
IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

) 

In re: 	 ) Chapter 11 
) 

Trident Microsystems, Inc., etal., 	 ) Case No. 12-10069 (CSS) 
) 

Debtors. 	 ) (Jointly Administered) 
) 

Related Docket Nos. 14, 72 

OBJECTION BY THE OFFICIAL COMMITTEE OF UNSECURED CREDITORS TO 
MOTION OF THE DEBTORS SEEKING APPROVAL OF BIDDING PROCEDURES, 

SALE OF CERTAIN ASSETS, AND RELATED RELIEF 

The Official Committee of Unsecured Creditors (the "Committee") of Trident 

Microsystems (Far East) Ltd. in the above-captioned cases that are being jointly administered 

with the case of Trident Microsystems, Inc. (together, the "Debtors"), hereby files its objection 

(the "Objection") to the (i) Motion of the Debtors and Debtors in Possession Pursuant to 

Sections 105(A), 363 and 365 of the Bankruptcy Code for an Order (I)(A) Approving Procedures 

in Connection with the Sale of Certain of the Debtors’ Assets Related to Their Set Top Box 

Business; (B) Approving the Stalking Horse Protections; (C) Scheduling the Related Auction and 

Hearing to Consider Approval of Sale; (D) Approving Procedures Related to the Assumption of 

Certain Executory Contracts and Unexpired Leases; (E) Approving the Form and Manner of 

Notice Thereof and (F) Granting Related Relief and (II)(A) Authorizing the Sale of Certain of 

the Debtors’ Assets Related to Their Set Top Box Business Pursuant to Successful Bidder’s Asset 

Purchase Agreement Free and Clear of Liens, Claims, Encumbrances and Other Interests; (B) 

Approving the Assumption and Assignment of Certain Executory Contracts and Unexpired 

Leases Related Thereto; and (C) Granting Related Relief [Docket No. 14] ("Motion") and 

(ii) the interim bidding procedures order [Docket No. 72] (the "Interim Bidding Procedures"), 
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regarding the proposed sale procedures for certain of the Debtors’ assets. In support of the 

Objection, the Committee respectfully represents as follows: 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. 	The Committee has no issue with the notion that the Debtors should sell their set- 

top-box business (the "STB Business") in exchange for the highest and best bid. However, the 

Committee cannot support an expedited sale of the STB Business pursuant to the Interim 

Bidding Procedures in their current form. Inasmuch as there is no secured creditor in these 

cases, the unsecured creditors -- the parties that stand to lose the most from a flawed sale process 

-- should be involved in all aspects of the sale including the marketing process, bid selection, and 

negotiation. Unfortunately, the Interim Bidding Procedures do not provide the Committee with 

any confidence that the proposed sale process will ensure a thorough marketing of the Debtors’ 

assets or designed to create a competitive bidding process that will maximize value for general 

unsecured creditors for the following reasons: 

. 	Non-Standard Bid Protections: The proposed bid protections will chill the 
bidding process. The proposed break-up fee and expense reimbursement are exorbitant (7.8%) 
in relation to proposed purchase price. When the initial overbid increment is added, the bid 
protections represent nearly 9% of the purchase price. 

Lders Committee Participation In The Sale Process: As there is no secured debt in these 
cases, 	of general unsecured claims have the most at stake. The Committee’s 
involvement in the sale process is critical because for the 3.5 month period prior to January 18, 
2012, the STB Business was not marketed. Accordingly, the Committee and its advisors should 
be involved in all aspects of the sale, including the identification of potential bidders and the 
selection of the highest and best offer to ensure the greatest possible distributions are made to 
creditors. 

All Assets Should Be Marketed Simultaneously: By marketing the STB Business 
alone, the Debtors are severely limiting their ability to successfully market and sell their assets 
related to their digital television business. The Committee believes that the Interim Bidding 
Procedures should be revised to make clear that the Debtors may accept offers for either business 
unit, or both together, if such offer is the highest and best from the creditors’ perspective. 
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The Sale Timeline Should Be Flexible: Bidders have been given approximately 3 
short weeks to conduct diligence and raise the necessary cash to make a competing offer. If the 
Debtors and the Committee determine that more time is necessary for potential purchasers to 
conduct diligence or negotiate further terms, the parties should be authorized to extend the 
various deadlines, milestones, and auction date without further order of the Court, subject to a 
reasonable outside date. 

2. Nevertheless, the Debtors intend to forge ahead with an auction without any 

guarantee of a competitive process and at the risk of jeopardizing the potential sale of their other 

assets. Because there is no secured debt in this case, the Debtors should not make decisions 

without the direct informed consent of the Committee. The Committee’s role is critical because 

the sale proceeds will be used to satisfy general unsecured claims, which in the Debtors’ estimate 

exceeds $87 million (excluding the $128 million of inter-company claims).’ For these reasons 

and the reasons set forth more fully below, the Motion should be denied as presented or 

continued to a later date with a direction that the Debtors immediately engage the Committee in a 

re-evaluation of the process. 

THE BIDDING PROCEDURES CONTAIN TERMS THAT 
ARE NOT MARKET AND ARE DESIGNED TO CHILL COMPETITIVE BIDDING 

A. The Bid Protections Are Excessive And Will Chill Any Competitive Bidding 

3. Under the Asset Purchase Agreement (the "APA"), dated January 3, 2012 

between Entropic Communications, Inc. ("Entropic") and the Debtors, the purchase price is set at 

$55,000,000. APA § 1.8(a). Bid protections generally fall into the range of 3% of the purchase 

price. Here, however, the "Break-Up Fee" is $1,650,000 (equal 3% of the purchase price) (APA 

§ 6.3) and the "Expense Reimbursement" is $2,645,000 (equal to 4.8% of the purchase price) 

(Interim Bidding Procedures, ¶ 4). When taken together, the bidding protections equal 7.8% of 

the proposed purchase price and nearly 	when the initial overbid requirement is added. The 

While there may be some basis for subordinating inter-company claims, no such basis has been disclosed to date. 
Thus, it must be assumed for today’s purposes that the Debtors will have to extract more than $200 million from 
their assets if they are to pay creditors in full. 
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Committee believes the bid protections in their current form will prevent competitive bidding 

and foreclose the possibility of receiving higher and better offers. 

4. The United States Court of Appeals of the Third Circuit (the "Third Circuit") has 

held that the party requesting approval of bid protections (i.e. break-up fee or expense 

reimbursement) has the burden under section 503(b) of the Bankruptcy Code that they are 

"actual, necessary costs and expenses of preserving the estate." In re Reliant Energy Channel 

View LP, 594 F.3d 200, 206 (3d Cir. 2010). In addition, the Third Circuit held there is "no 

compelling justification for treating an application for a break-up fee and expenses under 

§ 503(b) differently from other applications for administrative expenses under the same 

provision." Id. In summarizing its reasoning, the Third Circuit stated that: 

[I]n considering requests for break-up fees, we would apply the general standard 
used for all administrative expenses�the allowability of break-up fees, like that 
of other administrative expenses, depends upon the requesting party’s ability to 
show that the fees were actually necessary to preserve the value of the estate. 
Focusing specifically on break-up fees, we noted that it was permissible to offer a 
break-up fee and reimbursement for expenses to induce an initial bid, provided 
the allowance of the fee does not give an advantage to a favored purchaser over 
other bidders by increasing the cost of acquisition. 

Reliant Energy, 594 F.3d at 206 (internal quotations and citations omitted). 

5. Under these facts, the Committee believes that the Debtors or Entropic cannot 

satisfy their burden, as they must, of showing that all of the fees and expenses sought by the bid 

protections are actual and necessary cost of preserving the estate. On the contrary, the 

Committee believes that the bid protections are exorbitant and harm the estate because they will 

deter others from bidding. 

6. Courts can and do exercise independent review of a debtor’s request for approval 

of proposed break-up fees and expense reimbursements. See In re Lionel Corp., 722 F.2d 1063, 

1071 (2d Cir. 1983) (holding that a proposed break-up fee must be carefully scrutinized to insure 
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that the Debtor’s estate is not unduly burdened and that the relative rights of the parties in 

interest are protected); In re Hupp Industries, Inc., 140 B.R. 191, 196 (Bankr. N.D. Ohio 1992). 

(holding that the analysis conducted by the bankruptcy court must include a determination that 

"all aspects of the transaction are in the best interests of all concerned."). In the bankruptcy 

context, "bidding incentives such as break-up fees and bid increment limitations are carefully 

scrutinized in § 363(b) asset sales to insure that the debtor’s estate is not unduly burdened and 

that the relative rights of the parties in interest are protected." Id. 

7. The standard is not whether the break-up fee is within the business judgment of 

the debtor, but whether the transaction will further the diverse interests of the debtor, creditors 

and equity holders, alike. In re America West Airlines, Inc., 166 B.R. 908, 912 (Bankr. D. Ariz. 

1994). More importantly, no particular deference should be given to debtor’s business judgment 

when the debtor is liquidating rather than reorganizing. In re S.N.A. Nut Co., 186 B.R. 98, 104 

(Bankr. N.D. Ill. 1995). 

8. In accordance with the reasoning in these decisions, the Third Circuit has held 

that where the breakup fee is not necessary to induce a stalking horse bidder to bid, courts will 

routinely deny breakup fees. See, e.g., In re Reliant Energy Channel View LP, 594 F.3d 200, 

208 (3d Cir. 2010) (breakup fee denied when bidder "made its bid before the auction knowing 

that it might not receive a break-up fee, and a retroactive grant of a break-up fee could not have 

induced a bid that [bidder] already had made"); In re O’Brien Environmental Energy, Inc., 181 

F.3d 527, 536-37 (3d Cir. 1999) (denying breakup fee when such fee was not necessary to induce 

bidder to bid). 

9. In O’Brien, the Third Circuit disallowed a $4.25 million break-up fee and expense 

reimbursement because the original bid was lured by the prospect of purchasing the debtor 

DOCSSF:79337.8 85154-001 



cheaply, rather than the prospect of a break-up fee. O’Brien, 181 F.3d at 537. The Third Circuit 

also rejected the stalking horse bidder’s argument that the break-up fee was warranted because it 

induced the stalking horse to research the value of the debtor and convert that to a dollar figure 

on which other bidders can rely. Id. However, the Third Circuit noted that "the record in this 

case suggests that Calpine had strong financial incentives to undertake the cost of submitting a 

bid, including the cost of researching the company’s worth, even in the absence of any promise 

of reimbursement." Id. 

10. Here, there is no question that the proposed bid protections equaling 7.8% of the 

purchase price are outside the bounds of reasonableness. More importantly, when the initial 

overbid requirement ($600,000) is taken into consideration, any competing bidder would have to 

submit an overbid that represents nearly 9% of the purchase price in order to have a chance as 

being selected as the successful bidder. This means that any successful over bidder must offer a 

cash purchase of $55,000,000 plus $4,895,000. When the bid protections and initial overbid 

($4,895,000) are compared to the Debtors’ estimate of the actual consideration to be received by 

the sale, the bid protections add nearly 10%. 

11. Annexed hereto as Exhibit A are two charts that compare bid protections granted 

by this Court in other similarly situated asset sales against the bid protections sought by the 

Debtors and Entropic. It makes clear that this transaction is not within the "market." Indeed, the 

majority of these cases establish that the total combined bid protections were in the range of 3%, 

not 7.8% as proposed by the Debtors here. 

12. It should not go unnoticed that the Debtors’ cases cited in paragraph 69 of the 

Motion and the others cited herein actually support the Committee’s position that 3% is the most 
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commonly-adopted standard for aggregate bid protections. 2  In re Chef Solutions Holdings, LLC, 

Case No. 13139 (KC) (Bankr. D. Del. Oct. 19, 2011) [Docket No. 129] (approving 1.6% break-

up fee and .8% expense reimbursement); In re Conex Holdings, LLC, Case No. 11-10501 (CSS) 

(Bankr. D. Del. Sept. 14, 2011) [Docket No. 132] (approving 3% break-up fee and no expense 

reimbursement); In re Allen Family Foods, Inc., Case No. 11-11764 (KC) (Bankr. D. Del. Jun. 

24, 2011) (approving break-up fee of 5%); In re Magic Brands, Case No. 10-11310 (BLS) 

(Bankr. D. Del. May 18, 2010) [Docket No. 267] (approving 1% break-up fee and no expense 

reimbursement); In re Palm Harbor, Case No. 10-13850 (CSS) (Bankr. D. Del. Jan. 6, 2011) 

[Docket No. 187] (approving 2.2% break-up fee and .5% expense reimbursement); In re 

Fairchild Corp., Case No. 09-10849 (CSS) (Bankr. D. Del. Apr. 17, 2009) [Docket No. 169] 

(approving 3.1% break-up fee and 1.5% expense reimbursement); In Drug Fair Group, Inc., 

Case No. 09-10897 (BLS) (Bankr. D. Del. Apr. 8, 2009) [Docket No. 109]; In re Nortel 

Networks Inc., Case No. 09-10138 (KC) (Bankr. D. Del. Feb. 27, 2009) [Docket No. 386] 

(approving 3% break-up fee and 2.3% expense reimbursement); In re Tallygenicom, L.P., Case 

No. 09-103 84 (CSS) (Bankr. D. Del. Feb. 19, 2009) [Docket No. 130] (approving 2% break-up 

fee and 2% expense reimbursement); In re Fluid Routing Solutions Intermediate Holdings, Case 

No. 09-10384 (CSS) (Bankr. D. Del. Feb. 19, 2009) [Docket No. 85] (approving 6.8% expense 

reimbursement in the amount of $750,000); In re Archway Cookies, Case No. 08-12323 (CSS) 

(Bankr. D. Del. Dec. 3, 2008) [Docket No. 257] (approving 3% break-up fee and no expense 

reimbursement); In re Tweeter Home Entertainment Group, Case No. 07-10787 (PJW) (Bankr. 

D. Del. Jul. 13, 2007) [Docket No. 452] (approving 3% break-up fee); In re Radnor Holdings 

2 It should be noted that the Debtors do not always accurately describe the bid protections in paragraph 69 of the 
Motion. In certain instances the arithmetic was not correct, in others the relief granted was substantially lower than 
what was requested in the motion (e.g.,; Tallygenicom the break-up fee was 2% and 2% expense reimbursement, not 
5.5%; Fluid Routing the expense reimbursement was 6.8%, not 11.4%). 
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Corp., Case No. 06-10894 (PJW) (Bankr. D. Del. Sept. 22, 2006) [Docket No. 277] (approving 

3% break-up fee). 

	

13. 	As reflected on the second page of Exhibit A. the bid protections granted in the 

cases cited above have a median of 3% and a mean of 3.6%. Each of these measurements are 

more than 4% below the relief sought in the Debtors’ Interim Bidding Procedures. Just as courts 

are loathe to allow debtors to assume executory contracts prior to plan confirmation, so too 

should this Court look carefully at the proposed bid protections. These Debtors are liquidating. 

They have a finite amount of marketable assets. They are burning cash at a very fast rate. 

B. The Committee Must Be Involved In All Aspects Of The Sale Process 

	

14. 	Committee participation and input is particularly relevant here where there is no 

meaningful secured debt. Currently, the interim procedures provide that the Committee is 

allowed to attend the auction, but nothing more. Because general unsecured creditors have the 

most at stake, it is critical that the Committee be involved in all aspects of the sale process 

including, but not limited to, determining proof of financial ability to perform, qualifying bids, 

overbids, modifications to overbid increments, successful bids, backup bidders, conduct of the 

auction, and evaluation of the highest and best offer. Any order approving the bidding 

procedures on a final basis should incorporate the Committee’s participation in all aspects of the 

sale process. 

C. The TV Business Assets Should Be Marketed Simultaneously 

	

15. 	In addition to the assets related to the STB Business, the Debtors’ other main 

business involves the design, development, and marketing of integrated circuits and related 

software for digital televisions and other similar products (the "TV Business"). As these 

industries evolve, the related technologies and assets of the Debtors begin to overlap with one 
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another. This means that any sale of the STB Business separately could severely impact and 

adversely affect the Debtors’ ability to market and sell the TV Business and materially diminish 

its value. 

16. It is the Committee’s understanding that the level of interest of potential buyers of 

some or all of the Debtors’ assets is driven by a number of factors. For example, a potential 

buyer that is already in the set-top-box business might be inclined to make an offer for the TV 

Business. Similarly, others in involved in the digital television business might be inclined to 

make an offer for the STB Business, or some other combination that might prevent two 

independent sales. 

17. In either scenario, the Debtors should be in a position to solicit and evaluate offers 

for both businesses simultaneously, or all assets together to a single buyer. Because the 

technologies are converging in a business sense, the Debtors and the Committee should have the 

flexibility to evaluate offers that have a focus on either the STB Business or the TV Business. 

By marketing the STB Business and TV simultaneously, the Committee believes that the number 

of potential bidders will likely increase and provide the best possibility of receiving a higher and 

better offer than Entropic’ s. Accordingly, the bidding procedures should be revised to reflect 

that (i) the Debtors may market and sell the STB Business and TV Business simultaneously and 

(ii) if Entropic is not the successful bidder in either scenarios, Entropic’s only recourse against 

the Debtors’ estate will be the Break-Up Fee and Expense Reimbursement reduced in accordance 

with the discussion above. 

D. The Sale Timeline Should Be Flexible 

18. The Debtors and the Committee should be authorized to adjust the various 

deadlines, milestones, and the auction date without having the estate incur any economic 
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consequence to Entropic or other potential bidders. Under this expedited timeline, having 

flexibility when negotiating with potential bidders is important. The STB Business has not been 

marketed for several months. Prior to the petition date through January 18, 2012, the Debtors 

were under a lock-up agreement with Entropic that prohibited them from marketing the STB 

Business. Before the bid deadline, the Debtors and the Committee will attempt to engage many 

potential bidders. It is common and beneficial when negotiating an asset purchase agreement 

with competing parties to extend various deadlines if the Debtors and Committee reasonably 

believe that such action will preserve or enhance the prospect of receiving a higher and better 

offer. 

19. Now that the Debtors’ are out from under the lock-up, the best way for the 

Debtors, the Committee, and their advisors to ensure that a robust marketing process will 

continue through the bid deadline is to have flexibility when negotiating. If both the Debtors and 

the Committee are in agreement to extend these deadlines, they should be authorized to file a 

notice with the Court that sets forth the new deadlines without having to incur the unnecessary 

expense of obtaining further authorization from the Court, or the consent of Entropic. 

Conclusion 

20. The law is well-settled that a debtor has a fiduciary obligation to maximize the 

value of their estates for the benefit of all stakeholders. Commodity Futures Trading Comm ’n v. 

Weintraub, 471 U.S. 343, 352 (1985) ("The trustee is accountable for all property received and 

has the duty to maximize the value of the estate.") (internal quotations and citations omitted). 

Accordingly, when seeking approval of a sale outside the ordinary course of business, as the 

Debtors are doing here at a rapid pace, a debtor is required to demonstrate that its bidding 

procedures are well-balanced and designed to foster competitive bidding, and obtain the highest 
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and best price for the assets to be sold. The Committee believes that the bidding procedures in 

their current form will chill any competitive bidding and result in a sale of the assets to Entropic 

at a below market price. Unless the changes discussed herein are incorporated, the Committee 

respectfully requests the Court to deny the final approval of the bidding procedures. 

Reservation of Rights 

21. 	The Committee will continue to engage the Debtors and their advisors regarding 

the proposed terms and conditions of the APA or any other sale and work to resolve any 

disagreements consensually. This Objection, however, only relates to the Interim Bidding 

Procedures, not the terms and conditions of the APA or any other asset purchase agreement the 

Debtors may accept. Accordingly, the Committee reserves all rights to object to the APA or any 

other asset purchase agreement accepted by the Debtors prior to the sale hearing. 

Dated: January 26, 2012 
PACHULSKI STA ZIEHL & JONES LLP 

John D. iero (CA Bar No. 136557) 
Debra I. Grassgreen (CA Bar No. 169978) 
John W. Lucas (CA Bar No. 271038) 
Peter J. Keane (Bar No. 5503) 
919 North Market Street, 17th  Floor, P.O. Box 8705 
Wilmington, DE 19899-8705 (Courier 19801) 
Telephone: (302) 652-4100 
Facsimile: (302) 652-4400 
Email: jfieropszjIaw.com  

dgrassgreenpszjlaw.com  
jlucaspszjlaw.com  
pkeanepszjlaw.com  

[Proposed] Counsel to the Official Committee of 
Unsecured Creditors 
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EXHIBIT A 

(Bidding Protections Chart) 
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6.0% 

Trident Microsystems 

Break-Up Fee and Expense Reimbursement Cap Comparison 

($ in millions) 

10.0% 

8.0% 

4.1% 4.0% 
4.0%--- 3

-
.
,
8

,
% 

3.0% 3�0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 	Median: 

:::° I 
Trident Conex Palm Harbor Drug Fair The Fairchild 	Nortel 	Tallygenicom* 	Archway Ivbther’s Cake Tweeter Tweeter Radnor 

Mcrosysterr6 
* 

Holdings Homes Group (32 Corporation 	Netw orks
* 	

Cookies *  
and Cookies (Tivoli Audio, (Select Holdings *  

Stores) LLC) Assets) 

Purchase Price 	$55.0 $5.1 $50.0 $54.0 $34.4 	$17.7 	$36.6 	$25.0 $5.0 $10.0 $38.0 $218.2 I 
* Included in the Debtors’ motion approving the stalking horse protections 



Trident Microsystems 

Stalking Horse Protections Analysis 

Chef Solutions Holdings" Delaware RMJV, L.P. 10/04/11 $61740 $1000 1.6% $500 0.8% $1500 2.4% 
Conex Holdings Delaware JAH Enterprises 09/16/11 5,135 154 3.0% 0 0.0% 154 3.0% 
Allen Family Foods Delaware Seaford Milling Company 06/10/11 30,000 1,500 5.0% 600 2.0% 2,100 7.0% 
Palm Harbor Homes Delaware Palm Harbor Homes 11/29/10 50,000 1,100 2.2% 250 0.5% 1,350 2.7% 
Magic Brands 36)  Delaware Tavistock Ventures, Inc. 04/22110 40,000 400 1.0% NA NA 400 1.0% 
Drug Fair Group (32 Stores) Delaware Waigreen Eastern Co., Inc. 03/18/09 54,000 1,215 2.3% 405 0.8% 1,620 3.0% 
The Fairchild Corporation Delaware Banner Aerospace 03/18/09 34,400 1,050 3.1% 500 1.5% 1,550 4.5% 
Nortel Networks * Delaware Radware Ltd. 02/20/09 17,650 650 3.7% 400 2.3% 1,050 5.9% 
Fluid Routing Solutions Delaware FRS Holding Corp. 02/06/09 11,000 0 0.0% 750 6.8% 750 6.8% 
Tallygenicom 	* Delaware Printronix, Inc. 01/27/09 36,628 750 2.0% 750 2.0% 1,500 4.1% 
Archway Cookies * Delaware Archer Acquisitions 10/27/08 25,000 750 3.0% 200 0.8% 950 3.8% 
Mothers Cake and Cookies Delaware Madre Capital, Inc. 10/27/08 5,000 150 3.0% 50 1.0% 200 4.0% 
Tweeter Home Entertainment (Tivoli Audio, LLC) Delaware Whippoorwill Associates 06/14/07 10,000 300 3.0% NA NA 300 3.0% 
Tweeter Home Entertainment (Select Assets) 3) * Delaware Tweeter Newco, LLC 06/14/07 38,000 1,140 3.0% NA NA 1,140 3.0% 
Radnor Holdings 13) 

* Delaware TR Acquisition Co. 08/21/06 218,200 6,546 3.0% NA NA 6,546 3.0% 

Mean, ,  3.6% 

ITrident Microsystems Delaware Entropic Communications $55,000 $1,650 3.0% $2,650 4.8% $4,300 7.8%I 

* Included in the Debtors’ motion approving the stalking horse protections. 
Note: The bankruptcy court authorized Wickes Holdings, LLC to enter info a stalking horse agreement providing a break-up fee of up to 3%. Wickes Holdings, LLC did not have a stalking horse bidder 
at the time of the sale motion. 
(1) Purchase price includes $25.3 million credit bid. 
(2) Aggregate amount of Break-Up Fee and Expense Reimbursement capped at $2.1 million. To the extent the Expense Reimbursement does not total $600K, the break-up fee maybe increased. 
(3) Expense Reimbursement included in Break-Up Fee. 
(4) The bankruptcy court reduced the expense reimbursement cap from $1,250,000 to $750,000 in the order approving the bid procedures. 
(5) The bankruptcy court reduced the break-up fee from $2,000,000 to $750,000 and the expense reimbursement cap from $1,000,000 to $750,000 in the order approving the bid procedures. 
(6) Excluded from mean and median calculations. 



IN THE UNITED STATES BANKRUPTCY COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

In re: 
	

Chapter 11 

Trident Microsystems, Inc., et al., 1 
	

Case No. 12-10069 (CSS) 

Debtors. 	 (Jointly Administered) 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, Peter J. Keane, hereby certify that on the 26 t day of January, 2012, I caused a 

copy of the following documents to be served on the individuals on the attached service list in 

the manner indicated: 

OBJECTION BY THE OFFICIAL COMMITTEE OF UNSECURED 
CREDITORS TO MOTION OF THE DEBTORS SEEKING APPROVAL 
OF BIDDING PROCEDURES, SALE OF CERTAIN ASSETS, AND 
RELATED RELIEF 

Peter J. Keane (Bar No. 5503) 

The Debtors are the following two entities (the last four digits of their respective taxpayer identification 
numbers, if any, follow in parentheses): Trident Microsystems, Inc. (6584) and Trident Microsystems (Far 
East) Ltd. The mailing address of each of the Debtors, solely for purposes of notices and communications, 
is 1170 Kifer Road, Sunnyvale, California 94086. 
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Trident Microsystems Special Service List 
Case No. 12-10069 
Document No. 177256 
02 - Hand Delivery 
03 - Electronic Delivery 

Hand Delivery 
Office of the United States Trustee Delaware 
Juliet Sarkessian, Esquire 
844 King Street, Suite 2207 
Lockbox 35 
Wilmington, DE 19899-0035 

Hand Delivery 
([Proposed] Counsel to the Debtors) 
Stuart M. Brown, Esquire 
Cynthia Moh, Esquire 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
919 North Market Street, Suite 150C 
Wilmington, DE 19801 

Electronic Delivery 
richard.chesley@dlgpiper.com  
kim.newmarch@dlapiper.com  
chun.jang@,dlgpiper.com  
([Proposed] Counsel to the Debtors) 
Richard A. Chesley, Esquire 
Kimberly D. Newmarch, Esquire 
Chun I. Jang, Esquire 
DLA Piper LLP (US) 
203 North LaSalle Street, Suite 1900 
Chicago, IL 60601 
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