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witresses at the second procesding.!

In oppazitian, Complaint Counsel asserts that JTEDEC’s patent disclosure policy isnota
dispositive issue in this matter.  Rather, Complaint Counsel asserrs that Hespandeni’s Habliny
may redt on a hroader pattem of antd-competitive practices of which the alleged violation of

JEDEC s patenc disciosure policics 18 bul a singla ildeusd practice. Additionalby, Complamt

! Evenin the absence of hifurcation, the Court urges counscl o feus the trial testimony
of witnesses as sharply as possible.



Counsel points out that mech of the testimony about JEDEC's policies and proccedings will
come [fom sen-party witnesses whao, as a result of bifurcation, could be forced to come to

Washington to lestily twice since the scope of their testimony 18 far broader than st the patent

disclosure palicy of JEDEC (o1 the lack thercaf).
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) OF ORDILIR GF [SSUES T» BE TRIED
Before the Court is Respondent’s Moton tor Pre-hearing Determination

of Order ol Tssucs to Be Tried. Respondent essentially asserts that the irial be bifuncated, with

the lzzuz of whelber Rospondent violated the patent diselosure policy of the Jeint Electron

Drevice Engineering Cauneil (“TEDEC™) heard and resalved before all other matters. While

witnesses at the second procoeding. '
In opposition, Complaint Counsel asserts that JEDEC' s patent disclosure policy 15 nota
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Counsal points out that much of the tegtimany ahout TEDEC s policiss and procesdings will

eome fronl non-party witnesses who, as a result of bifurcation, could be forced to come to
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? The Court coult climinate this inconvenience by having the witneszes testify only at the
proposed 1imtial proceading and then. if necessary. incorvorate the other aspects of their

£




