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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST
Counsel for Respondent Skyworks Solutions, Inc. certifies the following:

1. Represented Entities. Fed. Cir. R. 47.4(a)(1). Provide the full names
of all entities represented by undersigned counsel in this case.

Skyworks Solutions, Inc.

2. Real Party in Interest. Fed. Cir. R. 47.4(a)(2). Provide the full names
of all real parties in interest for the entities. Do not list the real parties if they are the
same as the entities.

None.

3. Parent Corporations and Stockholders. Fed. Cir. R. 47.4(a)(3).
Provide the full names of all parent corporations for the entities and all publicly held
companies that own 10% or more stock in the entities.

None.

4. Legal Representatives. List all law firms, partners, and associates that
(a) appeared for the entities in the originating court or agency or (b) are expected to
appear in this court for the entities. Do not include those who have already entered
an appearance in this court. Fed. Cir. R. 47.4(a)(4).

WILMER CUTLER PICKERING HALE AND DORR LLP: Joseph F. Haag, Jungyeon
Kim, Haixia Lin, Danny S. Perry
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5. Related Cases. Other than the originating case(s) for this case, are
there related or prior cases that meet the criteria under Fed. Cir. R. 47.5(a)?

Yes (file separate notice; see below) E No D N/A (amicus/movant)

If yes, concurrently file a separate Notice of Related Case Information that complies
with Fed. Cir. R. 47.5(b). Please do not duplicate information. This separate Notice
must only be filed with the first Certificate of Interest or, subsequently, if
information changes during the pendency of the appeal. Fed. Cir. R. 47.5(b).

Already filed.

6. Organizational Victims and Bankruptcy Cases. Provide any
information required under Fed. R. App. P. 26.1(b) (organizational victims in

criminal cases) and 26.1(c) (bankruptcy case debtors and trustees). Fed. Cir. R.
47.4(a)(6).

None.

Dated: December 9, 2025 /s/ James M. Dowd
JAMES M. DOWD
WILMER CUTLER PICKERING
HALE AND DORR LLP
350 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(213) 443-5300

-1 -
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STATEMENT OF RELATED CASES

On May 6, 2024, Skyworks Solutions, Inc., Skyworks Solutions Canada, Inc.,
and Skyworks Global Pte Ltd. (collectively, “Skyworks™) filed suits in the U.S.
District Court for the Central District of California in which they accused Kangxi
Communication Technologies (Shanghai) Co. (“KCT”) of infringing U.S. Patent
No. 9,917,563 (““563 patent”), U.S. Patent No. 8,717,101 (““101 patent”), and three
other United States patents. Skyworks Solutions, Inc. v. Kangxi Communication
Technologies (Shanghai) Co., No. 8:24-cv-00974-FWS-ADS (C.D. Cal.); Skyworks
Solutions Canada, Inc. v. Kangxi Communication Technologies (Shanghai) Co., No.
8:24-cv-00976-FWS-ADS (C.D. Cal.).

On July 17, 2024, Skyworks filed a complaint with the International Trade
Commission in which it accused KCT and D-Link Corporation, D-Link Systems
Inc., Grand Chip Labs, Inc., and Ruijie Networks Co., Ltd. of a Section 337 violation
based on infringement of patents including the 563 and 101 patents. Certain
Wireless Front-End Modules, Devices Containing the Same, Inv. No. 337-TA-1413
(ITC).

On January 14, 2025, KCT filed petitions for an inter partes review (“IPR”)
of the ’563 and ’101 patents before the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”).

Kangxi Communication Technologies v. Skyworks Solutions Inc., IPR2025-00372
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(P.T.A.B.); Kangxi Communication Technologies v. Skyworks Solutions Inc.,
[PR2025-00373 (P.T.A.B.).

There have been no previous appeals in or from these civil actions or IPR
proceedings before this Court or any other appellate court.

ARGUMENT

The “drastic” remedy of “mandamus is ordinarily unavailable for review of
[inter partes review (IPR)] institution decisions,” and “[t]hat general prohibition
includes PTO ... decisions denying institution based on application of the Fintiv
factors.” In re Motorola Solutions, Inc., 159 F.4th 30, 36 (Fed. Cir. 2025) (citing
Mpylan Labs. Ltd. v. Janssen Pharmaceutica, N.V., 989 F.3d 1375, 1378-1379, 1381
(Fed. Cir. 2021)); see Kerr v. U.S. Dist. Ct. for N. Dist. of Cal., 426 U.S. 394, 402
(1976) (“The remedy of mandamus is a drastic one, to be invoked only in
extraordinary situations.”). This Court has already denied seven separate mandamus
petitions challenging the denial of IPR institution based on certain Fintiv grounds,
including to prevent “an attempted end run around [35 U.S.C.] § 314(d)’s bar on
review.” Motorola, 159 F.4th at 38; see also In re Google LLC, No. 2025-144, 2025
WL 3096849 (Fed. Cir. Nov. 6, 2025); In re SAP Am., Inc., Nos. 2025-132, -133,
2025 WL 3096788 (Fed. Cir. Nov. 6, 2025); In re Inari Agriculture, Inc., No. 2025-
150, 2025 WL 3511071 (Fed. Cir. Dec. 8, 2025); In re HighLevel, Inc., No. 2025-

148, slip op. (Fed. Cir. Dec. 9, 2025); In re SanDisk Technologies, Inc., No. 2025-
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152, slip op. (Fed. Cir. Dec. 9, 2025); In re Cambridge Industries USA Inc., No.
2026-101, slip op. (Fed. Cir. Dec. 9, 2025).

The same result should apply here because KCT’s petition falls far short of
meeting the exacting standard required for mandamus. In fact, denial of mandamus
is particularly warranted given that KCT’s petition is grounded in multiple
misstatements of the law and record.

For example, KCT repeatedly represents that, in Motorola, the petitioner
supposedly did not base its mandamus arguments on the monetary investments that
it had made in preparing and filing the denied IPR petitions. E.g., Pet. at 2 (arguing
that, unlike the arguments made by “the petitioner in Motorola,” KCT “has a simpler
and more concrete property interest [at stake]: money”); id. at 12 n.5 (arguing that,
“in contrast to the analysis set forth in Motorola,” KCT “paid for the consideration”
and “[tlhe government simply took the money”); id. at 14-15 (purporting to
distinguish Motorola because “[t]he instant case [] implicates more than ‘process’

alone. It implicates money.” (citations omitted)).!

P'KCT casts an IPR as a “service” to which it was entitled per an “agreement” with
the PTO, Pet. at 12, but this Court has stated that a petitioner cannot “claim any
rights in institution of IPR of the challenged patents itself” because “when a statute
leaves a benefit to the discretion of a government official, no protected property
interest in that benefit can arise.” Motorola, 159 F.4th at 36 (quoting Bloch v.
Powell, 348 F.3d 1060, 1069 (D.C. Cir. 2003)).

_3-
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But the Motorola petitioner explicitly relied on its “private interests in the
IPRs—on which it spent hundreds of thousands of dollars in institution fees alone to
pursue, plus expert and legal fees.” In re Motorola Solutions, Inc., No. 2025-134,
Petition for a Writ of Mandamus at 24 (Fed. Cir. June 23, 2025) (ECF No. 2); id. at
2 (arguing mandamus was warranted, in part, because petitioner “undertook this
significant burden and expense” of filing IPR petitions “under the June 2022
Memo”); id. at 32 (arguing that recission of June 2022 Memo “cannot reasonably be
applied to parties that prepared and filed petitions at considerable expense”). Also
contrary to KCT’s claims, this Court’s decision denying mandamus addressed those
same money-based arguments. See Motorola, 159 F.4th at 37-38 (“Even if Motorola
relied on the Vidal Memorandum when it undertook the expense of filing the
petitions, that ‘reliance alone is insufficient to establish a constitutional violation.’”
(citations omitted)).?

KCT’s mandamus petition also incorrectly suggests that, in declining to
institute the two IPR petitions at issue here, the PTO allegedly applied an

“automatic” and absolute bar against IPR institution due to the parallel ITC

2 This Court has previously held that IPR fees are not recoverable because “a party
voluntarily elects to pursue an invalidity challenge through IPR proceedings.”
Dragon Intell. Prop. LLC v. DISH Network L.L.C., 101 F.4th 1366, 1371-1372 (Fed.
Cir. 2024) (rejecting “recovery of fees incurred in the voluntarily undertaken parallel
IPR proceedings”), cert. denied, 145 S. Ct. 1176 (2025).

_4-
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proceedings and/or because the challenged patents are more than six years old. Pet.
at 1-2 (arguing the “parallel ITC case ... automatically doom[ed] the petitions” and
“the age of the disputed patents (>6 years) ... render[ed] them untouchable and
necessarily doom[ed] the petitions”); id. at 2 n.1 (arguing the PTO has determined
that “patents over six years old are ... categorically [] untouchable” in IPRs); id. at
13 (asserting “the [parallel] ITC proceeding guaranteed denial” and the age of the
challenged patents made them “categorically ... untouchable” via an IPR). But the
record does not support those assertions.

The PTO did not state in its denial decision that it had “automatically”
declined to institute KCT’s IPR petitions due to the existence of parallel ITC
proceedings and/or the age of the challenged patents. Rather, the decisions expressly
noted that the PTO made its determination to deny institution “in view of all relevant
considerations” and “based on the totality of the evidence and arguments the parties
have presented” and “on a holistic assessment of all of the evidence and arguments
presented.” Appx2. KCT does not address these statements or otherwise attempt to
justify its mandamus arguments in view of them.

In sum, KCT’s reliance on these misstatements only reinforce that the present
petition does not present the type of rare circumstances needed for this Court to

invoke the remedy of mandamus.
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CONCLUSION

Accordingly, the petition for a writ of mandamus should be denied.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ James M. Dowd
JAMES M. DOwWD
WILMER CUTLER PICKERING
HALE AND DORR LLP
350 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(213) 443-5300

Attorneys for Respondent Skyworks
Solutions, Inc.

December 9, 2025



Case: 26-115 Document: 18 Page: 12 Filed: 12/09/2025

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH TYPE-VOLUME
LIMITATIONS

The foregoing filing complies with the relevant type-volume limitation of the
Federal Rules of Appellate Procedure and Federal Circuit Rules because:

1. The filing has been prepared using a proportionally-spaced typeface
and includes 945 words.

2. The filing has been prepared using Microsoft Word for Office 365 in
14-point Times New Roman font. As permitted by Fed. R. App. P. 32(g), the
undersigned has relied upon the word count feature of this word processing system

in preparing this certificate.

/s/ James M. Dowd
JAMES M. DOwD
WILMER CUTLER PICKERING
HALE AND DORR LLP
350 South Grand Avenue, Suite 2400
Los Angeles, CA 90071
(213) 443-5300

December 9, 2025



