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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Mark Lanning.  I have been retained as an expert on behalf of the 

defendants and Intervenor Intel Corporation (collectively “Defendants”) in connection with the 

following cases:  Alacritech, Inc. v. CenturyLink, Inc., 2:16-cv-00693-JRG-RSP (E.D. Tex.); 

Alacritech, Inc. v. Wistron Corp., 2:16-cv-00692-JRG-RSP (E.D. Tex.); Alacritech, Inc. v. Dell 

Inc., 2:16-cv-00695-RWS-RSP (E.D. Tex.). 

2. My education and work experience is contained in my CV in Exhibit 1.  Other 

than my normal hourly rate ($550/hour), I have received no additional compensation of any kind 

for my work on this case.  No part of my compensation is dependent on the conclusions that I 

reach or the outcome of this case. 

3. I understand that Alacritech, Inc. (“Alacritech”) has sued each of the Defendants 

for infringement of one or more of the following U.S. Patents:  U.S. Patent No. 7,124,205 (“205 

Patent”) (Exhibit 2a), U.S. Patent No. 7,237,036 (“036 Patent”) (Exhibit 3a), U.S. Patent No. 

7,337,241 (“241 Patent”) (Exhibit 4a), U.S. Patent No. 7,673,072 (“072 Patent”) (Exhibit 5a), 

U.S. Patent No. 7,945,699 (“699 Patent”), U.S. Patent No. 8,131,880 (“880 Patent”) (Exhibit 6a), 

U.S. Patent No. 8,805,948 (“948 Patent”), and U.S. Patent No. 9,055,104 (“104 Patent”) (Exhibit 

7a) (collectively the “Patents-in-Suit”). 

4.  I understand that on January 31, 2017, Alacritech served its proposed preliminary 

constructions.  Exhibits 8a and 8b.  On the same date, I understand that the Defendants and 

Intervenor Intel served their proposed preliminary constructions.  Exhibit 9.  I also understand 

that, after meeting and conferring, on February 18, 2017, counsel for Alacritech, Defendants 

proposed modifications to these preliminary constructions.  Exhibits 10 and 11. 
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