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A TION TO COMFPEL AN ADDITTONAT,

Tepresentalive of the Jomnt Higciranics Levics Fagineenng Council (HEDELCT) conmumties from




Mr. Crisp was previously deposed by Complaint Counsal on Friday, February 14, 2003,
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not kr. Crisp.

Farther, Complaint Counsel has not presented compelling roasons for ordering an
additional day of deposition testimony oulside of the close of discovery. First, it does not appear
that Rambus praduced additional documents since Mr. Crisp’s February 14 deposition. Thus,

Complaint Counsel had all decements upon wlich its examination was based prior to Mr.
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(risp’s deposition. Second, Complaint Counsel has access 1o over 5 hours of testimony
provided by Me. Crisp in deposittons and at trial w private Ihigation, Whale these private matters
did not pose the identical issues addressed in the instant action, they did raise numerous similar
issues. Al the leasl, Complaint Connsel condd have usad these malerials 10 hone their deposition

examination of Mr. Crisp prior to his February 14 deposition. If Complaint Counsel believed,
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