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TRANSFER ORDER

This litigation currently consists of the eight actions listed on the attached Schedule A and
e  pending in three districts as follows: three actions each in the District of Delaware and the Eastern
- District of Texas, and two actions in the Northern District of California. Now before the Panel is a
motion, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407, for centralization of all actions in the Northern District of
California or, in the alternative, the District of Delaware. Movants are three companies, Google Inc.,
Sun Microsystems, Inc., and Yahoo! Inc., that i) have each brought a separate action in this docket (two
in the Northern District of California and one in the District of Delaware) and ii) are among the eleven
defendants in the last-filed Eastern District of Texas action. J oining in support of 1407 centralization
w are 28 companies that are sued in one or the other of the three Texas actions (most of these companies
o are also among the 29 plaintiffs in the remaining two District of Delaware actions). These respondents
agree that the Northern District of California would be a convenient forum for this litigation, but they
=y also suggest that the District of Delaware would be an apt forum choice. Opposed to Section 1407
& transfer are i) Compression Labs, Inc. (Compression), which is the holder of the patent at issue in this
litigation, is the plaintiff in the Eastern District of Texas actions, and is a defendant in the remaining
actions; ii) Compression’s parent, and iii) General Instrument Corp., the onetime co-holder of the patent
atissue. If the Panel nevertheless orders transfer over their objections, then these three parties would
favor selection of the Eastern District of Texas as transferee district.

On the basis of the papers filed and hearing session held, the Panel finds that the actions in this
litigation involve common questions of fact and that centralization in the Northern District of California
will serve the convenience of the parties and witnesses and promote the just and efficient conduct of
the litigation. All eight MDL-1654 actions involve the same complex patent, U.S. Patent No.
4,698,672, entitled “Coding System for Reducing Redundancy.” In each action the parties dispute
whether the patent is valid and whether it is infringed by products that use the “JPEG” international
standard for compression of the digital still images that are used in a wide variety of electronic devices.
Centralization under Section 1407 is necessary in order to eliminate duplicative discovery, prevent
inconsistent pretrial rulings, and conserve the resources of the parties, their counsel and the judiciary.

"Judge Motz took no part in the disposition of this matter.
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Opposing parties have argued that Section 1407 transfer is unnecessary because i) there exists
a prospect that the multidistrict character of this docket may be eliminated by court action on various
~motions currently pending in the involved districts; ii) it would be preferable to address any common
matters through alternatives to Section 1407 transfer; and iii) transfer would be unduly burdensome.
We are not persuaded by these contentions. While we applaud voluntary efforts to cooperate and
coordinate among parties, counsel and courts, we observe that transfer under Section 1407 in this
instance has the benefit of placing all actions in this docket, as well as any additional related actions that
may be forthcoming, before a single transferee judge who can structure pretrial proceedings to ensure
that pretrial discovery and rulings will occur in a manner that minimizes the risk of duplication or
inconsistency and that thereby leads to the just and expeditious resolution of all actions to the overall
benefit of those involved.

In concluding that the Northern District of California is an appropriate forum for this docket,
we note that the California district, where two MDL-1654 constituent actions are already proceeding,

is an easily accessible, metropolitan district that is well equipped with the resources that this complex
docket is likely to require.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1407, the actions listed on
~Schedule A and pending outside the Northern District of California are transferred to the Northern
District of California and, with the consent of that court, assigned to the Honorable Phyllis J. Hamilton

for coordinated or consolidated pretrial proceedings with the actions pending in that district and listed
on Schedule A.

FOR THE PANEL:

&/ 2wt Ehhgan—

Wm. Terrell Hodges
Chairman




SCHEDULE A

MDL-1654 -- In re Compression Labs, Inc., Patent Litigation

Northern District of California

Sun Microsystems, Inc. v. Compression Labs, Inc., C.A. No. 3:04-3124
Google, Inc. v. Compression Labs, Inc., et al., C.A. No. 4:04-3934

District of Delaware

Agfa Corp., et al. v. Compression Labs, Inc., et al., C.A. No. 1:04-818
Yahoo! Inc. v. Compression Labs, Inc., et al., C.A. No. 1:04-918
Audiovox Corp., et al. v. Compression Labs, Inc., et al., C.A. No. 1:04-1293

Eastern District of Texas

Compression Labs, Inc. v. Adobe Systems Inc., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-158
Compression Labs, Inc. v. Dell, Inc., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-159
Compression Labs, Inc. v. Acer America Corp., et al., C.A. No. 2:04-294




