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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS
MARSHALL DIVISION

C-CATION TECHNOLOGIES, LLC,

Plaintiff, Case No. 2:11-CV-30-JRG-RSP
V.

COMCAST CORPORATION, CHARTER
COMMUNICATIONS, INC., CEQUEL
COMMUNICATIONS, LLC dba
SUDDENLINK COMMUNICATIONS,
CABLE ONE, INC., ALMEGA CABLE
INC., LONGVIEW CABLE TELEVISION
COMPANY, INC., AND KILGORE
VIDEO, INC.

Defendants.

C-CATION TECHNOLOGIES, LLC’S
OPENING CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF

Ex. 1013
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