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UNITED STATES QF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

In the Matter of
Docket No. 9302

RAMBLUS, INC.,
a corporation,
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RAMBUS, INC.’S MOTION FOR ENTRY OF SCHEDULING ORDER

After scveral discussions, Complaint Counsel and counsel for Respondent have been able
te apree on almost all tertns of a Schedoling Order o be submitied for Your Honor’s approval.

Three important issues remain, however, on which the parties were not able to agree: (1) the

deadling for the close of fact discovery; (2) the relationship between the timing of cxpert
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of time between Lhe close of discovery and the start of the hearing — 1t is Respondent, not

Complaint Counsel, whose proposal i consistent with the furel Scheduling Order.
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The principal dispute botween the parties concerns the deadiing for fact discovery.
Complaint Counsel propose 4 deadline of December 20, 2002, approximately four-and-a-half
months trom now and more than two months before the proposcd hearing date, Respondent

proposes a deadling of Jannary 27, 2003, less than six months frop now and one manth before
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days between the close of discovery and the hearing; the revised orders provided for 23 days.
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issoes of broad applicalion to technology industries and because Complaint Counsel seek as a

remedy the forfeiture of Respondent’s most valuable asscts. It is complex because the 35-page



negotiations and royalties, manufacturing processes and network and lock-in effacts,

aud a hmt of related 1e-|:hn|od[ and EL-DI'IUIHIQ matlers, Much of lhh is likely to
e

likely necessitate tithe-consoting offores o compel production of documents located
abroad. Judging from the volume of document discovery that the much narrower
private cases have required, this third party discovery will be volutninous. And of
course, aller the documents are provided, the parties will have 1o process, index for
databasc purposes, review, and analvze them.

[nterrogatones and requests for admission: As is common for contention
itcrrogatorics and requests for admdssion, it 15 unlikely that the parties will be able to
complete this aspect of the necessary discovery until after they have conducted
substantial other fact discovery.

Depositions: Although Respondent cannot know at this early stage how many

depositzons will be required, it scems clear Lhal Lhr.,n, will need 10 be fifty to seventy-
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the important issues in the case concerns what was said at JEDEC mectinps and
understood about JEDEC's diselosure rules, A preliminary review of the pertinent
rmnul.a.». reveals thal more than SDD dll" ﬁm,nL pﬂL}p|L atlended tha JE.DbC cnmnut[ee
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Respondent’s proposal would allow approximately 140 days for fact discovery — still a
very shott, and powntially Lo sherl, period given the breadth and complexiry of the case. There

ig mu good reasen to deny Respondent this time for discovery.
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might be desirable if the hearing dale were not just seven months away, that luxory cannot be

ailfonded here because most of that ome 15 necded [or fact discoversy.

T

cfficient cxpert discovery. Even under Complaint Counsel’s proposal, initial expert reparts




harmaonized with Complaint Counscl’s proposed December 20, 2002, date for the close of Tact

discovery,
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discovery will be dictated by a host of factors, including deposition duration, deponent






UUNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE TIE TEDTRAL TRADE COMMISSION

In the Matter of
Docket Mo, 9302
EAMNBUS, INC.,

A eorporation,
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SCHEDLUTLING ORDER

It is HEREBY ORDERED that this malter shall proceed in aceordance with the following

Yeheduling Order:

EVENT DATE

Answer filed L e

Exchange initial disclosures 50

Last day [or isseing docurnent requests 1o the parties B/30

Last day for igsuing party interropatoriss (except tor those related to requests /23

for admission) R R
_Cnlfnmplaint Connsel provides prelimimary witness st (excluding cxperts) 5/30 i

Respondent l_:;rm-'ides prelimninery witnass list {excluding experts) 10414

Cumiﬂﬁim Counsel identifies experi(s) and exchange vita, lsts of publications 1028

and list of maters in wiliqh any expert has testified under oath
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Lasl day 1o file motions w0 compel regarding responses to tequests [or

admission 1/17
"Exchange proposed stipulations of law and fact, stipulations of authenticity
| Close of discovery
. . . LT
Last day to file responses te motions to compel regarding requests for

admission ) o ~ .
Last day to file motions i lniee and propesed stipulations
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EVENT - - DATE.

Last day to identify expert(s) and exchange of vita, lists of publications | Qciober 13, 1998
and list of matters in which any expert has testified under nath

Last day to file motions o compel regarding party mierrogatories Qcrober 16, 1998
{(exxcept for those related to requests for admiszion)

Last day to file responses to motions to compe! regarding party October 23, 1958
mterrogatories (except for those related to requests for-admission)

Parties exchange Expert Feports and produce or identify documents November 2, 1998
and other wiitten materials relied upon by the experts in his orlier
anglvsiz or conclusions
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~EVENT : “TTDAIE

Meet and confer 1o resolve issues regarding proposed stipnlations of Jamuary 5, 1995
law and fact, sipulations of awthentizity

[ File responses to motions in fintine January G, 1999
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i diiuhs-, with antice 1o the ulﬂpmw’my-nnd the Adniinterrarive Law Judge.
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Respondent’s counsel Joseph Kattan, Gibsor, Dum- & Crutcher LLEP, 105¢ Connection Ave,,
N.W., Suite 900, Washington, D.C. 20036-3305. ATl delveries by facsimile skall be followed:
promptly by delivery of an otiginal by hand or by [1.5. mail, fitst-class postape prepaid [t shal)
be the ohlization of the eemving:party to ensura that exrvice by facsimils has been effected.

. All pleadities, motions, supporting bricks, objcetions todiscovery, responses to
discovery, ¢xhibit lists, witness lists, privilege lists, mnstér lists of documents provided, expert
pd ke i’ et b mnn Arapg ]
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Fd
uses qne of these proptams to generate the docoments descrbed i thus paragiaph,

10. The procedure for the marking of exhikiTs iz as follows: 2 ong-page exhibit is
designated, e, CX-1 (for complaint counsel], f%-1 (for respgndent’s counsel). [Fithere is

— L g g (Y Vi e




TINITED STATLES OFF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISIION

1a the Matter of }
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICT.

1, Llay Palansky, hereby cortily that on Awgust 2, 2002, [ caused a true and correct copy
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hand delivery:

Homn. James P, Tunony I, Sean Rovall

Administrative Law Judge Deputy Director, Bureaun of Competition
Tederal Trade Commuassion Federal Trade Commission

Room H-112 Room H-373

600 Pennsvlvania Avenue, NW 600 Pennsylvania Avenug, NW
Washinglon, DT 20280 Washington, DT 20330

Dwonald 5. Clark, Secretary Richard B. Dagen

Arral 'T'i— ol Fﬁi;"fr . bt Thiam mbm

GO0 Fonnsvlvania Avenue, VW Federy' Trade Comomission
Washington, DO 20580 00 Pennevlvania Avenue, N'W
Washington, DC 20580



