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Exhibit List
Prior PTAB filings (Sony I, Sony I, and Sony I11)

Exhibit 2001 Sony I:  Decision on Inter Partes Review—Sony v. Network-1,
IPR2013-00092 Paper 21 (May 24, 2013)

Exhibit 2002 Sony I:  Decision Denying Request For Rehearing—Sony v.
Network-1, IPR2013-00092 Paper 24 (July 2, 2013)

Exhibit 2003 Sony Il Petition for Inter Partes Review—Sony v. Network 1,
IPR2013-00386 (June 24, 2013)

Exhibit 2004 Sony Il: Decision on Inter Partes Review—Sony v. Network-1,
IPR2013-00386 Paper 15 (July 29, 2013)

Exhibit 2005 Sony Ill: Petition for Inter Partes Review—Sony v. Network-1,
IPR2013-000495 (August 6, 2013)

Exhibit 2006 Sony Ill: Motion for Joinder—Sony v. Network-1, IPR2013-
000495 Paper 7 (August 6, 2013)

Exhibit 2007 Sony Il1: Exhibit N1-2027 (identifying Hunter as prior art)
(excerpts)

Exhibit 2008 Sony Il1: Decision on Inter Partes Review—Avaya v. Network-
1, IPR2013-0071 Paper 103 (May 22, 2014)

Litigation Documents
Exhibit 2009 Infringement Contentions—Network-1 v. Alcatel-Lucent et al,
Case No. 6:11-cv-492-LED (March 26, 2015)
Exhibit 2010 Invalidity Contentions—Network-1 v. Alcatel-Lucent et al,
Case No. 6:11-cv-492-LED (December 19, 2012) (excerpts)
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Exhibit 2011 Copy of Hunter provided to Network-1 (December 19, 2012)

Other

Exhibit 2012 American Heritage Dictionary (5 ed. 2011) (“raise™)

Exhibit 2013 Merriam —Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary (11" ed. 2009)
(“raise”)
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