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PATENT OWNER’S LIST OF EXHIBITS 

Exhibit Number Exhibit Description 

2001 Congressional Record - House, June 23, 2011, H4480-4505 

2002 Congressional Record - Senate, Sep. 8, 2011, S5402-5443 

2003-2048 Reserved 

2049 Report and Recommendation (on Defendants’ Motions for 

Summary Judgment of Invalidity Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 101), 

from Smartflash LLC et al. v. Apple, Inc., et al., Case No. 

6:13-CV-447 (E.D. Tex.) and Smartflash LLC et al. v. 

Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd, et al., Case No. 6:13-CV-448 

(E.D. Tex.), dated Jan. 21, 2015 

2050 Order adopting Report and Recommendation (on 

Defendants’ Motions for Summary Judgment of Invalidity 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. 101), from Smartflash LLC et al. v. 

Apple, Inc., et al., Case No. 6:13-CV-447 (E.D. Tex.) and 

Smartflash LLC et al. v. Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd, et al., 

Case No. 6:13-CV-448 (E.D. Tex.), dated Feb. 13, 2015 

2051-2057 Reserved 

2058 Memorandum Opinion and Order (on Defendants’ Motions 

for Stay Pending the Outcome of CBMs) from Smartflash 

LLC, et al. v. Apple Inc., et al., Case No. 6:13-CV-447 (E.D. 

Tex.), Smartflash LLC, et al. v. Samsung Electronics Co. Ltd, 

et al., Case No. 6:13-CV-448 (E.D. Tex.), Smartflash LLC, et 

al. v. Google, Inc., et al., Case No. 6:14-CV-435 (E.D. Tex.), 
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Exhibit Number Exhibit Description 

and Smartflash LLC, et al. v. Amazon, Inc., et al., Case No. 

6:14-CV-992 (E.D. Tex.)  dated May 29, 2015 

2059-2067 Reserved 

2068 Deposition Transcript of Anthony J. Wechselberger dated 

May 28, 2015 taken in CBM2015-00015, -00016, -00017 

and -00018 

2069-2074 Reserved 

2075 Order (on Defendants’ Renewed Motion for Judgment as a 

Matter of Law on the Issue of § 101 under Rule 50(b)); Dkt. 

# 585; from Smartflash LLC, et al. v. Apple Inc., et al., Case 

No. 6:13-CV-447 (E.D. Tex.) dated July 8, 2015. 

2076 Deposition Transcript of Anthony J. Wechselberger dated 

July 22, 2015 taken in CBM2015-00028, -00029, -00031, -

00032 and -00033 

2077-2081 Reserved 

2082 Trial Transcript from Virnetx Inc. v. Apple Inc., Case No. 

6:10-cv-417 (E.D. Tex.) dated November 2, 2012. 

2083-2090 Reserved 

2091 Declaration of Emily E. Toohey in Support of Patent 

Owner’s Preliminary Response 
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