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LIST OF EXHIBITS1 
 

Exhibit  Title 
EX1001 U.S. Patent No. 5,995,102 entitled Server System and Method for 

Modifying a Cursor Image to James Samuel Rosen et al. (“the ’102 
Patent”). 

EX1002 U.S. Patent No. 6,118,449 entitled Server System and Method for 
Modifying a Cursor Image to James Samuel Rosen et al. (“the ’449 
Patent”). 

EX1003 Declaration of Dr. Craig Rosenberg. 
EX1004 U.S. Patent No. 6,437,800 to Mark A. Malamud (“Malamud”). 
EX1005 U.S. Patent No. 5,835,911 to Toru Nakagawa, et al. (“Nakagawa”). 
EX1006 U.S. Patent No. 5,937,417 to Jakob Nielsen (“Nielsen”). 
EX1007 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. APMEX, Inc., No. 2:16-cv-00747-JRG-

RSP (“APMEX”), Early Claim Construction Opinion and Order, 
Dkt. 86 (E.D. Tex., Mar. 16, 2017). 

EX1008 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. Amazon.com, Inc., No. 2:22-cv-00169-
JRG, Parties’ Joint Claim Construction and Prehearing Statement, 
Dkt. 89 (E.D. Tex., May 16, 2023) (including the exhibits attached 
thereto). 

EX1009 U.S. Patent No. 5,754,176 to Chris Crawford (“Crawford”). 
EX1010 File History of the ’102 Patent. 
EX1011 File History of the ’449 Patent. 
EX1012 Curriculum Vitae of Dr. Craig Rosenberg. 
EX1013 Appendices to the Declaration of Dr. Craig Rosenberg. 
EX1014 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. Amazon.com, Inc., No. 2:22-cv-00169-

JRG, Claim Construction Memorandum Opinion and Order, Dkt. 
130 (E.D. Tex. Sep. 5, 2023) 

EX1015 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. Nike, Inc., No. 2:22-cv-00311-JRG, Claim 
Construction Order, Dkt. 187 (E.D. Tex. Nov. 2, 2023) 

 
1 Given the near complete overlap of the documents relied upon in this IPR Petition 

and those relied upon in the IPR Petition on the related ’449 Patent, Petitioner has 

included in this list and in both Petitions all documents relied upon in the two IPR 

Petitions so that the Board need only refer to one set of Exhibits. 
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Exhibit  Title 
EX1016 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. Overstock.Com, Inc., No. 2:22-cv-2324-

JAR-ADM, Memorandum and Order, Dkt. 99 (D. Kan. Dec. 4, 
2023) 

EX1017 Lexos Media IP, LLC v. eBay, Inc., 6:22-cv-00648, Parties’ Joint 
Claim Construction and Prehearing Statement (Dkt. 76) (W.D. Tex. 
Oct. 17, 2023) (including the exhibits attached thereto) 

EX1018 Lex Machina Stay Statistics on N.D. Cal.  
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