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DAVID C. DOYLE (CA SBN 70690)
DDoyle@mofo.com
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE (CA SBN 201780)
MAWoodmansee@mofo.com
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

12531 High Bluff Drive, Suite 100
San Diego, California  92130-2040
Telephone: 858.720.5100
Facsimile: 858.720.5125

Attorneys for Defendant
KYOCERA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

TECHNOLOGY PROPERTIES LIMITED LLC, 
PHOENIX DIGITAL SOLUTIONS LLC, and 
PATRIOT SCIENTIFIC CORPORATION,

Plaintiffs,

v.

KYOCERA CORPORATION AND KYOCERA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,

Defendants.
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR ATTORNEYS IN THE ABOVE ACTIONS: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on October 25, 2012, at 9:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as 

the matter may be heard, in Courtroom F of the above-captioned Court, located at 450 Golden 

Gate Avenue, 15th Floor, San Francisco, California, 94102, Defendant Kyocera Communications, 

Inc. (“Kyocera”) will and does hereby respectfully move for a stay of all proceedings in this 

action. 

This motion is based upon this Notice of Motion and Motion, the accompanying 

Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the Declaration of M. Andrew Woodmansee 

(“Woodmansee Decl.”) filed herewith and exhibits thereto, the papers and records on file in this 

action, and any evidence and argument presented at the hearing of this motion. By seeking a stay 

of this action, Kyocera does not waive any defense it may have, whether based upon lack of 

personal jurisdiction, improper venue, standing, insufficiency of process, insufficiency of service 

of process, or any other basis whatsoever. 

Dated: September 20, 2012 DAVID C. DOYLE 
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

By: s/ M. Andrew Woodmansee
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE

Attorneys for Defendant
KYOCERA COMMUNICATIONS, 
INC.
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MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

Defendant Kyocera Communications, Inc. (“Kyocera”) moves this Court to stay this 

action in its entirety pending the conclusion of an investigation by the United States International 

Trade Commission (ITC) in response to the complaint filed by Plaintiffs Technology Properties 

Limited LLC, Patriot Scientific Corporation and Phoenix Digital Solutions LLC (collectively, 

“TPL”) on July 23, 2012 (“ITC Complaint”).

I. STATEMENT OF ISSUE TO BE DECIDED

Whether the Court should stay this action while the ITC completes its investigation of one 

of the three related patents asserted by TPL in this litigation.

II. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT

The Court’s answer to the issue before it should be a resounding “Yes.” To circumvent 

the automatic stay of the three patents at issue in this case, TPL asserted only one of those patents

in its concurrently filed ITC Complaint.  TPL, however, cannot escape the substantial similarities

between the patent asserted in both actions and the two additional patents asserted only in this 

litigation:  the patents all claim aspects of microprocessor design, arise from a common patent 

application, and share the same inventors.  Nor can TPL demonstrate prejudice because it, not 

Kyocera, chose to limit its claims before the ITC.  In contrast, Kyocera would undoubtedly suffer 

hardship from duplicative discovery if this case were to proceed.  A stay of this case, therefore,

will minimize duplication, advance the interest of judicial economy, and preserve the resources of 

the parties and this Court.  The ITC investigation will define the extent and nature of the dispute 

between the parties; its resolution may assist this Court in narrowing the issues and may lead to 

settlement, withdrawal, or dismissal of this case. Moreover, all three patents at issue here are 

currently being litigated in this Court.  A stay may allow the parties and the Court to benefit from 

rulings on common issues in that litigation.  Resolution of those cases likely will dictate, or at 

least influence, the outcome of this action.

III. STATEMENT OF FACTS

On July 24, 2012, TPL sued Kyocera in this Court alleging infringement of three patents: 

U.S. Patents Nos. 5,809,336 (the ’336 Patent), 5,440,749 (the ’749 Patent), and 5,530,890 (the 
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’890 Patent).  The day before it filed this suit, TPL lodged a complaint with the ITC against 

Kyocera, among other parties. (Declaration of M. Andrew Woodmansee (“Woodmansee Decl.”) 

Ex. A.)  The ITC Complaint alleges claims related to the ’336 Patent only.  (Id.)  The non-

overlapping patents before this Court, the ’749 Patent and the ’890 Patent, are related closely to 

the ’336 Patent.  All three patents relate to microprocessor design, arise from the same patent 

application, and share the same inventors, Charles H. Moore and Russell H. Fish, III.  (Compare 

Compl. Exs. A, B, and C.)  In addition, both actions identify the Kyocera Clip S2100 cell phone

as an accused product.1 (Id.)  The chart below summarizes the patents asserted against Kyocera

in the two actions, showing these similarities:

Patent 
No.

Case(s) Title Inventors Accused Products

5,809,336 N.D. Cal.;
ITC

High Performance 
Microprocessor 
Having Variable 
Speed System 
Clock

Charles H. Moore; 
Russell H. Fish, III

Clip S2100 
     (N.D. Cal. and ITC)
Milano C5120 
     (ITC only)

5,440,749 N.D. Cal. High Performance, 
Low Cost 
Microprocessor

Charles H. Moore; 
Russell H. Fish, III

Clip S2100

5,530,890 N.D. Cal. High Performance, 
Low Cost 
Microprocessor 

Charles H. Moore; 
Russell H. Fish, III

Clip S2100                                                                                                                   

TPL agrees the non-overlapping patents are similar to the patent before the ITC.  In the 

ITC Complaint, TPL asserts, “[t]he ’336 patent is closely related to the other patents in the MMP 

Portfolio,” including the ‘749 Patent.  (Woodmansee Decl. Ex. A ¶¶ 162–123.)  Plaintiff further 

notes that all three patents “cover specific fundamental microprocessor technology,” “resulted 

from the one fundamental patent application,” and “include[] the same two inventors.”  (Id.)

                                                
1 Both actions identify Clip S2100 as representative of the accused products.  The only 

other representative product identified in ITC Complaint is the Milano C5120.
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Litigation of the three patents above against various other defendants is currently pending 

in this District (formerly before Chief Judge Ware and now assigned to Magistrate Judge Paul S. 

Grewal).  On June 12, 2012, Judge Ware issued a ruling construing most claim terms of the three 

patents but requesting additional briefing by the parties on a potentially dispositive term.  Acer, 

Inc. v. Tech. Props., 2012 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 81322 (N.D. Cal. June 12, 2012).

IV. ARGUMENT

A. The Court Must Stay the Claims Addressing the ’336 Patent

A stay of this civil action with respect to the ’336 Patent, which is asserted here and in the 

ITC Complaint, is automatic pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1659. (“[T]he district court shall stay, until 

the determination of the Commission becomes final, proceedings in the civil action with respect 

to any claim that involves the same issues involved in the proceeding before the 

Commission . . . .”).2  The only issue for the Court, therefore, is whether to exercise its inherent 

power to stay the case in its entirety until the ITC completes its investigation.

B. The Court Should Stay the Remainder of this Action Pursuant to Its inherent 
Authority

The power of this Court to stay the claims concerning the remaining two non-overlapping 

patents is “incidental to the power inherent in every court to control the disposition of the causes 

on its docket with economy of time and effort for itself, for counsel, and for litigants.”

FormFactor, Inc. v. Micronics Japan Co., 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 13114, at *5–7 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 

11, 2008) (citing Landis v. N. Am. Co., 299 U.S. 248, 254 (1936)); Leyva v. Certified Grocers of 

California, Ltd., 593 F.2d 857, 863 (9th Cir. 1979) (“A trial court may, with propriety, find it is 

                                                
2 Section 1659 provides in full: “In a civil action involving parties that are also parties to a 

proceeding before the United States International Trade Commission under section 337 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930, at the request of a party to the civil action that is also a respondent in the 
proceeding before the Commission, the district court shall stay, until the determination of the 
Commission becomes final, proceedings in the civil action with respect to any claim that involves 
the same issues involved in the proceeding before the Commission, but only if such request is 
made within- (1) 30 days after the party is named as a respondent in the proceeding before the 
Commission, or (2) 30 days after the district court action is filed, whichever is later.”  The ITC 
instituted its investigation on August 21, 2012.  Kyocera timely filed this motion on September 
20, 2012, within the allotted time.
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efficient for its own docket and the fairest course for the parties to enter a stay of an action before 

it, pending resolution of independent proceedings which bear upon the case.”) (cert. denied, 444 

U.S. 827 (1979)).

When deciding a motion to stay, a court must consider: (1) “possible damage which may

result from the granting of a stay,” (2) “the hardship or inequity which a party may suffer in being 

required to go forward,” and (3) “the orderly course of justice measured in terms of the 

simplifying or complicating of issues, proof, and questions of law which could be expected to 

result from a stay.” CMAX, Inc. v. Hall, 300 F.2d 265, 268 (citing Landis, 299 U.S. at 254–55).

C. All Three Landis Factors Weigh In Favor of Staying This Action

1. Staying This Action Would Not Prejudice TPL

TPL will be benefitted, not prejudiced, by a stay because some of the same issues to be 

decided here will be addressed by the ITC investigation, yet the ITC’s rulings are not binding on 

this Court.  Moreover, TPL could have asserted the ’749 Patent and the ’890 Patent in the ITC

Complaint, especially given their relationship to the ’336 Patent. Under such circumstances, 

Courts have found no prejudice resulting from a stay.  See, e.g., FormFactor, Inc. v. Micronics 

Japan Co., 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 13114, at *5–7 (N.D. Cal. Feb. 11, 2008); see also, Flexsys 

Americas, LP v. Kumho Tire, U.S.A., Inc., No. 5:05CV156, 2005 WL 1126750 (N.D. Ohio Apr. 

29, 2005), at *3.

Indeed, the court in FormFactor was presented with a scenario very similar to the 

circumstances here where two patents asserted in the district court action were not asserted in the 

ITC action.  The plaintiff argued that it would be prejudiced because the ITC could not grant 

injunctive relief for those patents only asserted in the district court action.  The court concluded 

that the plaintiff would not suffer prejudice, stating, “[T]he fact that injunctive relief is not 

available arises because of FormFactor’s own decision not to include the non-overlapping patents 

in its ITC complaint.”

Likewise, the court in Flexsys determined the plaintiff would not be prejudiced by staying 

the non-overlapping patent and questioned the motives behind the plaintiff’s ITC filing strategy.  

Flexsys, 2005 WL 1126750 at *1–3 (“It is entirely unclear to this Court why plaintiff would opt 
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to pursue only two of the three [] patents [disputed here] before the ITC, other than in an attempt 

to avoid the mandatory stay requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 1659(a).”)  To the extent there would be 

any prejudice at all to TPL—and there is none—it is entirely of TPL’s own making and does not 

weigh against staying this case.

Here, TPL chose to file two separate actions on a common set of patents. TPL easily 

could have included all three patents in the ITC action, but it chose not to do so. TPL, therefore,

cannot demonstrate prejudice.

2. Kyocera Would Be Prejudiced without a Stay

This factor weighs heavily in favor of granting a stay.  Kyocera will suffer hardship if this 

action is allowed to proceed, even in part, because it will create duplicative discovery. All three 

patents share the same inventors.  As a result, there will be common witnesses and documents 

related to the patents and the accused products in both this action and in the ITC. Avoiding such 

needless duplication in discovery is reason enough not to allow the two actions to proceed 

simultaneously.  FormFactor, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 13114, at *5–7 (“Without a stay, the parties 

would have to conduct multiple depositions of the same witness because of the inventors’ ability 

to speak only to the non-overlapping patents while the overlapping patents are stayed”); Flexsys, 

2005 WL 1126750 at *3 (“requiring defendants to litigate both this case and the ITC Action at the 

same time will result in prejudice.”)

In addition, if this action is stayed only with respect to the ’336 Patent, Kyocera would be 

required to re-litigate many of the same issues in this court—once now with respect to the ’794 

and ’890 Patents and once later with respect to the ’336 Patent—thereby duplicating efforts and 

prolonging the litigation at potentially significant expense with no clear benefit.

3. Staying This Action Will Further the Orderly Course of Justice

As shown above, the two non-overlapping patents asserted in this action are related to the 

patent before the ITC “because they are related to the same device, the same patent family, and 

the same subject matter.”  FormFactor, 2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 13114, at *10.  As a result, the 

ITC’s interpretation of the ’336 Patent will inform (but not bind) this Court.  

Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6   Filed09/20/12   Page7 of 10
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Allowing the ITC investigation to proceed and thereafter (if necessary) resolving all the 

issues at issue here together will avoid piecemeal, duplicative litigation. It will also minimize the 

burden on the Court for dispositive motions and trial, as the parties may resolve and narrow the 

issues to be decided in light of the ITC’s final determination. Because the accused products in

this litigation and the ITC action are the same, the ITC’s determination may result in settlement, 

withdrawal, or dismissal of this case in its entirety.

The court in FormFactor extended a mandatory stay of overlapping patents to the non-

overlapping ones because “the similarity of the patents in subject matter [was] sufficient to 

warrant staying th[e] matter. . . to gain the additional knowledge of the ITC proceedings 

and . . . to benefit from litigating the four patents in this action together, rather than separately.”  

2008 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 13114, at *11.  Similarly, the court in Flexsys found that by granting a 

stay until after the ITC proceeding was resolved, it “would benefit tremendously from a 

narrowing of the complex issues in this case.” Flexsys, 2005 WL 1126750 at *3. The Flexsys

Court also held that if the case were stayed only with respect to the overlapping patents it “would 

essentially be relitigated after the lifting of the mandatory stay.” Id. at *3.  The same factors 

weigh in favor of a stay here.

By staying this action in its entirety, the parties and the Court may benefit from the rulings 

in the already-pending litigation of the three patents before Magistrate Judge Grewal.  The parties 

may be able avoid the unnecessary expense of conducting discovery and litigating issues that will 

be disposed of in that litigation.  Resolution of that litigation likely will dictate settlement or 

disposition of this action.

\\\

\\\

\\\

\\\

\\\

\\\

\\\
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V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should grant Kyocera’s Motion to Stay this action as 

to all parties and patents.

Dated: September 20, 2012 DAVID C. DOYLE 
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

By: s/ M. Andrew Woodmansee
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE

Attorneys for Defendant
KYOCERA COMMUNICATIONS, 
INC.
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on September 20, 2012, true and correct copies of the 

foregoing documents were filed electronically with this Court.  As such, the foregoing documents 

were served on all counsel below who have consented to electronic service.  

VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE

JAMES C. OTTESON
MICHELLE G. BREIT
AGILITY IP LAW, LLP
149 Commonwealth Drive
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone: (650) 227-4800
Fax: (650) 318-3483
Email: jim@agilityiplaw.com
Email: mbreit@agilityiplaw.com

CHARLES T. HOGE
KIRBY NOONAN LANCE & HOGE LLP
350 Tenth Avenue, Suite 1300
San Diego, CA 92101
Telephone: (619) 231-8666
Email: choge@knlh.com

/s/ M. Andrew Woodmansee            
M. Andrew Woodmansee

Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6   Filed09/20/12   Page10 of 10



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

DECLARATION OF ANDREW WOODMANSEE ISO DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO STAY

sd-600858

DAVID C. DOYLE (CA SBN 70690)
DDoyle@mofo.com
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE (CA SBN 201780)
MAWoodmansee@mofo.com
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP

12531 High Bluff Drive, Suite 100
San Diego, California  92130-2040
Telephone: 858.720.5100
Facsimile: 858.720.5125

Attorneys for Defendant
KYOCERA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

TECHNOLOGY PROPERTIES LIMITED LLC, 
PHOENIX DIGITAL SOLUTIONS LLC, and 
PATRIOT SCIENTIFIC CORPORATION,

Plaintiffs,

v.

KYOCERA CORPORATION AND KYOCERA 
COMMUNICATIONS, INC.,

Defendants.

Case No. CV12-03860 JSC

DECLARATION OF M. ANDREW 
WOODMANSEE IN SUPPORT 
OF DEFENDANT’S NOTICE OF 
MOTION AND MOTION TO 
STAY

Hearing Date: October 25, 2012
Time:  9:00 a.m.
Courtroom F
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I, M. Andrew Woodmansee, state and declare:

1. I am a partner with Morrison & Foerster LLP, counsel of record for defendant 

Kyocera Communications, Inc. in this action, and admitted to practice in the State of California 

and in this Court.  I have personal knowledge of the matters stated herein, and if called upon to do 

so, I would testify competently to them.

2. Attached as Exhibit A is a true and correct copy of the complaint filed with the 

United States International Trade Commission (ITC) by Plaintiffs Technology Properties Limited 

LLC, Patriot Scientific Corporation and Phoenix Digital Solutions LLC (collectively, “TPL”) on 

July 23, 2012 (without exhibits), which was instituted by the ITC on August 21, 2012.

I declare under penalty of perjury of the laws of the United States of America that the 

foregoing is true and correct.  Executed on September 20, 2012, in San Diego, California.

By:      s/ M. Andrew Woodmansee
M. ANDREW WOODMANSEE

Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-1   Filed09/20/12   Page2 of 3
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on September 20, 2012, true and correct copies of the

foregoing documents were filed electronically with this Court.  As such, the foregoing documents 

were served on all counsel below who have consented to electronic service.  

VIA ELECTRONIC SERVICE

JAMES C. OTTESON
MICHELLE G. BREIT
AGILITY IP LAW, LLP
149 Commonwealth Drive
Menlo Park, CA 94025
Phone: (650) 227-4800
Fax: (650) 318-3483
Email: jim@agilityiplaw.com
Email: mbreit@agilityiplaw.com

CHARLES T. HOGE
KIRBY NOONAN LANCE & HOGE LLP
350 Tenth Avenue, Suite 1300
San Diego, CA 92101
Telephone: (619) 231-8666
Email: choge@knlh.com

/s/ M. Andrew Woodmansee            
M. Andrew Woodmansee

Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-1   Filed09/20/12   Page3 of 3



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page1 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page2 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page3 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page4 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page5 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page6 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page7 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page8 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page9 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page10 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page11 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page12 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page13 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page14 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page15 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page16 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page17 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page18 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page19 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page20 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page21 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page22 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page23 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page24 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page25 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page26 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page27 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page28 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page29 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page30 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page31 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page32 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page33 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page34 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page35 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page36 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page37 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page38 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page39 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page40 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page41 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page42 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page43 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page44 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page45 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page46 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page47 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page48 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page49 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page50 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page51 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page52 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page53 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page54 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page55 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page56 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page57 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page58 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page59 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page60 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page61 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page62 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page63 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page64 of 65



Case3:12-cv-03860-JSC   Document6-2   Filed09/20/12   Page65 of 65


