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I. MANDATORY NOTICES 

A. Real Party-in-Interest 

Intel Corporation (“Petitioner”) is the real party-in-interest. 

B. Related Matters 

Zond has asserted U.S. Patent No. 6,806,652 (“the ‘652 Patent”) (Ex. 1001) 

against numerous parties in the District of Massachusetts, 1:13-cv-11570-RGS 

(Zond v. Intel); 1:13-cv-11577-DPW (Zond v. AMD, Inc., et al); 1:13-cv-11581-

DJC (Zond v. Toshiba Am. Elec. Comp. Inc.); 1:13-cv-11591-RGS (Zond v. SK 

Hynix, Inc.); 1:13-cv-11625-NMG (Zond v. Renesas Elec. Corp.); 1:13-cv-11634-

WGY (Zond v. Fujitsu, et al.); and 1:13-cv-11567-DJC (Zond v. Gillette, Co.).  

Petitioner has filed Petitions IPR2014-00843 and IPR2014-00923 for Inter Partes 

review for other claims of the ‘652 Patent.   

C. Counsel 

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

Backup Counsel:  Michael H. Smith (Registration No. 71,190) 

D. Service Information 

E-mail:  Michael.Diener@wilmerhale.com 

MichaelH.Smith@wilmerhale.com 

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

    60 State Street 
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