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I. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

The Gillette Company (“Petitioner”), a wholly-owned subsidiary of the 

Procter & Gamble Co., is the real party-in-interest. 

B. Related Matters 

Zond, Inc. v. The Gillette Co. and the Procter and Gamble Co., Civil Action 

No. 1:13-CV. 11567-DJC (D. Mass. 2013), would affect or be affected by a 

decision in the proceeding.  Additionally, the Patent Owner is suing Petitioner 

and/or other parties under one or more of U.S. Patent Nos. 7,147,759; 6,896,775; 

6,853,142; 7,604,716; 8,125,155; 7,811,421; 6,805,779; 7,808,184; and 6,806,652, 

all of which have generally similar subject matter.    

C. Counsel 

Lead Counsel: Michael A. Diener  (Registration No. 37,122) 

Backup Counsel: Andrej Barbic, Ph.D. (Registration No. 61,908) 

D. Service Information 

E-mail:  michael.diener@wilmerhale.com 

  andrej.barbic@wilmerhale.com 

Post and hand delivery:  Wilmer, Cutler, Pickering, Hale and Dorr, LLP 

    60 State Street 

    Boston, MA 02109  

Telephone: 617-256-6000  Fax: 617-526-5000 
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