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2013-1378, -1414 
_______________________________________ 

 

United States Court of Appeals 

for the Federal Circuit 

_______________________________________ 
 

ANCORA TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
 
       Plaintiff- Appellant, 
 

v. 
 

APPLE, INC., 
 
       Defendant-Cross Appellant. 

_____________________________________ 
 

Appeals From The United States District Court  
For The Northern District Of California In  

11-CV-6357, Judge Yvonne Gonzales Rogers 
______________________________________ 

 
 

APPEAL BRIEF OF PLAINTIFF-APPELLANT, 
ANCORA TECHNOLOGIES, INC. 

 
 
 Mark A. Cantor 

John S. LeRoy 
Marc Lorelli 

John P. Rondini 
 BROOKS KUSHMAN P.C. 
 1000 Town Center 
 Twenty-Second Floor 
 Southfield, Michigan 48075-1238 
 (248) 358-4400 
 
 Attorneys for Plaintiff-Appellant 
Dated:  July 2, 2013 
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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

 

 Counsel for Plaintiff-Appellant, Ancora Technologies, Inc., certifies the 

following: 

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

   Ancora Technologies, Inc.           

 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:           

        Ancora Technologies, Inc.      

 3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 

percent or more of the stock of the party or amicus curiae represented by me are:      

            None  

 4. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates that 

appeared for the party or amicus now represented by me in the trial court or agency 

or are expected to appear in this court are: 

  
Mark A. Cantor 
John S. LeRoy 
Marc Lorelli 

John P. Rondini 
BROOKS KUSHMAN P.C. 

1000 Town Center 
Twenty-Second Floor 

Southfield, Michigan 48075 
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