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Representative Matters Where Quinn Emanuel 
Was Substituted In As Trial Counsel 

 
We are often retained to do the final pre-trial and trial work in cases in which another firm has 
represented the client up to that point.  Often it will be to the client's advantage to keep previous 
counsel involved because of the significant investment in their knowledge of the case.  We take a lot 
of pride in our record of being able to work efficiently and collaboratively with previous counsel in 
such circumstances. 

 
 Brought in six months before trial to defend Google’s AdSense for Content and 

AdSense for Mobile Online advertising products against a claim of patent 
infringement brought by Function Media, we won unanimous jury verdict on both 
non-infringement and invalidity in the Eastern District of Texas. 
 

 We had been brought in eight weeks before trial to defend a Silicon Valley semi-
conductor company against breach of contract claims in a trial in Delaware. We 
obtained a defense judgment before the plaintiff rested its case. 

 
 We represented the University of Southern California as substitute counsel 

following  a remand by the Court of Appeal affirming liability for breach of contract 
but mandating a trial on lost profits damages.  We obtained summary adjudication of 
plaintiff's claims for fraud, intentional interference and negligence, leaving the lost 
profits claim.   Plaintiff sought in excess of one billion dollars in lost profits. At trial, 
the court granted USC's motion  to exclude the plaintiff's damages expert from 
testifying at trial, leaving the plaintiff without a damages expert.  Rather than 
proceed with a trial on lost profits without a damages expert, plaintiff stipulated to 
judgment against it on lost profits. 

 
 More than a week after trial began, after having no prior involvement in the case, we 

stepped in and assumed the role of lead trial counsel representing a Southern 
California developer of open-air "lifestyle" shopping centers against the nation's 
second largest mall developer.  Our client had brought claims against the mall 
developer for interference with prospective business relations based on threats the 
mall developer allegedly made against a prominent nationwide restaurant chain to 
discourage the chain from becoming an anchor tenant in our client's new shopping 
center across the street from the super-regional mall owned by the defendants.  Over 
the next handful of weeks, we conducted most of the witness examinations and 
handled closing argument and the punitive damages phase of the trial.  The jury 
awarded our client the full amount of compensatory damages requested -- $74 
million, and an additional $15 million in punitive damages, for a total award of $89 
million.  The mall developer is currently appealing the judgment. 
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 We were retained one week prior to the commencement of a trial to represent the 
founder of a major transportation company, in a business defamation action against  a 
former business partner who accused the founder of embezzling money from the 
shareholders.  With just one week to learn the case, complete the defendant's 
deposition and prepare for trial, the jury returned a verdict in favor of our client, 
awarding compensatory and punitive damages. 

 
 We represent Motorola in the retrial of a trade secrets case involving satellite vehicle 

tracking devise technology, brought by the renowned plaintiff's lawyer, Willie Gary, 
on behalf of SPS Technologies. We were also hired to handle a sanctions hearing to 
determine the amount of attorney's fees that should be awarded to the Gary firm as a 
result of alleged misconduct by Motorola's original trial team.  The Gary firm sought 
up to 2 billion in attorney's fees which included an hourly rate for Mr. Gary of 
between $11,000 and $900,000 according to SPS' experts.  The court awarded Gary 
and his legal team only $22.9 million -- a fraction of what they were seeking -- and 
denied their additional request for hundreds of millions in restitution and sanctions.  
We are appealing the decision and will be handling the re-trial of the trade secrets 
case.   

 
 We were substituted in as counsel (nine days before arbitration) to represent one of 

Hollywood's super agents, Ed Limato, against one of the industry's most powerful 
agencies.  Limato worked for the ICM agency for 30 years.  After removing Limato 
as co-president of the agency, ICM and Limato began discussions about his 
departure.  ICM insisted that as a result of various contract renewals he was under 
contract to remain with the agency until 2010. This would, in effect, side line him 
with a non-compete, and enable ICM to take his clients.  We argued that because 
Limato's contract dated back to the mid-90's, it was bound by the California law 
known as the "seven year rule", which states that anyone who renders extraordinary 
or unique services cannot be bound to a contract for more than seven years. The 
arbitrator ruled in our favor, finding that Limato was free to leave ICM because his 
contract renewals exceeded seven years.   

 
 We represented RealNetworks as a defendant in an internet software patent case 

brought by Ethos Technologies in Boston . We were hired as trial counsel after the 
close of fact discovery. After a 20-day trial, the jury found seven of the ten claims 
asserted against RealNetworks invalid, and all ten asserted claims not infringed, 
defeating a damages claim of over $200 million. Jury verdicts of invalidity in such 
cases are exceedingly rare. 

 
 We represented two German nationals who moved to Santa Barbara and sued media 

giant Bertelsmann AG and its former CEO.  While working for Bertelsmann, these 
former executives had been the driving force behind the creation and development of 
AOL Europe, a joint venture between Bertelsmann and AOL.  When Bertelsmann 
sold its interest in AOL Europe for $6.75 billion, it refused to compensate plaintiffs.  
They asserted claims for breach of contract and breach of partnership agreement, 
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among others.  We obtained a $295 million verdict.  It was the seventh largest jury 
verdict in the nation that year.  

 
 We represented AOL's subsidiary, Tegic Communications, in a patent suit against 

an infringing competitor.  We were retained less than three months before the trial 
date, and after a three-week jury trial involving complex text input software 
technology, we defeated the attack on the validity of two Tegic patents and won a 
unanimous jury verdict of willful infringement and $9 million in compensatory 
damages. 

 
 We represented Fox Entertainment and related entities and individuals as trial 

counsel in connection with a copyright matter in which a jury trial was scheduled to 
being in the summer of 2007.  Plaintiffs alleged that the hit movie “Dodgeball: a 
True Underdog Story” infringed the copyright in a screenplay that the plaintiffs had 
written.  Before we took over the case, the court denied Fox’s motion for summary 
judgment and granted summary judgment dismissing several of Fox’s affirmative 
defenses.  Two months after we took over, we obtained partial summary judgment in 
Fox’s favor and had the plaintiffs’ sole expert witness deemed unqualified to testify.  
We were able to obtain a very favorable settlement. 

 
 We represented IHOP in a sexual harassment and wrongful discharge action.  The 

plaintiff was an employee of an IHOP franchise and sued the franchise and the parent 
company for sexual harassment .  On the eve of trial, the lawyer representing the 
defendants realized he had a conflict, as he could not represent both the franchise and 
the parent company.  We subbed-in to represent the parent and argue that, even if 
franchise was liable, the parent company should not be liable under agency 
principles.  The case went to trial and the jury returned a complete defense verdict. 

 
 We represented Fox Broadcasting Company when an individual plaintiff claimed 

the network had misappropriated the concept of a television program she alleges she 
worked on in conjunction with the network.  After summary judgment was denied, 
we were retained to replace the network's prior counsel.  We filed a renewed 
summary adjudication motion which was granted to eliminate several claims.  At 
trial, and after opening statements and jury selection, the non-suit was granted in 
favor of our client.  A verdict of $52 million was returned against the co-defendant 
producers and distributors.  It was affirmed on appeal. 
 

 We represented Zurich Insurance in a case brought by the former President of one 
of Zurich’s subsidiaries.  We took over two weeks before the start of the jury trial.  
We conducted the voir dire, cross examined the plaintiff and did the closing 
argument.  We obtained a complete defense verdict within two hours after closing 
and the trial judge awarded Zurich a substantial amount on its counterclaim.   

 
 We represented Space Systems Loral in an age, race and national-origin 

discrimination case in the Northern District of California..  We were brought in less 
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than one month before the trial.  The case was tried to a jury for over two weeks, and 
we received a complete defense verdict after 20 minutes of deliberation. 

 
 We represented Fidelity and Casualty of NY, a subsidiary of CNA, in a $135 

million coverage case.  The case had been pending for 17 years, and we were hired 
one week before trial.  The matter settled after one month of trial. 

 
 We represented an individual plaintiff in a real estate development suit against his 

civil engineering company over their failure to properly and timely perform their 
contractual obligations, breach of an oral contract, and fraud.  The case had been 
going on for about two years.  Inexplicably, there had been no motion practice, so 
there were a number of significant legal issues that had never been briefed or 
litigated.  We won on a breach of written contract claim and on a fraud claim, even 
though the written contract had a limitation of liability provision.  The jury awarded 
a little more than $4 million in damages. 

 
 We represented Packard-Hughes Interconnect Company in an age discrimination, 

harassment, retaliation case.  We were hired just before the close of fact discovery.  
The plaintiff, a 20-year employee of PHIC, alleged that she was demoted after she 
turned 50  and replaced with a much younger employee, and retaliated against in 
numerous ways for  giving testimony against her former supervisor in a sexual 
harassment case.  After a four week jury trial, the jury returned a complete defense 
verdict.   
 

 We represented the founder of a Los Angeles taxi company in a business 
defamation case where the founder was forced to resign over accusations of 
embezzlement.  We were brought in a week before trial and received a plaintiff's 
award and a finding of punitive damages. 

 
 We represented Tufenkian Carpets in a copyright infringement action.  We were 

hired less than a month before trial to re-try a case that had previously ended in a 
mistrial.  A federal judge issued an opinion in which he accepted every one of the 
arguments we asserted – even one that the judge at the earlier trial had rejected.   

 
 We represented Coastal Delivery Corporation in the re-trial of a breach of contract 

claim concerning a multi-year Customs Service container examination agreement.  
We were brought in a week before trial, obtained a six-week continuance, won the 
jury trial and obtained a judgment of over $3 million for our client which was paid in 
full without any appeal. 

 
 
 
 
 


