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Kenneth H. Prochnow  
kprochnow@chilesprolaw.com 
CHILES and PROCHNOW, LLP 
Stanford Financial Square 
2600 El Camino Real, Suite 412 
Palo Alto, California  94306-1719 
Telephone:  650-812-0400 
Facsimile:   650-812-0404 
 
Attorneys for Charles H. Moore 
 
 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 
 

 
BARCO N.V., a Belgian corporation, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

TECHNOLOGY PROPERTIES LTD., 
PATRIOT SCIENTIFIC CORP., and 
ALLIACENSE LTD., 

Defendants. 

 

Case No. 5:08-CV-05398 JF 

DECLARATION OF CHARLES H. 
MOORE IN SUPPORT OF HIS MOTION 
TO DISQUALIFY BAKER & 
MCKENZIE AND TO INTERVENE FOR 
THAT LIMITED PURPOSE 

 
Date:  February 25, 2011 
Time:  9:00 a.m. 
Courtroom:  3
Judge:  Hon. Jeremy Fogel 
  

 
 
I, Charles H. Moore, declare as follows: 

1. I have personal knowledge of the matters set forth below and if called and sworn 

as a witness, I could and would competently testify to the facts set forth herein, save and except 

for matters stated upon information and belief, and as to such matters I believe it to be true. 

2. In 1989, I and Russell H. Fish, III were named as co-inventors in a patent 

application that led to the eventual issuance of several patents covering novel architectures and 

clocking mechanisms critical to the efficient and high-speed performance of today’s 
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microprocessors.  All of the patents that issued as a result of that original application are 

collectively referred to as the Moore Microprocessor Portfolio (“MMP”).   

3. I am informed and believe that three of these patents are at issue in the current 

litigation:  U.S. Patent Nos. 5,809,336 (“the ’336 patent,” issued Sept. 15, 1998), 5,440,749 (“the 

’749 patent,” issued Aug. 8, 1995), and 5,530,890 (“the ’890 patent,” issued June 25, 1996).  

Each of these patents identifies Mr. Fish and me as co-inventors.   

4. Since at least 1989, I have been working to develop and commercialize the 

technology covered by the patents-in-suit in this action, both through creation of products that 

practice the patents and by licensing the patents to third parties.   

5. In August 1990, I retained Baker & McKenzie (“B&M”) as my attorneys to assist 

and advise me in my efforts to commercialize and develop my technology.  In connection with 

that representation, I provided B&M with my confidential information and opinions concerning 

development and commercialization of the technology, including in which areas and products 

this technology would be valuable and how it could be reduced to practice in particular 

applications.   

6. On August 24, 1990, B&M memorialized the subject matter of the representation 

in an engagement agreement signed by a B&M partner and by me.  I executed the agreement 

with B&M on behalf of myself as B&M was representing me, not any other entity, including 

Computer Cowboys.  A true and correct copy of the B&M’s August 24, 1990 engagement 

agreement is attached as Exhibit A (“B&M Agreement”) and is incorporated by this reference.   

7. The B&M Agreement reads in part:  “Our [B&M’s] services will include 

representation and advice with respect to your development and commercialization of your 

technology.”  The reference to “your development and commercialization of your technology” is 

to my development and commercialization of the same technology covered in part by the 

patents-in-suit in this action.   

8. I continue to hold an economic interest in the patents-in-suit.  Defendant 

Technology Properties Ltd. (“TPL”), which presently holds interests in those and related patents, 
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