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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FEDERAL CIRCUIT

_______________________

ERICSSON INC. and
TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET LM ERICSSON,

Plaintiffs-Appellees,
v.

D-LINK SYSTEMS, INC., NETGEAR, INC., ACER, INC.,
ACER AMERICA CORPORATION, and GATEWAY, INC.,

Defendants-Appellants,
and

DELL, INC.,
Defendant-Appellant,

and
TOSHIBA AMERICA INFORMATION SYSTEMS, INC.

and TOSHIBA CORPORATION,
Defendants-Appellants,

and
INTEL CORPORATION,

Intervenor-Appellant,
and

BELKIN INTERNATIONAL, INC.,
Defendant.

_______________________

Appeals from the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Texas 
in case no. 10-CV-0473, Chief Judge Leonard Davis. 

_______________________

NON-CONFIDENTIAL BRIEF FOR
PLAINTIFFS-APPELLEES, ERICSSON INC. AND 

TELEFONAKTIEBOLAGET LM ERICSSON 
_______________________

February 20, 2014 (Counsel Listed on Next Page) 

Broadcom v. Ericsson
IPR2013-00601
Broadcom 1014
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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Ericsson Inc. and Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson certify the following: 

1. The full name of every party represented by me is: 

Ericsson Inc. and Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson 

2. The name of the real party in interest (if the party named in the caption is not 
the real party in interest) represented by me is: 

Not Applicable 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 percent 
or more of the stock of the party represented by me are: 

Ericsson Inc. is wholly-owned by Ericsson Holding II Inc., which in turn is 
wholly-owned by Telefonaktiebolaget LM Ericsson. Telefonaktiebolaget 
LM Ericsson is publicly held and trades in the United States through 
American Depository Receipts under the name LM Ericsson Telephone 
Company. 

4. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates that appeared for 
the party represented by us in the trial court or are expected to appear in this 
Court are: 

McKool Smith P.C.: Douglas A. Cawley, Theodore Stevenson, III, 
Samuel F. Baxter, John B. Campbell, Jr., Ada E. Brown (no longer at 
McKool Smith P.C.), Ashley N. Moore, Bradley W. Caldwell (no 
longer at McKool Smith P.C.), John A. Curry (no longer at McKool 
Smith P.C.), Brandon M. Jordan, Holly E. Engelmann, Jason A. 
Blackstone, Justin T. Nemunaitis (no longer at McKool Smith P.C.), 
Kathy H. Li, Kevin L. Burgess, Ryan A. Hargrave, Travis E. 
DeArman 

John M. Whealan 

Dated: February 20, 2014    /s/ Douglas A. Cawley 
DOUGLAS A. CAWLEY
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