inc 11/03/2009 04/28/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Oregon

3:10mc9020 IP Innovation 

LLC v. Google 

Inc

Google Inc 01/14/2010 03/11/2010 Active  NOS: (0) ; Cause: 

U.S. District - 

California 

Central 

2:10cv1648 Michael M 

Edelstein v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 03/05/2010 03/11/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Forma Pauperis 

Denial 

U.S. District - 

Massachusetts 

1:09cv11813 Red Bend 

Software, Inc et 

al v. Google 

Google Inc 10/26/2009 04/27/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:07cv279 Function Media, 

LLC v. Google, 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 07/03/2007 04/27/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:07cv11450 Touchtunes 

Music Corp v. 

Rowe 

International 

Corp et al 

Google Inc 12/20/2007 04/23/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:09cv494 Market America 

Inc v. Google 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 07/07/2009 03/05/2010 Active  NOS: (370) 

Fraud; Cause: 

Diversity-Fraud 

U.S. District - 

Rhode Island 

1:10cv102 Souvalian v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 03/03/2010 03/05/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause: Fed. 

Question 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:10cv668 Flowbee 

International, 

Inc et al v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 02/18/2010 03/05/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

(Lanham Act) 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

5:10cv1713 Parts Geek, LLC 

v. US Auto 

Parts Network, 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 04/22/2010 04/23/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause:

Racketeering 

(RICO) Act 

U.S. District - 2:10cv336 Stayart v. Google Inc 04/20/2010 04/22/2010 Active  NOS: (360) 
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Wisconsin 

Eastern 

Google Inc Personal Injury; 

Cause: Fed. 

Question: Personal 

Injury

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:05cv8881 The McGraw-Hill 

Companies, Inc 

et al v. Google 

Inc

Google Inc 10/19/2005 03/16/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Oregon

1:09cv3013 Harry and David 

v. Pathak 

Google Inc 02/11/2009 04/15/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Western 

1:10cv149 Williams v. II 

Criminal Justice 

System et al 

Google Inc 02/23/2010 02/25/2010 Active  NOS: (530) 

Prisoner - General; 

Cause: Petition for 

Writ of Habeas 

Corpus (State) 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

4:09cv5718 Netlist, Inc v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 12/04/2009 04/14/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:09mc80097 Intermec 

Technologies 

Corp v. Palm, 

Inc

Google Inc 05/08/2009 02/20/2010 Active  NOS: (0) ; Cause: 

U.S. District - 

North Carolina 

Middle 

1:08mc42 Software Rights 

Archive, LLC v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 09/19/2008 02/16/2010 Active  NOS: (0) ; Cause: 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:10cv2977 The American 

Society of 

Media

Photographers, 

Inc et al v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 04/07/2010 04/09/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Illinois Central 

3:09cv3295 Martin v. 

Washington 

Post Company 

et al 

Google Inc 11/10/2009 04/09/2010 Active  NOS: (440) Other 

Civil Rights; 

Cause: Notice of 

Removal- Civil 

Rights Act 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

5:10cv1433 Feldman v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 04/05/2010 04/07/2010 Active  NOS: (370) 

Fraud; Cause: Fed. 

Question 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

5:10cv672 Hibnick v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 02/17/2010 04/09/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause: Fed 

Question: Fed 

Communications 

Act of 1934 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

4:10cv668 Flowbee 

International, 

Inc et al v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc 02/18/2010 02/19/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

(Lanham Act) 

U.S. District - 

California 

5:10mc80034 In Re Beluga 

Shipping GMBH 

Google Inc 02/05/2010 04/02/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 
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Northern & Co KD 

"Beluga 

Fantastic" v. 

Suzlon Energy 

Ltd, Federal 

Court

Proceeding 

Cause: Personal 

Injury

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:07cv511 Software Rights 

Archive, LLC v. 

Google Inc et al 

Google Inc 11/21/2007 04/01/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:09cv5718 Netlist, Inc v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 12/04/2009 12/14/2009 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Western 

1:10mc11 Williams et al v. 

Criminal Justice 

System et al 

Google Inc 02/02/2010 03/26/2010 Active  NOS: (0) ; Cause: 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

5:08cv3172 Google Inc et al 

v. Egger et al 

Google Inc 07/01/2008 03/25/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgement 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Eastern 

1:08cv3139 Web Tracking 

Solutions, Inc 

et al v. Google, 

Inc

Google Inc 07/31/2008 03/25/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Fed. Question 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:06cv549 Intertainer, Inc, 

v. Apple 

Computer, Inc 

et al 

Google Inc 12/29/2006 03/25/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

6:09cv304 Aloft Media, LLC 

v. Oracle 

Corporation et 

al

Google Inc 07/14/2009 03/25/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Fed. Question 

U.S. District - 

Delaware 

1:10cv77 St Clair 

Intellectual 

Property

Consultants Inc 

v. Google Inc 

Google Inc 01/29/2010 03/23/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Louisiana 

Western 

6:10cv133 Firefly Digital 

Inc v. Google 

Inc

Google Inc 01/29/2010 03/22/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

Texas Eastern 

2:08cv61 Paid Search 

Engine Tools, 

LLC v. Google, 

Inc et al 

Google Inc 02/12/2008 03/02/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:06cv7297 Person v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 11/27/2006 01/04/2007 Active  NOS: (410) 

Antitrust; Cause: 

Antitrust Litigation 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:09cv3459 Google Inc v. 

John Beck 

Amazing Profits 

LLC

Google Inc 07/28/2009 08/03/2009 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 
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U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

1:05cv6487 Elwell v. 

Google, Inc et 

al

Google Inc 07/18/2005 09/27/2005 Active  NOS: (442) 

Employment; 

Cause: Job 

Discrimination 

(Employment) 

U.S. District - 

New York 

Southern 

2:05cv6487 Elwell v. 

Google, Inc et 

al

Google Inc 07/18/2005 01/19/2007 Active  NOS: (442) 

Employment; 

Cause: Job 

Discrimination 

(Employment) 

U.S. District - 

Arizona

2:06mc96 Google Inc v. 

American Blind 

& Wallpaper 

Factory, Inc 

Google Inc 08/22/2006 01/09/2007 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause: Civil 

Miscellaneous Case 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:05cv925 Compression 

Labs

Incorporated v. 

Acer America 

Corporation et 

al

Google Inc 03/03/2005 08/26/2005 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. District - 

California 

Northern 

3:08cv4144 Google Inc v. 

Netlist, Inc 

Google Inc 08/29/2008 10/19/2008 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Declaratory 

Judgement 

U.S. District - 

Illinois 

Northern 

1:07cv92 Leo Stoller VS 

Google Inc 

Google Inc 01/08/2007 03/20/2007 Active  NOS: (422) 

Appeal 28 USC 

158; Cause: Notice 

of Appeal re 

Bankruptcy Matter 

(BAP) 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:08mc80181 Loudo Trailers, 

Inc et al v. Bray 

Trailers, Inc 

Google Inc 3rd 

Party

09/15/2008 02/07/2010 Active  NOS: (0) ; Cause: 

�

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification 

U.S. 

District 

- Utah 

2:09cv1043 Dazzlesmile et al 

v. Epic 

Advertising et al 

Google A 

Delaware 

Corporation

11/23/2009 05/03/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

(Lanham Act) 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or Identification
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Closed 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:09cv4552 Textscape, LLC 

v. Google, Inc 

Google Inc A 

California 

Corporation

09/25/2009 04/19/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:01cv20425 Xtraplus 

Corporation v. 

Google Inc 

Google Inc A 

California 

Corporation

05/15/2001 12/30/2006 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

Florida 

Southern 

1:10cv21119 Harris v. 

Google, Inc 

Google Inc A 

California 

Corporation

Doing Business 

as Google 

Phonebook

04/08/2010 04/09/2010 Active  NOS: (360) 

Personal Injury; 

Cause: Diversity-

Notice of Removal 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Central 

2:04cv9484 Perfect 10 Inc v. 

Google Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Corporation

11/19/2004 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

Illinois 

Northern 

1:09cv2572 Specht et al v. 

Google Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

04/28/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

2:09cv175 Beneficial 

Innovations, Inc 

v. 

Careerbuilder, 

LLC et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

06/01/2009 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:08cv3369 "in Re Google 

Adwords

Litigation" 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

07/11/2008 05/07/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause: Diversity-

Other Contract 

U.S. 

District - 

Texas

Eastern 

2:07cv555 Beneficial 

Innovations, Inc 

v. Aol, LLC et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

12/20/2007 05/04/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

3:10cv1824 Google Inc v. 

Blues Destiny 

Records, LLC 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

04/28/2010 05/04/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Constitutionality of 

State Statutes 

U.S. 

District - 

5:10cv489 Anshu Pathak v. 

United States 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

04/01/2010 04/08/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 
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California 

Central 

Patent and 

Trademark

Offices Et A 

Corporation Trademark 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

3:08cv3888 Pulaski & 

Middleman, LLC 

v. Google Inc 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

08/14/2008 09/28/2008 Active  NOS: (190) Other 

Contract; Cause: 

Diversity-Other 

Contract

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:10cv1177 McKinney v. 

Google, Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

03/22/2010 03/23/2010 Active  NOS: (890) Other 

Statutory Actions; 

Cause: Petition for 

Removal 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

3:09cv3414 Olabode v. 

Google Inc, 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

07/24/2009 07/28/2009 Active  NOS: (410) 

Antitrust; Cause: 

Fed. Question: 

Anti-trust 

U.S. 

District - 

New York 

Eastern 

2:05cv1779 Google Inc v. 

Wolfe 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

04/08/2005 12/31/2006 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

3:04cv3934 Google Inc v. 

Compression

Labs Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

09/17/2004 08/26/2005 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

3:05cv598 Google, Inc v. 

Affinity Engines, 

Inc

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

02/09/2005 02/11/2005 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

4:04cv3934 Google Inc v. 

Compression

Labs Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

09/17/2004 10/26/2004 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent 

Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

California 

Central 

2:07cv8127 VV Sterling 

Corporation et 

al v. C Casey 

Bennett et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

Terminated 09 

08 2009 

12/13/2007 05/10/2010 Active  NOS: (820) 

Copyrights; Cause: 

Copyright

Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

Washington 

Western 

2:09cv789 Soaring Helmet 

Corporation v. 

Bill Me Inc et al 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corporation

Terminated 10 

15 2009 

06/09/2009 03/29/2010 Active  NOS: (840) 

Trademark; Cause: 

Trademark

Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification
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U.S. 

District - 

California 

Northern 

5:10cv241 Largo Cargo Co 

v. Google, Inc 

Google Inc A 

Delaware 

Corportion 

01/19/2010 04/30/2010 Active  NOS: (370) Fraud; 

Cause: Diversity-

Fraud 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification 

U.S. 

District 

- Texas 

Eastern 

2:07cv403 Paid Search 

Engine Tools, 

LLC v. Yahoo! 

Inc

Google Inc 

Consol

09/13/2007 04/21/2010 Active  NOS: (830) 

Patent; Cause: 

Patent Infringement 

Search Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District - 

Delaware 

1:06cv319 Langdon v. 

Google Inc et al 

Google Inc 

Doing Business 

as Delaware 

Google Inc 

05/17/2006 03/18/2007 Active  NOS: (440) Other 

Civil Rights; Cause: 

Civil Rights Act 

earch Result List 

Court

Docket 

Number Description Participant Filed

Date 

Retrieved

Active

or

Closed Identification

U.S. 

District 

- New 

Jersey 

3:09cv5354 Novins v. 

Cannon et al 

Google 

Incorporated A 

Corporation

Doing Business 

State New 

Jersey 

Terminated 04 

27 2010 

10/20/2009 05/09/2010 Active  NOS: (360) 

Personal Injury; 

Cause: Diversity-

Notice of Removal 

�
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