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Ex. 1001 | U.S. Patent No. 7,016,676 to Walke et al. (the “’676 Patent™)

Ex. 1002 | Prosecution File History of the *676 Patent

Ex. 1003 | Declaration of Jeffrey Fischer

Ex. 1004 | CV of Jeffrey Fischer

Ex. 1005 | U.S. Patent No. 6,937,158 to Lansford et al. (“Lansford”)

Ex. 1006 | U.S. Patent No. 7,039,358 to Shellhammer et al. (“Shellhammer”)

Ex. 1007 | U.S. Patent Provisional Application No. 60/196979 to Shellhammer
et al. (“Shellhammer Provisional”)

Ex. 1008 | U.S. Patent No. 7,280,580 to Haartsen (‘“Haartsen”)

Ex. 1009 | U.S. Patent No. 6,643,278 to Panasik et al. (“Panasik™)

Ex. 1010 | U.S. Patent No. 6,751,455 to Acampora (“Acampora”)

Ex. 1011 | U.S. Patent No. 6,643,522 to Young (“Young”)

Ex. 1012 | G. Bianchi, “IEEE 802.11—Saturation Throughput Analysis,”
IEEE COMMUNICATIONS LETTERS, Vol. 2. No. 12 (Dec. 1998)

Ex. 1013 | U.S. Patent No. 6,002,918 to Heiman et al. (“Heiman”)

Ex. 1014 | U.S. Patent No. Jaszewski to 5,933,420 et al. (“Jaszewski”)

Ex. 1015 | U.S. Patent No. Chuah to 6,469,991 (“Chuah”)

Ex. 1016 | U.S. Patent No. 6,345,043 to Hsu (“Hsu”)

Ex. 1017 | ANSI/IEEE Std 802.11, “Part 11: Wireless LAN Medium Access
Control (MAC) and Physical Layer (PHY) Specifications™ (1999
Edition) (“802.11 Std”)

Ex. 1018 | U.S. Patent No. 6,748,444 to Nagashima (“Nagashima”)

Ex. 1019 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00513, Order Granting Ericsson’s
Intervention in Verizon case (Dkt. 35)

Ex. 1020 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00514, Order Granting Ericsson’s
Intervention in AT&T case (Dkt. 42)

Ex. 1021 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00513, Uniloc’s Opposition to Ericsson’s
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Intervention (Dkt. 19) Verizon Case

Ex. 1022 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00513, Ericsson’s Answer to the
Complaint (Dkt. 38) Verizon Case

Ex. 1023 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00514, Ericsson’s Answer to the
Complaint (Dkt. 44) AT&T Case

Ex. 1024 | TXED Case No. 2:18-cv-00514, Uniloc’s Opposition to Ericsson’s
Intervention (Dkt. 24) AT&T Case

Ex. 1025 | U.S. Patent No. 6,965,942 to Young et al. (“Young”)

Note that the following analysis will cite to the page numbers of the exhibits
themselves, as opposed to the page numbers provided within the exhibit (since not
all exhibits have such original page numbers). Also, the following analysis may
bold, underline and/or italicize quotations and add color or annotations to the

figures from these exhibits for the sake of emphasis, unless otherwise indicated.
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