UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

In the matter of
RAMBUSINC,, Docket No. 9302

acorporation.
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TEXAS INSTRUMENTSINCORPORATED'SOBJECTIONSTO THE
SUBPOENA DUCESTECUM OF RAMBUSINC.

Texas Instruments Incorporated (“T1”) hereby objects to the Subpoena Duces Tecum that
Rambus Inc. (*Rambus’) purported to serve on Tl in the above-captioned matter. Tl asserts it
objections in order to preserve its rights and protect itself from undue burden and unreasonable
expense in connection with this matter. Subject to and not waiving the following objections, Tl
hereby produces responsive documents, subject to the protective order entered in this proceeding.

TI objects to the subpoena as overbroad and unduly burdensome on the basis that Tl isno
longer in the DRAM business. Numerous of the topics of the subpoena involve aspects of the
DRAM business, including sales, design, marketing and licensing of DRAM products. TI,
however, sold its memory division to Micron in October 1998, and TI has not been in the DRAM
business since that time. The documents sought by the subpoena related to DRAM issues,
therefore, to the extent they may exist, are not in the care, custody or control of TI.

TI objects to the subpoena as unduly burdensome in that the subpoena seeking documents
aready provided to Rambus pursuant to a subpoena served in Micron Technology, Inc. v.
Rambus Inc., No. 00-792-RRM (D. Ddl), (the “Micron v. Rambus subpoena’). Thereis

substantial overlap between the Micron v. Rambus subpoena and the subpoena served on Tl in
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this proceeding, specifically related to JEDEC issues. Tl has already responded to the Micron v.
Rambus subpoena, and Tl has provided Rambus with authority to use these documents
previously produced by TI pursuant to the Micron v. Rambus subpoena in connection with this
proceeding. Therefore, Tl objects to the subpoena as unduly duplicative and unduly
burdensome.

TI objects to the subpoena as seeking irrelevant information. As understood by TI, this
proceeding relates to the activities of Rambus in the JEDEC organization. The subpoena,
however, seeks awide variety of documents that are wholly unrelated to Rambus. Of the 57
categories of documents sought by the subpoena, only topics 1-11, 12(k), 36, 37 and 50 are
directed in any way at all toward Rambus. TI objectsto all other categories on the subpoena as
irrelevant.

To the extent the documents sought may be relevant to this proceeding, T further objects
to the subpoena as overly broad, unduly burdensome, and oppressive because of the wide scope
of the categories of requested documents and their marginal relevance to this proceeding. As
examples, category 28 asks for licensing rates for any patents related to DRAM technol ogy
without regard to any relationship to Rambus. Similarly, category 29 requests “[a]ll documents
describing, reflecting or referring to terms under which you have licensed proprietary technology
in advance of the issuance of a patent.” It is completely unreasonable for athird-party like Tl to
produce every document relating to any instance when Tl may have licensed any technology
(even technology wholly unrelated to the present matter) prior to the issuance of a patent on that
given technology.

TI further objects to the subpoena to the extent it seeks documents that are subject to non

disclosure or confidentiality obligations owed by Tl to other parties.
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TI further objects to the subpoena to the extent it seeks documents that are readily
available from public sources, that have already been obtained in this proceeding, or that can
reasonably be obtained by other means.

TI further objects to the subpoena to the extent it seeks documents protected from
discovery by a privilege recognized under the laws of the United States, or any state Unites
States, including those documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and the work-
product doctrine.

Dated November 13, 2002.

By:

Tom D. Smith

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
51 Louisiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001

Joseph L. McEntee

Daniel T. Conrad

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
2727 North Harwood
Dallas, Texas 75201

Attorneys for Texas Instruments Incorporated
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| certify that on November 13, 2002, | served by hand delivery and mail TEXAS
INSTRUMENTS INCORPORATED’S OBJECTIONS TO THE SUBPOENA DUCES TECUM
OF RAMBUSINC. on the following counsdl to the parties to this proceeding:

TheALJ

The Honorable James P. Timony
Chief Administrative Law Judge
Federal Trade Commission

600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20580

Counsd for the FTC

M. Sean Royall

Alice W. Detwiler

Andrew J. Heimer

Federal Trade Commission

600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20580

Richard B. Dagen

Geoffrey D. Oliver

Malcolm L. Catt

Suzanne T. Michel

Robert P. Davis

John C. Weber

Cary E. Zuk

Federal Trade Commission
601 New Jersey Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20580
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Office of the Secretary

Donald S. Clark

Secretary

Federal Trade Commission
600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20580

Bureau of Competition

Joseph J. Simon

Director

600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20580

and by facsimile and mail to:

Counsel for Rambus

Steven M. Perry

Sean P. Gates

Peter A. Detre

Munger Tolles& Olson LLP

35™ Floor

355 South Grand Avenue

Los Angeles, California 90071-1560
Telephone: (213) 683-9100
Telecopier: (213) 687-3702

Kenneth A. Bamberger
Wilmer Cutler & Pickering
2445 M. Street, N.W.
Woashington, D.C. 20037-1420
Telephone: (202) 663-6000
Telecopier: (202) 663-6363

Karen M. Espaldon

Jones, Day, Reavis & Pogue
51 Louisiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20001
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