PUBLIC

UNITED STATESOF AMERICA
BEFORE THE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION

Inthe Matter of
RAMBUSINC., Docket No. 9302

a cor por ation.

RESPONDENT RAMBUSINC."SRESPONSESTO

COMPLAINT COUNSEL'S FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS

Pursuant to section 3.32 of the Federal Trade Commission’s Rules of Practice,
Respondent Rambus Inc. (“Rambus’) hereby responds to the first set of interrogatories

propounded by Complainant, served on December 30, 2002.

GENERAL OBJECTIONS

1 Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests to the extent that they call for
information protected from discovery by the attorney-client privilege, the work product doctrine,
or any other applicable privilege.

2. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests to the extent that they seek
confidential commercial information or trade secrets, such as business plans, financial results and
projections, technical data, and revenue information.

3. Rambus objects to Complainant’s definitions 1, 2, 4, 5 and 6 as vague, ambiguous
and overly broad.

4, Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests to the extent that they seek information

previously provided to Complainant or available to it from public sources.



5. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests to the extent that they seek information
protected from discovery pursuant to sections 3.31(c)(3)-(4).

6. Rambus reserves al of its evidentiary objections or other objections to the
introduction or use of any response at any hearing in this action.

7. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests regarding the scope of Rambus' s
patents and patent applications as calling for alega conclusion.

8. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests regarding the beliefs of Rambus's
directors, officers or employees as to the scope, or potential scope, of Rambus's patents and
patent applications as irrelevant to any issue raised by this matter. See Rambus Inc. v. Infineon
Technologies AG, -- F.3d --, 2003 WL 187265, at *19 (Fed. Cir. Jan. 29, 2003) (* The JEDEC
policy, though vague, does not create a duty premised on subjective beliefs. JEDEC’ s disclosure
duty erects an objective standard. It does not depend on a member’s subjective belief that its
patents do or do not read on the proposed standard.”).

0. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests regarding JEDEC presentations
purportedly relating to features ultimately incorporated into the DDR SDRAM standards and
regarding a survey ballot circulated by the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee between October and
December, 1995, asirrelevant to any issue raised by this matter. See Rambus Inc. v. Infineon
Technologies AG, -- F.3d --, 2003 WL 187265, at *20 (Fed. Cir. Jan. 29, 2003) (“[T]he
disclosure duty, as defined by the EIA/JEDEC policy, did not arise before legitimate proposals
were directed to and formal consideration began on the DDR-SDRAM standard.”).

10. Rambus objects to Complainant’ s requests regarding the scope of claimsin
Rambus's patents and patent applications that were not pending during the time that Rambus was
amember of JEDEC as irrelevant to any issue raised by this matter. See Rambus Inc. v. Infineon
Technologies AG, -- F.3d --, 2003 WL 187265, at *17 (Fed. Cir. Jan. 29, 2003) (“[A] member’s
intentions to file or amend applications do not fall within the scope of JEDEC' s disclosure
duty.”).

11. Rambus objects that its discovery and analysisis ongoing. Any statement



expressed herein is subject to change and/or supplementation.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:
Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain

amode register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 1:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”
“to determine CAS latency,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and
that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a mode register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be
changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 2:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east



with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”
“to determine CAS latency,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the
/CAS Latency,” and that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip)
may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
amode register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 3:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”
“to determine burst length,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C

did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of



a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and
that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
contain a mode register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be
changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 4:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”
“to determine burst length,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the
Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip)
may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
amode register to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 5:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”
“to determine block size,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and
that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a mode register to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed
by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 6:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “mode register,”



“to determine block size,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the
Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip)
may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows programmable CAS latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 7:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the term “programmable CAS latency.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and
before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CE Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows
programmable CAS latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 8:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the term “programmable CAS latency.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a*“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows programmable burst length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 9:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the term “programmable burst length.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and

before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that



“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”
Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows
programmable burst length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 10:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the term “programmable burst length.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Ranmbus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows programmabl e block size.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 11:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the term “programmable block size.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode



Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and
before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows
programmable block size.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 12:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguots at least with
respect to the term “programmable block size.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows a Mode Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the CAS Latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 13:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “mode-of-operation data,” and “CAS Latency.” Rambus

further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CE
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a Mode
Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the CAS Latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 14:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “mode-of-operation data,” and “CAS Latency.” Rambus
further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that this data contains, inter alia,
“the /CAS Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,

shows a Mode Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 15:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register” and “mode-of-operation data.” Rambus further objectsto
this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that this data contains, inter alia, “the
Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a Mode
Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 16:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register” and “mode-of-operation data.” Rambus further objectsto
this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that this data contains, inter alia,
“the Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

12



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:

Admit that, in section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 -8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
the values stored in the Mode Register (and therefore the operation of the chip) can be changed.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 17:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register” and “operation of the chip.” Rambus further objects to this
reguest on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that “[d]uring operation, this register (and
therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Admit that, in section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, the values
stored in the Mode Register (and therefore the operation of the chip) can be changed.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 18:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “Mode Register” and “operation of the chip.” Rambus further objects to this
reguest on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the

“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” and that “[d]uring operation, this
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register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which
the device responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 19:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “representative of adelay time,” and
“responds to a read request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.13 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and
before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CE Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the
device responds to aread request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 20:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “representative of a delay time,” and
“responds to a read request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows a programmabl e register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be
output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 21:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data,” and “in response to a read request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and

before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
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“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22:

Admit that section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4,
shows a programmabl e register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 22:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “defines an amount of data,” and “in
response to aread request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM)
chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode
Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and
before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be output by
the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 23:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
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with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data,” and “in response to aread request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
programmable register that stores a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 24:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” *“defines an amount of data,” and “in
response to aread request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-

on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
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“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
amode register as described in section 3.11.5.3 (page 3.11.5 —8) of Release 4.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 25:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, did
purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of a“Mode
Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM) chip.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
amode register as described in section 3.11.5.1.3 of Release 9.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 26:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, did
purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of a“Mode

Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain amode register as described in section 3.11.5.1.3 of Release 9.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 27:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, did
purport to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a representation of a
“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the
device responds to aread request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 28:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the terms “programmable
register,” “representative of adelay time,” and “responds to a read request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
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did or does purport to relate, inter alia, to certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that “[d]uring
operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
aprogrammable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be output by
the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 29:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C isthe subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the terms “programmable
register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount of data,” and “in response to a read
request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring
operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 30:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the terms “programmable
register,” “defines an amount of data,” and “in response to aread request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring
operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which
the device responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 31:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
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with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the terms “programmable
register,” “representative of adelay time,” and “responds to aread request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmabl e register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be
output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 32:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount of data,” and “in response to a read
request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C

did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
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representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by
the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 33:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “defines an amount of data,” and “in response to aread request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable register to store a value which is representative of a delay time, that value being
anumber of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM respondsto aread
request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 34:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “representative of adelay time,” “anumber of clock cycles,” and “responds to a read
request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that “[d]uring
operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmable register to store a value which is representative of adelay time, that
value being a number of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM respondsto a

read request.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 35:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms * programmable
register,” “representative of adelay time,” and “responds to a read request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable register operative to store information specifying a manner in which the
semiconductor device isto respond to aread request or a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 36:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms * programmable
register,” “operative to store information,” “manner,” and “respond to a read request,” and
“respond to . . . awrite request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is

compound.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a represertation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length, the Burst Type, the /CAS
Latency . . ., and whether it isto be operating in Test Mode, or Normal operating mode,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 37:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmable register operative to store information specifying a manner in which the
semiconductor device isto respond to aread request or awrite request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 37:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “operative to store information,” “manner,” and “respond to a read request,” and
“respond to . . . awrite request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is
compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” thet is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
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“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length, the Burst
Type, the /CAS Latency . . ., and whether it is to be operating in Test Mode, or Normal operating
mode,” and that “[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operationof the chip) may be
changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 38:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable access-time register operative to store information specifying a value indicative
of an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before responding
to aread request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 38:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms * programmable
access-time register,” “operative to store information,” “indicative of an accesstime,” “waits for
the access time,” and “responding to aread request.” Rambus further objects to this request on
the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that “[d]uring

operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 39:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmabl e access-time register operative to store information specifying a value
indicative of an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before
responding to aread request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 39:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
access-timeregister,” “operative to store information,” “indicative of an accesstime,” “waits for
the access time,” and “responding to aread request.” Rambus further objects to this request on
the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the /CAS Latency,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 40:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain

a programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be input by
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the memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 40:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount of data’” and “in response to awrite
request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before
normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring
operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 41:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmabl e register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be
input by the memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 41:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount of data’” and “in response to awrite

request.” Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 42:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
a programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be input by the
memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 42:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “defines an amount of data” and “in response to a write request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and shows a representation of
a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or SGRAM) chip.”
Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the “Mode Register” is
“to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-on and before

normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that “[d]uring
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operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 43:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
contain a programmabl e register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be input by the
memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 43:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ programmable
register,” “defines an amount of data’” and “in response to awrite request.” Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
did or does purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” that is “located on the Synchronous DRAM (SDRAM or
SGRAM) chip.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.1.3 states that the purpose of the
“Mode Register” is “to store the mode-of-operation data,” that “[t]his data is written after power-
on and before normal operation,” that this data contains, inter alia, “the Burst Length,” and that
“[d]uring operation, this register (and therefore operation of the chip) may be changed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 44:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a mode register to store a value to determine CAS

latency, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 44:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “to determine CAS latency” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this
reguest on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that JESD79, Release 1, statesin part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. Thisdefinition includesthe selection of .. . aCASlatency . ... The Mode Register
is programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, whichis
self-clearing).

“Mode Register bits . . . A4-A6 specify the CASlatency . ..."

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 45:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a mode register to store a value to determine burst
length, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 45:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “to determine burst length” and “programming.” Rambus further objects to this
reguest on the grounds that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM

32



devices. Rambus further admits that JESD79, Release 1, statesin part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of aburst length . ... The Mode Register is
programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, whichis
self-clearing).

“Mode Register bits AO-A2 specify the burst length . . . .~

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 46:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages
8-10 and Figure 1, shows programmable CAS latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 46:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the term
“programmable CAS latency.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. Thisdefinition includesthe selection of .. . aCASlatency . ... The Mode Register
is programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, whichis
self-clearing).

“Mode Register bits . . . A4-A6 specify the CASlatency . ..."

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits A4-A6 designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus further admits that page 10 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:
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“The READ latency is the delay, in clock cycles, between the registration of a READ
command and the availability of the first piece of output data. The latency can be set for to 2 or
2.5 clocks (latencies of 1.5 or 3 are optional, and one or both of these optional latencies might be
supported by some vendors.

“If aREAD command is registered at clock edge n, and the latency is m clocks, the data
will be available normally coincident with clock edge n + m. Table 2 below indicates the
operating frequencies at which each CAS latency setting can be used.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 47:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages
8-10 and Figure 1, shows programmable burst length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 47:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request ad the term
“programmable burst length.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of aburst length . ... The Mode Register is
programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, which is
self-clearing).

“Mode Register bits AO-A2 specify the burst length . . . .~

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits AO-A2 designated as “Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 48:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages
8-10 and Figure 1, shows a Mode Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the
Burst Length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 48:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “Mode
Register,” “mode-of-operation data,” and “Burst Length.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, statesin part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of aburst length . . . .

“Mode Register bits AO-A2 specify the burst length . . . .~

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits AO-A2 designated as “Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 49:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages
8-10 and Figure 1, shows a Mode Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the CAS
Latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 49:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “Mode
Register,” “mode-of-operation data, and “CAS Latency.”

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:
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“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. Thisdefinition includes the selection of . . . aCASlatency . . . .

“Mode Register bits . . . A4-A6 specify the CASlatency ... ."

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits A4-A6 designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 50:

Admit that the values contained in the Mode Register shown and described in the JEDEC
Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages 8-10 and Figure 1, (and
therefore the operation of the chip) can be changed.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 50:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the term “ operation of
the chip.” Rambus further objects to this request on the ground that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. . ... The Mode Register is programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . .
and will retain the stored information until it is programmed again or the device loses power
(except for bit A8, which is self-clearing).”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 51:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages
8-10 and Figure 1, shows a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a

delay time after which the device responds to a read request.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 51:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms
“programmable register,” “representative of adelay time,” and “responds to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of . . . aCASlatency . ... The Mode Register
is programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, whichis
self-clearing).

“Mode Register bits . . . A4-A6 specify the CASlatency . ..."

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits A4-A6 designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus further admits that page 10 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The READ latency is the delay, in clock cycles, between the registration of a READ
command and the availability of the first piece of output data. The latency can be set for to 2 or
2.5 clocks (latencies of 1.5 or 3 are optional, and one or both of these optional latencies might be
supported by some vendors.

“If aREAD command is registered at clock edge n, and the latency is m clocks, the data
will be available normally coincident with clock edge n + m. Table 2 below indicates the
operating frequencies at which each CAS latency setting can be used.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 52

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, pages

8-10 and Figure 1, shows a programmable register that receives block size information that
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defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 52:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms
“programmable register,” “receives,” “block size information,” “defines an amount of data,” and
“response to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of aburst length . . . .

“Mode Register bits AO-A2 specify the burst length . . . .~

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits AO-A2 designated as “Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 53:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a mode register as described in pages 8-10 and
Figure 1.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 53:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain parts of pages 8-10 and Figure 1 of JESD79, Release 1,
purport to describe certain features of a“Mode Register,” some of which appear to be designated
as “optional,” and that JESD79, Release 1, purports to “define the minimum set of requirements
for JEDEC-compliant 64M x4/x8/x16 DDR SDRAMS.”
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 54:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a programmable register to store avalue that is
representative of adelay time after which the device responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 54:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms
“programmable register,” “representative of adelay time,” and “responds to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, statesin part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. Thisdefinition includesthe selection of .. . aCASlatency . ... The Mode Register
is programmed viathe MODE REGISTER SET command . . . and will retain the stored
information until it is programmed again or the device loses power (except for bit A8, whichis
self-clearing).

“Mode Register hits. . . A4-A6 specify the CASlatency .. .."

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a“Mode Register” with bits A4-A6 designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus further admits that page 10 of JESD79, Release 1, states in part:

“The READ latency is the delay, in clock cycles, between the registration of a READ
command and the availability of the first piece of output data. The latency can be set for to 2 or
2.5 clocks (latencies of 1.5 or 3 are optional, and one or both of these optional latencies might be
supported by some vendors.

“If aREAD command is registered at clock edge n, and the latency is m clocks, the data
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will be available normally coincident with clock edge n + m. Table 2 below indicates the
operating frequencies at which each CAS latency setting can be used.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 55:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must contain a programmabl e register that receives block size
information that defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a
read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 55:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms
“programmable register,” “receives,” “block size information,” “defines an amount of data,” and
“response to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds asfollows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, statesin part:

“The Mode Register is used to define the specific mode of operation of the DDR
SDRAM. This definition includes the selection of aburst length . . . .

“Mode Register bits AO-A2 specify the burst length . . . .~

Rambus further admits that Figure 1 on page 9 of JESD79, Release 1, shows a
representation of a*“Mode Register” with bits AO-A2 designated as “Burst Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 56:

Admit that section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, describes auto

precharge.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 56:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous with respect
to the term " auto precharge”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, is headed
“Auto Precharge” and purports to describe that feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 57:

Admit that section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, describes auto
precharge.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 57:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous with respect
to the term " auto precharge”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, is headed
“Auto Precharge” and purports to describe that feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 58:

Admit that the table contained in section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release
4, defines the auto precharge options available during the column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 58:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “auto precharge,” “column portion,” and “any cycle.”
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, contains a
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table, described as “ defin[ing] the options available from A10 during the column address portion
of any cycle,” indicating the following two options. “Do not auto precharge, leave bank active at
end of burst,” and “ Auto precharge bank specified by A11 at end of burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 59:

Admit that the table contained in section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C,
Release 9, defines the auto precharge options available during the column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 59:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous at least with
respect to the terms “auto precharge,” “column portion,” and “any cycle.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, contains
atable, described as “defin[ing] the options available from AP during the column address portion
of any cycle,” indicating the following two options. “Do not auto precharge, leave bank active at
end of burst,” and “Auto precharge bank specified by BA at end of burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 60:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
the auto precharge options described in section 3.11.5.5 of Release 4.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 60:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the term *auto precharge
options.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 4, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to certain SDRAM devices and contains a table, described
as “defin[ing] the options available from A10 during the column address portion of any cycle,”
indicating the following two options: “Do not auto precharge, leave bank active at end of burst,”
and “ Auto precharge bank specified by A11 at end of burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 61:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must contain
the auto precharge options described in section 3.11.5.1.5 of Release 9.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 61:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the term *auto precharge
options.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and contains a
table, described as “defin[ing] the options available from AP during the column address portion
of any cycle,” indicating the following two options. “Do not auto precharge, leave bank active at
end of burst,” and “Auto precharge bank specified by BA at end of burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 62:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must

contain the auto precharge options described in section 3.11.5.1.5.

43



RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 62:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the term *auto precharge
options.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and contains
atable, described as “ defin[ing] the options available from AP during the column address portion
of any cycle,” indicating the following two options: “Do not auto precharge, leave bank active at
end of burst,” and “Auto precharge bank specified by BA at end of burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 63:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must be able
to respond to information sent along with aread request instructing it to automatically precharge
bank(s) after each read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 63:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “able to respond,”
“automatically precharge bank(s),” and “after each read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and states, in part:
“The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst

iscompleted. Thisis dore using the address bit AP during the column address cycle.”
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 64:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, an SDRAM device must have the
ability to internally precharge a bank without first receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 64:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “internally
precharge a bank” and “separate precharge command.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain SDRAM devices and states, in part:
“The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst
iscompleted. Thisis done using the address bit AP during the column address cycle.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 65:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must be
able to respond to information sent along with a read request instructing it to automatically
precharge bank(s) for the next each read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 65:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “ able to respond,”
“automatically precharge bank(s),” and “next each read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and states, in
part: “The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as
the burst is completed. Thisis done using the address bit AP during the column address cycle.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 66:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
have the ability to internally precharge a bank without first receiving a separate precharge
command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 66:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “internaly
precharge a bank” and “ separate precharge command.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.1.5 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, headed
“Auto Precharge” did purport to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and states, in
part: “The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as
the burst is completed. Thisis done using the address bit AP during the column address cycle.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 67:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page
14, describes auto precharge.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 67:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the term “auto
precharge.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed “ Auto Precharge” on
page 14 which purports to describe an “auto precharge” feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 68:

Admit that the table contained in the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM
Specification, JESD79, page 14, defines the auto precharge options available during the column
portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 68:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “auto
precharge,” “column portion,” and “cycle.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

There is no table on page 14 of JESD79, Release 1.

Rambus denies the reques.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 69:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, an SDRAM device must contain the auto precharge feature described at page 14.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 69:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the term “SDRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
“Auto Precharge” on page 14 which purports to describe an “auto precharge” feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 70:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must permit the user to use A10 to enable auto precharge in
conjunction with a specific read or write command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 70:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “user,” “auto
precharge,” and “read or write command.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
“Auto Precharge” on page 14 which states in part:

“AUTO PRECHARGE is a feature which performs the same individual-bank precharge
function described above, but without requiring an explicit command. Thisis accomplished by
using A10 to enable AUTO PRECHARGE in conjunction with a specific READ or WRITE
command.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 71:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must permit the user to perform automatically, upon
completion of the read or write burst, a precharge of the bank/row that is addressed with the read
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or write command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 71:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “user,”
“automatically,” “bank/row,” “the read or write burst,” and “the read or write command.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
“Auto Precharge” on page 14 which states in part:

“AUTO PRECHARGE is a feature which performs the same individual-bank precharge
function described above, but without requiring an explicit command. Thisis accomplished by
using A10 to enable AUTO PRECHARGE in conjunction with a specific READ or WRITE
command. A precharge of the bank/row that is addressed with the READ or WRITE command
is automatically performed upon completion of the READ or WRITE burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 72:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with a read
request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) after each read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 72:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “respond to
information,” “read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” and “after each read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM

devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
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“Auto Precharge” on page 14 which states in part:

“AUTO PRECHARGE is a feature which performs the same individual-bank precharge
function described above, but without requiring an explicit command. Thisis accomplished by
using A10 to enable AUTO PRECHARGE in conjunction with a specific READ or WRITE
command. A precharge of the bank/row that is addressed with the READ or WRITE command
is automatically performed upon completion of the READ or WRITE burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 73

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank without
first receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 73:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “internally
precharge a bank” and “ separate precharge command.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
“Auto Precharge” on page 14 which statesin part:

“AUTO PRECHARGE is a feature which performs the same individual-bank precharge
function described above, but without requiring an explicit command.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 74:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with aread
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request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) for the next each read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 74.

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “respond to
information,” “read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” and “next each read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 8 of JESD79, Release 1, contains a section headed
“Auto Precharge’ on page 14 which states in part:

“AUTO PRECHARGE is a feature which performs the same individual-bank precharge
function described above, but without requiring an explicit command. Thisis accomplished by
using A10 to enable AUTO PRECHARGE in conjunction with a specific READ or WRITE
command. A precharge of the bank/row that is addressed with the READ or WRITE command
is automatically performed upon completion of the READ or WRITE burst.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 75:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank without
first receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 75:

Rambus objects to this request as being duplicative of Request No. 73, and incorporates

its objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 76:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows output of afirst

portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain
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response to afalling edge of aclock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 76:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C isthe subject of the request and the
terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
states. “The signal DQS shall be coincident with Read Data from the DDR SDRAM device.
The timing diagram below shows the nominal relationship between data and DQS for read data
at the output of the DDR SDRAM devices.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9
shows an idealized timing diagram including signals designated “ CK (External)” and “Clock
(Internal or Differential),” aswell as“DQ (Output).” DQ is shown as transitioning coincident
with rising and falling edges of DQS which, on this diagram, are shown as aligned with edges of
CK and Clock.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 77:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
output data as described in section 3.11.5.2.9.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 77:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and what the designated section
“describe[s]” with respect to data output.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

52



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 78:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
output afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of aclock signal and a second portion of
data in response to a falling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 78:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 79:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows input of afirst portion
of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain response to a
faling edge of aclock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 79:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “aclock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 80:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must

input data as described in section 3.11.5.2.9.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 80:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and what the designated section
“describe[s]” with respect to data input.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 81:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
input afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of aclock signal and a second portion of
data in response to afalling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 81:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “aclock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 82

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an externa clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 82:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data’, “second portion of data,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 83:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows data output occurring
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling
edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 83:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “synchronously” and “external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
states. “The signal DQS shall be coincident with Read Data from the DDR SDRAM device.
The timing diagram below shows the nominal relationship between data and DQS for read data
at the output of the DDR SDRAM devices.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9
shows an idealized timing diagram including signals designated “ CK (External)” and “Clock
(Internal or Differential),” aswell as“DQ (Output).” DQ is shown as transitioning coincident
with rising and falling edges of DQS which, on this diagram, are shown as aligned with edges of
CK and Clock.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 84:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
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input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 84:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C isthe subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “externa clock signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 85:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows data input occurring
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling
edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 85:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “external clock signal” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 86:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a first external clock signal and a

second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 86:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to whichversion of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and
“synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 87:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows data output occurring
synchronously with respect to a both afirst external clock signal and a second external clock
sgndl.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 87:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “first external clock signal,” “second externa clock signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9 of certain versions of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C
states. “The signal DQS shall be coincident with Read Data from the DDR SDRAM device.
The timing diagram below shows the nominal relationship between data and DQS for read data
at the output of the DDR SDRAM devices.” Rambus further admits that Section 3.11.5.2.9
shows an idealized timing diagram including signals designated “ CK (External)” and “Clock
(Internal or Differential),” aswell as“DQ (Output).” DQ is shown as transitioning coincident
with rising and falling edges of DQS which, on this diagram, are shown as aligned with edges of
CK and Clock.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 88:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must
input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 88:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “first portion of
data,” “second portion of data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and
“synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 89:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows data input occurring
synchronously with respect to both afirst and a second external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 89:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “first and a second externa clock signal” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus respords as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 90:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, a DDR SDRAM device must use

adual edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising and
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faling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 90:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “dual edge clocking scheme,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” and
“synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 91:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.9 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C shows data input and output
occurring synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock, according to a dual
edge clocking scheme.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 91:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “dual edge clocking scheme,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” and
“synchronously.” Rambus further objects to this request on the ground that it is compound.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 92:

Admit that Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 67, shows output of afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a clock
signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 92:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “first portion
of data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Figure 44 on page 67 of JESD79, Release 1, shows atiming diagram
indicating data output (DQ) beginning in awindow of time about the intersection of arising edge
of one clock signa (CK) with afaling edge of another (/CK), and subsequent data output
beginning in a similar window about the intersection of afalling edge of CK with arising edge
of /CK. Thetime window is shown as beginning at t_z(min) (identified as -0.75 nanoseconds for
certain DDR SDRAM devices on page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) prior to the intersection point
and ending at t_z(max) (identified as +0.75 nanoseconds for certain DDR SDRAM devices on
page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) after the intersection point.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 93:

Admit that, to comply with Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM
Specification, JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must output data as shown on page 67.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 93:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” afigure, and, to the extent that the request is intended refer to JESD79, Release 1, which of
the two “cases’ of data output shown on Figure 44 is the subject of the request.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 94:

Admit that, to comply with Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM
Specification, JESD79, page 67, a DDR SDRAM device must output afirst portion of datain
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response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain response to afalling
edge of aclock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 94.

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” afigure, to the extent that the request is intended refer to JESD79, Release 1, which of the
two “cases’ of data output shown on Figure 44 is the subject of the request, and the terms “first
portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 95:

Admit that to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 28, shows input of afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a data
strobe and a second portion of data in response to afalling edge of a data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 95:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “first portion
of data,” “second portion of data,” “in response to,” and “a data strobe.” Rambus further objects

to the request as unintelligible.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 96:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 28, aDDR SDRAM device must input data as described on page 28.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 96:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
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with” a single page of a specification, and to the extent that the request is intended refer to
JESD79, Release 1, what is “ described” with regard to data input in this diagram.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 97:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 28, aDDR SDRAM device must input afirst portion of data in response to a
rising edge of a data strobe and a second portion of datain response to afalling edge of a data
strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 97:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” a single page of a specification, and the terms “first portionof data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” and “a data strobe.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 98:

Admit that, to comply with Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM
Specification, JESD79, page 67, a DDR SDRAM device must output afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to arising edge of an externa clock signal and a second portion of
data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 98:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” afigure, to the extent that the request is intended refer to JESD79, Release 1, which of the
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two “cases’ of data output shown on Figure 44 is the subject of the request, and the terms “first
portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “external clock signal,” and “synchronously.”
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 99:

Admit that Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 67, shows data output occurring synchronously with respect to both the rising
edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 99:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “external
clock signal” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Figure 44 on page 67 of JESD79, Release 1, shows atiming diagram
indicating data output (DQ) beginning in awindow of time about the intersection of arising edge
of one clock signa (CK) with afaling edge of another (/CK), and subsequent data output
beginning in a similar window about the intersection of afalling edge of CK with arising edge
of /CK. The time window is shown as beginning at t z(min) (identified as -0.75 nanoseconds for
certain DDR SDRAM devices on page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) prior to the intersection point
and ending at t_z(max) (identified as +0.75 nanoseconds for certain DDR SDRAM devices on
page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) after the intersection point.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 100:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,

JESD79, page 28, a DDR SDRAM device must input afirst portion of data synchronously with
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respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to a falling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 100:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” a single page of a specification, and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “externa clock signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 101:

Admit that JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page 28,
shows data input occurring synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external
clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 101:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “external
clock signal” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 102:

Admit that, to comply with Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM
Specification, JESD79, page 67, a DDR SDRAM device must output afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data

synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.



RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 102:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” afigure, to the extent that the request is intended refer to JESD79, Release 1, which of the
two “cases’ of data output shown on Figure 44 is the subject of the request, and the terms “first
portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock
signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 103:

Admit that Figure 44 of the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 67, shows data output occurring synchronously with respect to a both afirst
external clock signal and a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 103:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “first external
clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Figure 44 on page 67 of JESD79, Release 1, shows atiming diagram
indicating data output (DQ) beginning in awindow of time about the intersection of arising edge
of one clock signal (CK) with afalling edge of another (/CK), and subsequent data output
beginning in a similar window about the intersection of afalling edge of CK with arising edge
of /CK. The time window is shown as beginning at t z(min) (identified as -0.75 nanoseconds for
certain DDR SDRAM devices on page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) prior to the intersection point
and ending at t_z(max) (identified as +0.75 nanoseconds for certain DDR SDRAM devices on

page 59 of JESD79, Release 1)) after the intersection point.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 104:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, page 28, a DDR SDRAM device must input afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to a first external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 104:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request, what it means to “comply
with” a single page of a specification, and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 105:

Admit that JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page 28,
shows data input occurring synchronously with respect to both afirst and a second external clock
sgndl.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 105:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “afirst and
second external clock signal” and “synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 106:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must use a dual edge clocking scheme which inputs and
outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 106:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms * dual edge
clocking scheme,” “the rising and falling edge,” and “ synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 107:

Admit that JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page 28,
shows data input and output occurring synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an
external clock, according to a dual edge clocking scheme.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 107:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “ dual edge
clocking scheme,” “the rising and falling edge,” and “ synchronously.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 108:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows DLL
enable/disable mode for DDR SDRAMS.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 108:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the term “DLL enable/disable mode.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9,
purports to relate to, inter alia, certain DDR SDRAM devices and purports to define “the DLL
disable/enable bit in the Extended Mode Register” for those devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 109:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, contains an
extended mode register definition containing a DLL enable/disable bit.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 109:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ extended mode register definition” and “DLL enable/disable bit.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, refers
to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in the Extended
Mode Register.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 110:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a bit
contained in the mode register that operates to enable and disable an on-chip DLL.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 110:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “operates,” and “on-chip DLL”
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, refers
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to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in the Extended
Mode Register.” The Section indicates that if this bit set to O corresponds to “DLL enable,” and
this bit set to 1 correspondsto “DLL disable.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 111:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, contains an
extended mode register definition containing an enable/disable bit for delay locked loop circuitry
to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 111:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “extended mode register definition,” “enable/disable bit,” “delay locked
loop circuitry” and “generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, refers
to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in the Extended
Mode Register.” Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay
locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 112:

Admit that section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, shows a bit
contained in the mode register that operates to enable and disable delay locked loop circuitry to
generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 112:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “mode register,” “operates,” “delay locked loop circuitry” and
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“generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, refers
to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in the Extended
Mode Register.” Rambus further admitsthat “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay
locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 113:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain an extended mode register as defined in section 3.11.5.2.11.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 113:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 114:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain an extended mode register definition containing a DLL enable/disable bit.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 114:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “extended mode register definition” and “DLL enable/disable bit.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9,

purports to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices. Rambus further admits that that
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section refers to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in
the Extended Mode Register.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 115:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain a bit in the mode register that operates to enable and disable an on-chip
DLL.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 115:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “mode register,” “operates,” and “onchip DLL.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9,
purports to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices. Rambus further admits that this
section refers to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in
the Extended Mode Register.” The Section indicates that if this bit set to O corresponds to “DLL
enable,” and this bit set to 1 corresponds to “DLL disable.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 116:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain an extended mode register definition containing an enable/disable bit for
delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 116:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the

71



terms “extended mode register definition,” “enable/disable bit,” “delay locked loop circuitry”
and “generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9,
purports to relate, inter alia, to certain DDR SDRAM devices. Rambus further admits that this
section refers to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in
the Extended Mode Register.” Rambus further admits that “DLL”" is often used as an acronym
for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 117:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain a bit inthe mode register that operates to enable and disable delay locked
loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 117:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms “mode register,” “operates,” “delay locked loop circuitry” and “generate an internal clock
signal using an externa clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Section 3.11.5.2.11 of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, refers
to an extended mode register and purports to define “the DLL disable/enable bit in the Extended
Mode Register.” Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay
locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 118:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, Release 9, aDDR SDRAM
device must contain aPLL or aDLL on the DRAM which can be used to ensure that the data
strobe and data coming off of a DRAM chip are sufficiently synchronized to the system clock so
that the memory controller can capture that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 118:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request and the
terms“PLL,” “DLL,” “can be used,” “data strobe,” “a DRAM chip,” and “ sufficiently
synchronized.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds asfollows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 119:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Standard No. 21-C, aDDR SDRAM device must
contain delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock
sgndl.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 119:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, which
part of JEDEC Standard No. 21-C is the subject of the request, and the terms “delay locked loop
circuitry” and “generate an interna clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 120:

Admit that a delay lock loop is atype of phase lock loop.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 120:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “delay lock loop” and “phase lock loop.”
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds asfollows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 121:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page
12, shows DLL enable/disable mode for DDR SDRAMS.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 121:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the term “DLL
enable/disable mode.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended
Mode Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functions include DLL enable/disable. . . .” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Exterded Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 122:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page

12 contains an extended mode register definition containing a DLL enable/disable bit.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 122:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “extended
mode register definition” and “DLL enable/disable bit.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended Mode
Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . ..” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 123:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page
12, shows a bit contained in the mode register that operates to enable and disable an on-chip
DLL.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 123:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “operates,” and “onchip DLL.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended Mode
Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functions include DLL enable/disable. . . .” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
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disable.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 124:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page
12, contains an extended mode register definition containing an enable/disable bit for delay
locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 124:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “extended
mode register definition,” “enable/disable bit,” “delay locked loop circuitry,” and “generate an
internal clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended Mode
Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . ..” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable. Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 125:

Admit that the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification, JESD79, page
12, shows a bit contained in the mode register that operates to enable and disable delay locked
loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 125:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “operates,” “delay locked loop circuitry,” and “generate an internal clock signal using
an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended Mode
Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . . .” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable. Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 126:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain an extended mode register as defined in section
3.11.5.2.11.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 126:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request. To the extent that the
request relates to JESD79, Release 1, Rambus objects to the request as unintelligible because

thereis no section 3.11.5.2.11 in the document.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 127:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must contain an extended mode register definition containing a
DLL enable/disable bit.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 127:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “extended
mode register definition” and “DLL enable/disable bit.” It is further unclear what it means for a
DDR SDRAM deviceto contain a “definition.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended
Mode Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functions include DLL enable/disable. . . .” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 128:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a bit in the mode register that operates to enable
and disable an on-chip DLL.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 128:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “operates,” and “onchip DLL.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended

Mode Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
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functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . . .” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 129:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, aDDR SDRAM device must contain an extended mode register definition containing
an enable/disable bit for delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an
external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 129:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “extended
mode register definition,” “enable/disable bit,” “delay locked loop circuitry,” and “generate an
internal clock signal using an external clock signal.” It is further unclear what it means for a
DDR SDRAM device to contain a “definition.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended
Mode Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . ..” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “Extended
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 corresponds to DLL
disable. Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an acronym for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 130:

Admit that, to comply with the JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain a bit in the mode register that operates to enable
and disable delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 130:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “mode
register,” “operates,” “delay locked loop circuitry,” and “generate an internal clock signal using
an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that page 12 of JESD79, Release 1, states that “[t]he Extended
Mode Register controls functions beyond those controlled by the Mode Register; these additional
functionsinclude DLL enable/disable. . ..” and that Figure 3 on that page, entitled “ Exterded
Mode Register Definition” shows a representation of an Extended Mode Register that indicates
that bit AO equal to O corresponds to DLL enable and that bit AO equal to 1 correspondsto DLL
disable. Rambus further admits that “DLL”" is often used as an acronym for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 131:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal
clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 131:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “delay locked
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loop circuitry,” and “generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that JESD79, Release 1, purports to relate to certain DDR SDRAM
devices. Rambus further admits that the functional block diagrams at pages 4-6 of JESD79
(which are identified as “not represent[ing] an actual circuit implementation”) each show a block
labeled “DLL" receiving asignal labeled “CLK” (external clock signals on the same diagrams
appear to be labeled “CK” and “/CK”) and that page 12 of JESD79 states that “[t]he DLL must
be enabled for normal operation.” Rambus further admits that “DLL" is often used as an
acronym for “delay locked loop.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 132:

Admit that, to comply with JEDEC Double Data Rate (DDR) SDRAM Specification,
JESD79, a DDR SDRAM device must contain aPLL or aDLL on the DRAM which can be used
to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a DRAM chip are sufficiently synchronized
to the system clock so that the memory controller can capture that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 132:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least at
least with respect to which version of JESD79 is the subject of the request and the terms “PLL,”
“DLL,” “can be used,” “data strobe,” “a DRAM chip,” and “sufficiently synchronized.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 133:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee made presentations showing programmable CAS latency.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 133:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” and “programmable CAS latency.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable
to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes
of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included features designated as, for
example, programmable “latency of datato the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,”
“programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,” “programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable
latency.” Certain presentations during this period also included a feature designated as a*“mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 134:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate programmable CAS latency into
JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 134:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “programmable CAS latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM

standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations
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made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “ programmable latency.” Certain presentations during
this period also included features designated as a “ mode register” or a“mode field” with certain
bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a*“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and
certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 135:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a mode register that could be changed, thereby
changing the operation of the chip.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 135:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “mode register,” “changed,” and
“operation of the chip.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to

presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “ mode
register,” with certain “bit fields’ of the mode register reserved for storing certain values, and
specifying a combination of signals corresponding to a“mode register set” command used to set
the values in the mode register. For example, one presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee
Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992, Attachment D) identifies the “bit fields’ of the mode
register as “OPCODE,” “LTMODE [latency mode],” “WT [wrap type],” and “WL [wrap
length].” The presentation notes that “[a]ln MRS [mode register set] command must be used to
initialize the device before any read or write operations can be issued to the device.”
Presumably, a subsequent “mode register set” command could be used to change the values
stored in the bit fields within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 136:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
mode register that could be changed, thereby changing the operation of the chip.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 136:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “mode register,” “changed,” “operation of the chip,”
and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar
with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991
through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included a feature designated as a “mode register,” with certain “bit
fields’ of the mode register reserved for storing certain values, and specifying a combination of
signals corresponding to a “mode register set” command used to set the values in the mode
register. For example, one presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee Meeting #64, September
16-17, 1992, Attachment D) identifies the “bit fields’ of the mode register as “ OPCODE,”
“LTMODE [latency mode],” “WT [wrap type],” and “WL [wrap length].” The presentation
notes that “[ajn MRS [mode register set] command must be used to initiaize the device before
any read or write operations can be issued to the device.” Presumably, a subsequent “mode
register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the bit fields within certain
parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 137:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a mode register to store a value to determine CAS
latency, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 137:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “mode register,” “value to determine CAS
latency,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command. Presumably, it was contermplated that a “mode set”
or “mode register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the mode register
within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 138:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
mode register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 138:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “mode register,” “value to determine CAS latency,”
“programming,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it
is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included a feature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with

certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a*“Latency” or a“CAS Latency”
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value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a*“mode set” or “mode register set”
command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a*“mode set” or “mode register set” command
could be used to change the values stored in the mode register within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 139:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a mode register to store a value to determine burst
length, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 139:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “mode register,” “vaue to determine burst
length,” and “programming.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “ mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“wrap length” or a*“burst length” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a “mode set”
or “mode register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the mode register
within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 140:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC standards a mode
register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 140:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “mode register,” “value to determine burst length,”
“programming,” and “JEDEC standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to certain devices
that were the subject of JEDEC standardization efforts, included a feature designated as a “ mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Wrap Length” or a“Burst Length” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to
a“mode set” or “mode register set” command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a “mode
set” or “mode register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the mode
register within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 141:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee made presentations showing a mode register that would store mode-of-operation
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data, including the CAS latency.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 141:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data’
and “CAS latency.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “ mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a “mode set”
or “mode register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the mode register
within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 142:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
mode register that would store mode-of-operation data, including the CAS latency.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 142:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data,” “CAS
latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
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familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “ presentations” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included afeature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with
certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Latency” or a“CAS Latency”
value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set”
command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a*“mode set” or “mode register set” command
could be used to change the values stored in the mode register within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 143:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a mode register that would store mode-of-operation
data, including the burst length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 143:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data’
and “burst length.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with al
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “ mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Wrap Length” or a“Burst Length” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to
a“mode set” or “mode register set” command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a “mode
set” or “mode register set” command could be used to change the values stored in the mode
register within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 144:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
mode register that would store mode-of-operation data, including the burst length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 144:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data,” “burst
length,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included afeature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with
certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Wrap Length” or a“Burst Length”

value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set”
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command. Presumably, it was contemplated that a*“mode set” or “mode register set” command
could be used to change the values stored in the mode register within certain parameters.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 145:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a programmable register that would store a vaue that
IS representative of a delay time after which the device would respond to aread request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 145:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” *showing,” *programmable register,” “representative
of adelay time,” “device,” and “respond to aread request.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included features designated as, for
example, programmable “latency of datato the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,”
“programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,” *programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable
latency.” Certain presentations during this period also included a feature designated as a “mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command. One presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee

Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992, Attachment D), for example, stated in connection with the
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Mode Register specified in that presentation that “[t] he first data output cycle of aread burst
sequence can be programmed to occur 1, 2, 3 clock cycles after the read command. The read
access time is always referenced to the column address.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 146:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
programmable register that would store avalue that is representative of a delay time after which
the device would respond to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 146:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “programmable register,” “representative of a delay
time,” “device,” “respond to aread request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “ programmable latency.” Certain presentations during
this period also included a feature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with certain

bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” vaue, and
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certain combinations of signals corresponding to a “mode set” or “mode register set” command.
One presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992,
Attachment D), for example, stated in connection with the Mode Register specified in that
presentation that “[t]he first data output cycle of aread burst sequence can be programmed to
occur 1, 2, 3 clock cycles after the read command. The read access time is always referenced to
the column address.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 147:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a programmable register that would receive block
size information defining an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a
read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 147:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “programmable register,” “block size
information,” “defining an amount of data,” and “response to aread request.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “ presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentatiors made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included a feature designated as a “ mode
register” or “mode field,” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a

“Wrap Length” or a“Burst Length” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to
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a“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 148:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
programmable register that would receive block size information defining an amount of data to
be output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 148:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “ programmable register,” “block size information,”
“defining an amount of data,” “response to a read request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable
to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes
of this request, “ presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included afeature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with
certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Wrap Length” or a“Burst Length”
value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set”
command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 149:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate programmable latency via a control
register into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 149:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “programmable latency,” “control register,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable latency.” Certain presentations during
this period also included features designated as a “ mode register” or a“mode field” with certain
bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a*“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and
certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 150:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate programmable latency

viaa control register into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 150:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “programmable latency,” “control register,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague
and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable latency.” Certain Rambus employees
also knew during this period that certain presentations included features designated as a “mode
register” or a*“mode field” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 151:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate programmable access latency into
JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 151:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “programmable access latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations

made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
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is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “ presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “ programmable latency.” Certain presentations during
this period also included features designated as a “ mode register” or a“mode field” with certain
bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” vaue, and
certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 152:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate programmabl e access
latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 152

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “programmable access latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
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DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable latency.” Certain Rambus employees
also knew during this period that certain presentations included features designated as a “mode
register” or a“mode field” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 153:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate a writable configuration register
permitting programmable CAS latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 153:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “writable configuration register,” “programmable CAS
latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included a feature designated as a*“mode register” or “mode field,” with
certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a*“Latency” or a“CAS Latency”

value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set”
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command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 154:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate a writable
configuration register permitting programmable CAS latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 154:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “writable configuration register,” “programmable CAS
latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included afeature designated as a “mode register” or “mode field,” with
certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Latency” or a“CAS Latency”
value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set”
command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 155:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of control registers to contain

values which control RAS and CAS access timing into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 155:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “control registers,” “RAS and CAS access timing,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “ programmable latency.” Certain presentations during
this period a so included features designated as a “ mode register” or a“mode field” with certain
bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and
certain combinations of signals corresponding to a“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 156:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of control
registers to contain values which control RAS and CAS access timing into JEDEC SDRAM
standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 156:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “presentations,” “control registers,” “RAS and CAS access timing,” and
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“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague
and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge’ on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included features designated as, for example, programmable “latency of
data to the clock,” programmable “data clock latency,” “programmable /RAS, /CAS latency,”
“programmable latency clock times,” and “programmable latency.” Certain Rambus employees
also knew during this period that certain presentations included features designated as a “mode
register” or a“mode field” with certain bits of the mode register or mode field reserved for a
“Latency” or a“CAS Latency” value, and certain combinations of signals corresponding to a
“mode set” or “mode register set” command.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 157:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of control registers to contain
values which control RAS and CAS access timing into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 157:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 155, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 158:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of control

registers to contain values which control RAS and CAS access timing into JEDEC SDRAM
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standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 158:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 156, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 159:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate programmable
CAS latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 159:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmable CAS latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 160:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a mode register that could be changed, thereby changing the operation of the
chip.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 160:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “changed,” “operation of the chip,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode Register reserved for storing a values designated as “CAS
Latency,” “Wrap Length,” and “Wrap Type,”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 161:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a mode register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value
can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 161:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “to determine CAS latency,” *programming,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 162:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC

standards a mode register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be
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changed by programming the mode register.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 162:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “to determine burst length,” “programming,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “Wrap
Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 163:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a mode register that would store mode-of-operation data, including the CAS
latency.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 163:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data,” “CAS latency,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing
avalue designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 164:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a mode register that would store mode-of-operation data, including the burst
length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 164:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “mode-of-operation data,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing
avalue designated as “Wrap Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 165:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a programmable register that would store a value that is representative of a
delay time after which the device would respond to aread request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 165:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguots, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,” “respond to
aread request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
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representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 166:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a programmabl e register that would receive block size information defining
an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 166:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “block size information,” “defining an
amount of data,” “in response to a read request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “Wrap
Length.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 167:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate programmable
latency via a control register into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 167:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “programmable latency,” “control register,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
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standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a “Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 168:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate programmable
access latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 168:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ programmabl e access latency,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 169:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate a writable

configuration register permitting programmable CAS latency into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 169:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “writable configuration register,” “programmable CAS latency,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” and accompanying diagram showing “Mode-Register write
timing,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing a value designated as “CAS
Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 170:

Admit that, in 1992, Rambus voted on a ballot proposing to incorporate the use of control
registers to contain values which control RAS and CAS access timing into JEDEC SDRAM
standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 170:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ control registers,” “RAS and CAS access timing,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as fol lows:

Rambus admits that in 1992 it voted “no” on a ballot with subject designated as
“Proposed Standard for 16M Bit x 4 Sync DRAM Mode Register;” the ballot related to a
representation of a“Mode-Register,” with certain bits of the Mode-Register reserved for storing
avalue designated as “CAS Latency.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 171:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing auto precharge.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 171:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” and “auto precharge.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 172:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing auto precharge.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 172

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” and “auto precharge.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 173:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate auto precharge into JEDEC SDRAM
standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 173:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “auto precharge,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable
to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes
of this request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 174:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate auto precharge
into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 174:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “auto precharge,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus respords as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 175:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the auto precharge options available during the
column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 175:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “auto precharge options,” “column
portion,” and “any cycle.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with al
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through

June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
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inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 176:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the auto precharge options
available during the column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 176:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “auto precharge options,” “column
portion,” and “any cycle.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

113



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 177:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
auto precharge options available during the column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 177:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “auto precharge options,” *column portion,” *any
cycle.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 178:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the auto precharge options available during the column portion of any cycle.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 178:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “auto precharge options,” “column portion,” “any

cycle.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the
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request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 179:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing a proposal to permit the user to specify that the bank
currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 179:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “the user,” “the bank currently being
accessed,” “precharge itself, ” and “the burst.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is
not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.” Rambus further admits one such presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee

Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992, Attachment D) stated with respect to “autoprecharge:”
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“The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst
is completed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 180:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing a proposal to permit the user to
specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 180:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “the user,” “the bank currently being
accessed,” “precharge itself, ” and “the burst.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included reference to and purported to
describe features designated as, for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic
precharge.” Rambus further admits that certain Rambus employees knew during that period that
one such presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992,
Attachment D) stated with respect to “autoprecharge:” “The user may specify that the bank
currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 181:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
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proposal to permit the user to specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as
soon as the burst is completed.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 181:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “the user,” “the bank currently being accessed,”
“precharge itself, ” “the burst,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM or SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as, for
example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.” Rambus further admits
one such presentation (Minutes of JC 42.3 Committee Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992,
Attachment D) stated with respect to “autoprecharge:” “The user may specify that the bank
currently being accessed precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 182:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a proposal to permit the user to specify that the bank currently being accessed

precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 182:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “the user,” “the bank currently being accessed,”
“precharge itself, ” “the burst,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM or SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as, for
example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.” Rambus further admits
that certain Rambus employees knew during that period that one such presentation (Minutes of
JC 42.3 Committee Meeting #64, September 16-17, 1992, Attachment D) stated with respect to
“autoprecharge:” “The user may specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself
as soon as the burst is completed.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 183:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards a
proposal to permit the user to specify that the bank currently being accessed precharge itself as
soon as the burst is completed.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 183:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative or Request No. 181, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

118



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 184:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards a proposal to permit the user to specify that the bank currently being accessed
precharge itself as soon as the burst is completed.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 184:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative or Request No. 182, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 185:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
idea that an SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with a read
request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) after each read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 185:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “respond to information,” “sent along with a
read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” “each read request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations
made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
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DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 186:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM
standards the idea that an SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with
aread request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) after each read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 186:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “respond to information,” “sent along with a
read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” “each read request,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 187:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the

ideathat an SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank without first
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receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 187:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “internally precharge a bank,” “separate
precharge command,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 188:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM
standards the idea that an SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank
without first receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 188:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “internally precharge a bank,” “ separate
precharge command,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground

that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of
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Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 189:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
idea that an SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with a read
request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) for the next each read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 189:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “respond to information,” “sent along with a
read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” “next each read request,” and “ JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
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for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 190:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM
stardards the idea that an SDRAM device must be able to respond to information sent along with
aread request instructing it to automatically precharge bank(s) for the next each read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 190:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “respond to information,” “sent along with a
read request,” “automatically precharge bank(s),” “next each read request,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996, certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ Synchronous
DRAM” or “SDRAM,” included reference to and purported to describe features designated as,
for example, “auto precharge,” “autoprecharge,” and “automatic precharge.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 191:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
ideathat an SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank without first

receiving a separate precharge command.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 191:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 187, ard incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 192:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM
standards the idea that an SDRAM device must have the ability to internally precharge a bank
without first receiving a separate precharge command.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 192:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 188, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 193:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing data output occurring on both edges of an external
clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 193:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” both edges,” and “ external clock.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be output “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 194:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing data output occurring on both
edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 194:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” both edges,” and “external clock.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be output “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 195:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards data
output occurring on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 195:

Rambus objects to this request onthe grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “both edges,” “externa clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means
for data to be output “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members

between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
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presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 196:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards data output occurring on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 196:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “both edges,” “externa clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means
for data to be output “on” an edge of an externa clock. Rambus further objects on the ground
that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of
Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 197:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the output of afirst portion of data in response to a
rising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock

sgndl.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 197:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” and “aclock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 198:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the output of afirst portion of
datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in response to a
faling edge of aclock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 198:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” and “aclock signal.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague
and ambiguous as to what it means for data to be output “on” an edge of an external clock.
Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 199:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
output of afirst portion of datain responseto arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion
of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 199:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is rot familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentatiors’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 200:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the output of afirst portion of data in response to a rising edge of a clock
signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 200:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
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ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 201:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the input of afirst portion of data in response to a
rising edge of a data strobe and a second portion of datain response to afalling edge of a data
strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 201:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” and “a data strobe.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this requed, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that IBM made a presentation regarding an “HST” [high speed toggl €]
DRAM in December 1991. (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting No. 60, Attachment M.) To the extent
that this HST DRAM is considered to input afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of
a data strobe and a second portion of datain response to afalling edge of a data strobe within the
meaning of the request, Rambus admits that IBM made a presentation relating to this feature.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 202:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the input of afirst portion of data
in response to arising edge of a data strobe and a second portion of data in response to afaling
edge of a data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 202:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” and “adata strobe.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain Rambus employees knew, at certain times between December
1991 and June 1996, that IBM made a presentation regarding an “HST” [high speed toggle€]
DRAM in December 1991. (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting No. 60, Attachment M.) To the extent
that this HST DRAM is considered to input a first portion of datain response to arising edge of
a data strobe and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a data strobe within the
meaning of the request, Rambus admits that certain Rambus employees knew that IBM made a
presentation relating to this feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 203:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
input of afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of a data strobe and a second portion
of datain response to afalling edge of a data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 203:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “adata strobe,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 204:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the input of afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a data strobe
and a second portion of data in response to afalling edge of a data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 204:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “adata strobe,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 205:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
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Subcommittee made presentations showing the output afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 205:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” and “an external clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 206:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the output a first portion of data
synchronously withrespect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of
data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 206:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronously,” and “an external clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of

Rambus.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 207:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
output afirst portion of data synchronously with repect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 207:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “an external clock signal.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Ranbus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 208:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge

of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afaling
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edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 208:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “an external clock signal.” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 209:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the input afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 209:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronously,” and “an external data strobe.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that IBM made a presentation regarding an “HST” [high speed toggle]
DRAM in December 1991. (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting No. 60, Attachment M.) To the extent

134



that this HST DRAM is considered to input a first portion of data synchronously with respect to
arising edge of an external data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously with respect
to afalling edge of the external data strobe within the meaning of the request, Rambus admits
that IBM made a presentation relating to this feature.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 210:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the input afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external data strobe and a second portion of
data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 210:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronously,” and “an external data strobe.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of
Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain Rambus employees knew, at certain times between December
1991 and June 1996, that IBM made a presentation regarding an “HST” [high speed toggle]
DRAM in December 1991. (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting No. 60, Attachment M.) To the extent
that this HST DRAM is considered to input a first portion of data synchronously with respect to
arising edge of an external data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously with respect
to afalling edge of the external data strobe within the meaning of the request, Rambus admits
that certain Rambus employees knew that IBM made a presentation relating to this feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

135



REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 211:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a falling edge of the external
data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 211:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” *second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “an external clock signal,” “the external data strobe,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations
made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 212:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of
an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge

of the external data strobe.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 212:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “an external clock signal,” “the external data strobe,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 213:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the input afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to afirst externa data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a
second external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 213:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external data strobe,” and “second external data strobe.” Rambus
further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “ presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 214:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the input afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst externa data strobe and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 214:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external data strobe,” and “second external data strobe.” Rambus
further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 215:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external data strobe and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 215:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external data strobe,” “second external data strobe,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable

inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
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presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 216:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst externa
data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external data
strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 216:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external data strobe,” “second external data strobe,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge’ on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 217:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the output afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 217:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” and “second external clock signal.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable
to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes
of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 218:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the output afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 218:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” and “second external clock signal.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 219:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
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Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 219:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 220:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external
clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock
sgndl.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 220:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “JEDEC

SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects onthe ground that the request is vague and
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ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 221:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the input a first portion of data synchronously with
respect to afirst external data strobe and a second portionof data synchronously with respect to a
second external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 221:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 213, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 222:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the input afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst externa data strobe and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external data strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 222:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 214, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 223:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external data strobe and a

second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external data strobe.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 223:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 215, and incorporates its

objections ard response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 224:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the input afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst externa
data strobe and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external data
strobe.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 224:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 216, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 225:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing the use of adual edge clocking scheme which inputs
and outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 225:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge” and “an external clock.” Rambus further objects
on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee
members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all
such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request,
“presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC
42.3 Subcommittee.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 226:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing the use of adual edge clocking
scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an
external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 226:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge” and “an external clock.” Rambus further objects
on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge’
on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 227:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards the
use of adual edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising
and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 227:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “presentations,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “synchronoudly,” “the
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rising and falling edge,” “an external clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “ presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 228:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards the use of a dual edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data
synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 228:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “synchronoudy,” “the
rising and falling edge,” “an external clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 229:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling of data occurring on both edges of an
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externa clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 229:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling of data,” “both edges,” and
“external clock.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it
means for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Mitsubishi made a presentation regarding a“ SyncLink SDRAM” in
May 1995 which stated: “Reference clock both edges for input.” (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting
No. 75, Attachment BB.) To the extent that this SyncLink SDRAM is considered to sample data
on both edges of an external clock within the meaning of this request, Rambus admits that
Mitsubishi made a presentation relating to this feature.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 230:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling of data occurring on
both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 230:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling of data,” “both edges,” and
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“external clock.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it
means for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits certain Rambus employees knew at certain times between December
1991 and June 1996 that Mitsubishi made a presentation regarding a “SyncLink SDRAM” in
May 1995 which stated: *Reference clock both edges for input.” (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting
No. 75, Attachment BB.) To the extent that this SyncLink SDRAM is considered to sample data
on both edges of an external clock within the meaning of this request, Rambus admits that
certain Rambus employees knew that Mitsubishi made a presentation relating to this feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 231:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards
sampling of data occurring on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 231:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “both edges,” “sampling of data,” “externa clock,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous
asto what it means for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 232:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards sampling of data occurring on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 232:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “sampling of data,” “both edges,” “externa clock,”
and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what it means for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock.
Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 233:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing data output occurring on the rising edge of the
external clock and the falling edge of the external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 233:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” and “the external clock.” Rambus further
objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to be output “on” an

edge of an externa clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
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presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 234:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing data output occurring on the
rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 234:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” and “external clock.” Rambus further
objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to be sampled “on”
an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground thet the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 235:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards data
output occurring on the rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the external

clock.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 235:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “the external clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be output “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not
familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December
1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 236:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards data output occurring on the rising edge of the external clock and the falling
edge of the external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 236:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “external clock,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be sampled “on” an edge of an externa clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 237:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling of data occurring on the rising edge of the
external clock and the falling edge of the external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 237:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling of data,” and “the external
clock.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for
data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that
itisnot familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that Mitsubishi made a presentation regarding a“ SyncLink SDRAM” in
May 1995 which stated: “Reference clock both edges for input.” (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting
No. 75, Attachment BB.) To the extent that this SyncLink SDRAM is considered to sample data
on the rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the external clock within the
meaning of this request, Rambus admits that Mitsubishi made a presentation relating to this
feature.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 238:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling of data occurring on the

rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the external clock.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 238:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling of data,” and “externa clock.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be sampled “on” an edge of an externa clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that the
request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits certain Rambus employees knew at certain times between December
1991 and June 1996 that Mitsubishi made a presentation regarding a “SyncLink SDRAM” in
May 1995 which stated: “Reference clock both edges for input.” (Minutes of JC 42.3 Meeting
No. 75, Attachment BB.) To the extent that this SyncLink SDRAM is considered to sample data
on the rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the external clock within the
meaning of this request, Rambus admits that certain Rambus employees knew that Mitsubishi
made a presentation relating to this feature.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 239:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards
sampling of data occurring on the rising edge of the external clock and the falling edge of the
external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 239:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “sampling of data,” “the external clock,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what
it means for data to be output “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the

ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
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between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 240:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards sampling of data occurring on the rising edge of the external clock and the
falling edge of the externa clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 240:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “sampling of data,” “external clock,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what
it means for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

\REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 241:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing output, in response to a read request, a first portion

of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second
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portion of data synchronously with respect to afaling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 241:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “in response to,” “read request,” “first
portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” and “an externa clock signa.”
Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means for data to
be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground that it is
not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 242:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing output, in response to a read
request, afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 242:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “showing,” “in response to,” “read request,” “first
portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” and “an external clock signal.”
Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would

constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 243:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards
output, in response to aread request, afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising
edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a
falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 243:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “in response to,” “read request,” “first portion of data,”
“second portion of data,” “synchronously,” *an external clock signal,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what it means
for data to be sampled “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 244:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members

of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
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SDRAM standards output, in response to aread request, afirst portion of data synchronously
with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 244:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “in response to,” “read request,” “first portion of data,”
“second portion of data,” “synchronously,” *an external clock signal,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
what would constitute “knowledge’ on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 245:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling, in response to a read request, afirst
portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 245:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “sampling,” “in response to,” “read
request,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” and “an external
clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations
made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
is unable to become familiar with al such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “presentations” is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

156



After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 246:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing sampling, in response to a read
request, afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 246:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling,” “in response to,” “read
request,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” and “an external
clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as
to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 247:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards
sampling, in response to a read request, afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a
rising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
afaling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 247:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “presentations,” “sampling,” “in response to,” “read request,” “first
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portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” “an external clock signal,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 248:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards sampling, in response to a read request, afirst portion of data synchronously
with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 248:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “sampling,” “in response to,” “read
request,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “synchronously,” “an external clock
signal,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that the request
is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 249:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee
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circulated a survey ballot asking members whether they believed future generations of SDRAMs
could benefit from sampling inputs on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 249:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “sampling inputs on both edges of an external clock,” “survey ballot,”
“could benefit,” and “future generations of SDRAMS.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee circulated what purported to be a“survey ballot” asking members, inter alia:
“Does your company believe future generations of SDRAMSs could benefit from using BOTH
edges of the clock for sampling inputs?’

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 250:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, Rambus received a JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee survey ballot asking members whether they believed future generations of
SDRAMSs could benefit from sampling inputs on both edges of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 250:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “sampling inputs on both edges of an exterral clock,” “survey ballot,”
“could benefit,” and “future generations of SDRAMS.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995 it received what purported to
be a JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee survey ballot asking members, inter alia: “Does your company
believe future generations of SDRAMs could benefit from using BOTH edges of the clock for
sampling inputs?’

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 251:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee
circulated a survey ballot asking members whether they believed future generations of SDRAMs
could benefit from sampling inputs on the rising edge of an external clock and the falling edge of
an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 251:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ sampling inputs on the rising edge of an external clock and the falling
edge of an external clock,” “survey balot,” “could benefit,” and “future generations of
SDRAMS”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee circulated what purported to be a survey ballot asking members, inter alia: “Does
your company believe future generations of SDRAMSs could benefit from using BOTH edges of
the clock for sampling inputs?’

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 252:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, Rambus received a JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee survey ballot asking members whether they believed future generations of
SDRAMSs could benefit from sampling inputs on the rising edge of an external clock and the
faling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 252:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ sampling inputs on the rising edge of an external clock and the falling

edge of an external clock,” “survey ballot,” “could benefit,” and *future generations of
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SDRAMS”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995 it received what purported to
be a JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee survey ballot asking members, inter alia: “Does your company
believe future generations of SDRAMs could benefit from using BOTH edges of the clock for
sampling inputs?’

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 253:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the idea of clocking data on both
edges of the clock into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 253:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “idea,” “clocking data,” “both edges,” “the clock,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous
asto what it means for data to be clocked “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further
objects on the ground that it is not familiar withall presentations made by JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become
familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this
request, “ presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the
JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 254:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presertations proposing to incorporate the idea of clocking
data on both edges of the clock into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 254:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “clocking data,” *both edges,” “the clock,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous
asto what it means for data to be clocked “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 255:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of both edges of the clock for
transmission of address, commands, or datainto JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 255:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “use of both edges,” “the clock,” “transmission,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with
all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 256:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the use of both edges
of the clock for transmission of address, commands, or datainto JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 256:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “use of both edges,” “the clock,” “transmission,” and
“JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that the request is vague and ambiguous
asto what it means for data to be clocked “on” an edge of an external clock. Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 257:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the idea of areceiver circuit for
latching information in response to arising edge of the clock signal to the falling edge of the
clock signal into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 257:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “receiver circuit for latching information,” “in
response to,” “the clock signal,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that

the request is unintelligible in its reference to “latching information in response to a rising edge
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of the clock signa to the falling edge of the clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3

Subcommittee.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 258:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate the idea of areceiver
circuit for latching information in response to arising edge of the clock signal to the falling edge
of the clock signal into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 258:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “idea,” “receiver circuit for latching information,” “in
response to,” “the clock signal,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects that
the request is unintelligible in its reference to “latching information in response to a rising edge
of the clock signal to the falling edge of the clock signal.” Rambus further objects on the ground
that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of

Rambus.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 259:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 259:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on-chip DLL.”
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Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that it
is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included terms such as, for example,
“Phase Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing
corresponding circuitry.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 260:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL
circuitry.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 260:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on-chip DLL.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that
the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of
Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits at certain times December 1991 and June 1996 certain Rambus
employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee

included terms such as, for example, “Phase Locks,” “PLL,” “On-Chip PLL,” and “On Chip
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PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding circuitry.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 261:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards on
chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 261:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “on-chip PLL,” “onchip DLL,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” between December 1991 and June 1996
included terms such as, for example, “PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing
corresponding circuitry.

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 262:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members

of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
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SDRAM standards on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 262:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “on-chip PLL,” “on-chip DLL,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designating as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example,
“PLL,” “On-Chip PLL,” and “On Chip PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding circuitry.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 263:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations showing phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop
circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 263:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “showing,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on-chip DLL.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that it
is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between
December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations
through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996 included terms such as, for example,
“Phase Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing
corresponding circuitry. Rambus also admits that NEC mede a presentation on or about
September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a“16M SDRAM
Mode Register,” including a diagram, labeled “ OnChip-PLL Improves Access Time (tAC), with
ablock designated “PLL" receiving asignal designated “CLK” and apparently generating a
signal designated “iCLK.”

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 264:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations showing phase locked loop circuitry or
delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 264:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “showing,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on-chip DLL.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that
the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of
Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee included terms such as, for example, “Phase Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and
“on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding circuitry. Rambus also admits certain

Rambus employees knew that NEC made a presentation on or about September 14, 1994
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showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a“16M SDRAM Mode Register,”
including a diagram, labeled “On-Chip-PLL Improves Access Time (tAC), with a block
designated “PLL" receiving asigna designated “CLK” and apparently generating asigna
designated “iCLK.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 265:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC SDRAM standards
phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal
using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 265:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “on-chip PLL,” “on-chip DLL,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “ presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ SDRAM,”
included terms such as, for example, ” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without
showing corresponding circuitry. Rambus also admits that NEC made a presentation on or about
September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a“16M SDRAM

Mode Register,” including a diagram, labeled “ OnChip-PLL Improves Access Time (tAC), with
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ablock designated “PLL” receiving asignal designated “CLK” and apparently generating a
signal designated “iCLK.”
After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 266:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate into JEDEC
SDRAM standards phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an
internal clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 266:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “on-chip PLL,” “onchip DLL,” and “JEDEC SDRAM
standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “Phase
Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding
circuitry. Rambus also admits certain Rambus employees knew that NEC made a presentation
on or about September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a*“16M
SDRAM Mode Register,” including a diagram, labeled “On-Chip-PLL Improves Access Time
(tAC), with ablock designated “PLL" receiving asignal designated “CLK” and apparently
generating asignal designated “iCLK.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 267:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee
circulated a survey ballot asking members whether they believed an on-chip PLL or DLL was
important for future generations of SDRAMSs.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 267:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “survey ballot,” “on-chip PLL or DLL,” “important,” and “future
generations of SDRAMS.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995, the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee circulated what purported to be a survey ballot asking members, inter alia: “Does
your company believe that an on chip PLL or DLL isimportant to reduce the access time from
the clock for future generations of SDRAMS.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 268:

Admit that, between October and December 1995, Rambus received a JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee survey ballot asking members whether they believed an onrchip PLL or DLL was
important for future generations of SDRAMSs.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 268:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “survey ballot,” “on-chip PLL or DLL,” “important,” and “future
generations of SDRAMS.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that between October and December 1995, it received what purported to

be a JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee survey ballot asking members, inter alia: “Does your company
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believe that an on chip PLL or DLL isimportant to reduce the access time from the clock for
future generations of SDRAMS.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 269:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate having phase lock loop on DRAM to
control delays inside and outside DRAM into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 269:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” *having phase lock loop on DRAM” “control delays
inside and outside DRAM,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the
ground that it is not familiar with al presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members
between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with al such
presentations through reasoreble inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is
intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “Phase
Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding
circuitry. Rambus also admits certain Rambus employees knew that NEC made a presentation
on or about September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a*“16M
SDRAM Mode Register” and stating as an “ Advantage[] of On-Chip PLL” that it “Improves
accesstime.”

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by
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Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 270:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate having phase lock
loop on DRAM to control delays inside and outside DRAM into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 270:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “phase lock loop on DRAM” “control delays inside
and outside DRAM,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as
compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to
what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “Phase
Locks,” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL,” without showing corresponding
circuitry. Rambus also admits certain Rambus employees knew that NEC made a presentation
on or about September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a*“16M
SDRAM Mode Register” and stating as an “ Advantage[] of On-Chip PLL” that it “Improves
accesstime.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 271:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using a PLL/DLL circuit on a

DRAM to reduce input buffer skews into JEDEC SDRAM standards.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 271:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague ard ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “PLL/DLL circuit” “input buffer skews,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all
presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through
June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable
inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to
presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “PLL,”
“on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.”

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 272:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using a PLL/DLL
circuit on a DRAM to reduce input buffer skews into JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 272

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “PLL/DLL circuit” “input buffer skews,” and “JEDEC
SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further
objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute
“knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “PLL,”
“on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 273:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate a DRAM with PLL clock generation
into the JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 273:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * presentations,” “incorporate a DRAM . . . into the JEDEC SDRAM
standards,” “PLL clock generation,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects
on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee
members between December 1991 through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all
such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request,
“presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC
42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to ad without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ SDRAM,”
included terms such as, for example, ” “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.”
Rambus also admits that NEC made a presentation on or about September 14, 1994 showing,
inter alia, a“PLL Enable Mode (Option)” for a“16M SDRAM Mode Register,” including a
diagram, labeled “On-Chip-PLL I mproves Access Time (tAC), with ablock designated “PLL”

receiving asignal designated “CLK” and apparently generating a signal designated “iCLK.”
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After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficiert for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 274:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate a DRAM with PLL
clock generation into the JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 274:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague ard ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “incorporate a DRAM . . . into the JEDEC SDRAM
standards,” “PLL clock generation,” and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects
to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the ground that the request is vague and
ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “PLL,”
“on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.” Rambus also admits certain Rambus employees knew
that NEC made a presentation on or about September 14, 1994 showing, inter alia, a“PLL
Enable Mode (Option)” for a“16M SDRAM Mode Register,” including a diagram, labeled “ On
Chip-PLL Improves Access Time (tAC), with ablock designated “PLL" receiving asignal
designated “CLK” and apparently generating a signal designated “iCLK.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 275:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3

Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using aPLL on an SDRAM into the
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JEDEC standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 275:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “using a PLL on an SDRAM” “PLL,” and “JEDEC
standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar with all presentations
made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991 through June 1996, and
is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through reasonable inquiry even if, for
purposes of this request, “presentations’ is intended to be restricted to presentations made during
meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ SDRAM,”
included terms such as, for example, “PLL,” “on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.”

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 276:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using aPLL on an
SDRAM into the JEDEC standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 276:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “presentations,” “using a PLL on an SDRAM” “PLL,” and “JEDEC
standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects on the
ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would constitute “knowledge” on the
part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “PLL,”
“on-chip PLL,” and “on chip PLL/DLL.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 277:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, various members of the JC 42.3
Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using a DLL to compensate for the
output delay into the JEDEC SDRAM standards.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 277:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “using a DLL” “to compensate for the output delay,”
and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects on the ground that it is not familiar
with all presentations made by JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee members between December 1991
through June 1996, and is unable to become familiar with all such presentations through
reasonable inquiry even if, for purposes of this request, “presentations” is intended to be
restricted to presentations made during meetings of the JEDEC 42.3 Subcommittee.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee between December 1991 and June 1996, designated as relating to “ SDRAM,”
included terms such as, for example, “on chip PLL/DLL.”

After having made reasonable inquiry, the information known to or readily obtainable by

Rambus is insufficient for Rambus to further admit or deny the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 278:

Admit that, between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus knew that various members
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of the JC 42.3 Subcommittee made presentations proposing to incorporate using aDLL to
compensate for the output delay into the JEDEC SDRAM standards.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 278:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ presentations,” “using a DLL” “to compensate for the output delay,”
and “JEDEC SDRAM standards.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects on the ground that the request is vague and ambiguous as to what would
constitute “knowledge” on the part of Rambus.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at certain times between December 1991 and June 1996 certain
Rambus employees knew that certain presentations made by members of the JEDEC 42.3
Subcommittee, designated as relating to “SDRAM,” included terms such as, for example, “on
chip PLL/DLL.”

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 279:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device containing a programmable register operative to store information specifying a manner in
which the semiconductor device is to respond to a read request or a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 279:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable register,” “operative to store information,”
“manner,” “respond to aread request,” “respond to a . . . write request,” and “norrcompatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 280:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using a programmable
register operative to store information specifying a manner in which the semiconductor deviceis
to respond to aread request or awrite request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 280:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“operative to store information,” “manner,” “respond to a read request,” “respond to a . . . write
request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its

pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims

180



that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 281:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of programmable CAS
latency in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 281:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable CAS latency,” “cover” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 282:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the use of programmable CAS latency in a nortcompatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 282:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable CAS latency,”
“cover” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 283:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
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attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to
add claimsthat, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of programmable CAS
latency in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 283:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applicatiors, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms * programmable CAS latency,” “cover”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for a legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
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to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 284:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device
containing aregister to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed
by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 284:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” “mode
register,” “cover” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 285:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device containing a register to store avaue

to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 285:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “to determine CAS latency,”
“programming,” “mode register,” “cover” and “norrcompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 286:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible
DRAM device containing a register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value
can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 286:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation

or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “to determine CAS latency,”
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“programming,” “mode register,” “cover” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request callsfor a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not
familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non
compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any non-compatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amerdment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 287:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a programmable register
to store avalue that is representative of adelay time after which the device responds to a read
request in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 287:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” * programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,”
“responds to aread request,” “cover” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 288:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an

issued patent, would cover the use of a programmable register to store avalue that is
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representative of a delay time after which the device responds to a read request in anon
compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 288:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisonal applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“representative of adelay time,” “responds to aread request,” “cover” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 289:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Ranbus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a
programmable register to store a value that is representative of adelay time after which the

device responds to a read request in a noncompatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 289:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ programmabl e register,” “representative
of adelay time,” “responds to aread request,” “cover” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has

learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
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U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 290:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a norncompatible DRAM
device using programmable CAS latency.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 290:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable CAS latency,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 291:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add clams that, if included inan
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using progranmable CAS
latency.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 291:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable CAS latency,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 292:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to
add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a nor-compatible DRAM
device using programmable CAS latency.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 292:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add clams’ and the terms “programmable CAS latency,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately corstrued by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
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dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 293:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device containing a register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be
changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 293:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” “mode
register,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amerded, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 294:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,

officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
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applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing aregister to
store a value to determine CAS latency,.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 294:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “to determine CAS latency,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 295:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device containing aregister to store a value to determine CAS latency, where

that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

194



RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 295:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “to determine CAS latency,”
“programming,” “mode register,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects
to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion.
Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot
through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM
devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any
given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
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MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 296:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device using a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after
which the device responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 296:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “ programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,”
“responds to aread request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request..

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 297:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using a programmable
register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the device responds to a
read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 297:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“representative of adelay time,” “responds to a read request,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 298:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional

applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
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compatible DRAM device using a programmable register to store a value that is representative of
adelay time after which the device responds to a read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 298:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague ard ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ programmabl e register,” “representative
of adelay time,” “responds to a read request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not
familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non
compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claimis, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper

to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
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learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 299:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device containing a programmabl e register to store a value which is representative of a delay
time, that value being a number of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM
responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 299:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “ programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,”
“anumber of clock cycles,” “an externa clock,” “the SDRAM,” “responds to aread request,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amend ment dated

September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 300:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using a programmable
register to store a value which is representative of a delay time, that value being a number of
clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM responds to a read request.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 300:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“representative of adelay time,” “anumber of clock cycles,” “an externa clock,” “the SDRAM,”
“responds to aread request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 301:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device using a programmable register to store a value which is representative
of adelay time, that value being a number of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the
SDRAM responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 301:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add claims’ and the terms “programmable register,” “representative
of adelay time,” “anumber of clock cycles,” “an externa clock,” “the SDRAM,” “respondsto a
read request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as
compound. Rambus further objects that the request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable
inquiry become familiar, with the operation of al noncompatible DRAM devices. Rambus
further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the

exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
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September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application™). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 302:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device containing a programmabl e access-time register operative to store information specifying
avalue indicative of an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time
before responding to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 302:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable access-time register,” “indicative of an
access time,” “waits for the access time,” “responding to aread request,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin

pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
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compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in anissued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 303:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using a programmable
access-time register operative to store information specifying a value indicative of an access time
for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before responding to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 303:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable access-time
register,” “indicative of an accesstime,” “waits for the access time,” “responding to a read
request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 304:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device using a programmable access-time register operative to store
information specifying a value indicative of an access time for the device, such that the device
waits for the access time before responding to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 304:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “programmabl e access-time register,”
“indicative of an accesstime,” “waits for the accesstime,” “responding to a read request,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature,

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
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Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 305:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of programmable burst
length in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 305:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable burst length,” “cover,” and *non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned

205



and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application withserial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 306:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the use of programmable burst length in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 306:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisonal applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable burst length,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered

206



belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 307:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to
add claimsthat, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of programmable burst
length in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 307:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “ programmable burst length,” “ cover,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed

divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
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would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 308:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device
containing aregister to store avalue to determine burst length, where that value can be changed
by programming the mode register where that value can be changed by programming the mode
register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 308:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “to determine burst length,” programming,” “mode
register,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 309:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device containing aregister to store a vaue
to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 309:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “to determine burst length,”
programming,” “mode register,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 310:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible
DRAM device containing aregister to store a value to determine burst length, where that value
can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 310:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “to determine burst length,”
programming,” “mode register,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,

Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed

210



divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus’s belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 311:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device
containing aregister to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 311:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ believed,” “to determine block size,” programming,” “mode register,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 312:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover a non-compatible DRAM device containing a register to store avaue
to determine block size, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 312:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “to determine block size,”
programming,” “mode register,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applicationsto add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 313:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a non-compatible
DRAM device containing aregister to store a value to determine block size, where that value can
be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 313:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
withrespect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add clams’ and the terms “to determine block size,”
programming,” “mode register,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,

Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
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divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus' s belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 314:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use in a norrcompatible
DRAM device of a programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of
data to be output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 314:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines
an amount of data,” “in response to a read request,” “cover,” and “nortcompatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 315:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the use in a non-compatible DRAM device of a programmable
register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be output by the memory
device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 315:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“receives information,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to a read request,” “cover,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its

pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
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that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 316:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use in a non
compatible DRAM device of a programmable register that receives information that defines an
amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 316:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add claims’ and the terms “programmabl e register,” “receives
information,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to a read request,” “cover,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device cortains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the

doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
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determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to ad without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisiona applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 317:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device using programmable burst length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 317:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “believed,” *programmable burst length” and * non-compatible DRAM
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device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 318:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using programmable burst
length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 318:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable burst length”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its

pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applicationsto add valid clams
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that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 319:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to
add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a norrcompatible DRAM
device using programmable burst length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 319:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ programmable burst length” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,

219



Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 320:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device using programmable block size.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 320:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable block size” and * non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 321:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using programmable block
size.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 321:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add clams,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable block size” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 322:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to
add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a nor-compatible DRAM
device using programmable block size.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 322:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “programmable block size” and “nont
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that

would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
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December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 323:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device containing aregister to store avalue that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to aread request, where that value can be changed by programming
the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 323:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to aread
request,” “programming,” “mode register,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned

and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
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pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 324:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing aregister to
store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a
read request, where that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 324:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “defines an amount of data,”
“in response to a read request,” “programming,” “mode register,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
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Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 325:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device containing aregister to store a value that defines an amount of data to
be output by the memory device in response to a read request, where that value can be changed
by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 325:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “defines an amount of data,” “in response
to aread request,” “programming,” “mode register,” and “nonrcompatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in
fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains
each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as
those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 326:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device containing a programmabl e register that receives information that defines an amount of
data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 326:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines

an amount of data,” “in response to a write request,” “would cover by,” and “non-compatible
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DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 327:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover by a nonrcompatible DRAM device containing a programmable
register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be input by the memory
device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 327:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “programmable register,”
“receives information,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to a write request,” “would
cover by,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 328:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover by a non-compatible
DRAM device containing a programmable register that receives information that defines an
amount of datato be input by the memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 328:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “programmable register,” “receives
information,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to awrite request,” “would cover by,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover by” isto be interpreted as “be infringed by,” whether any

particular clam is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
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DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivaents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 329:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover by a non-compatible DRAM
device containing a programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be

input by the memory device in response to a write request.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 329:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “defines an amount of data,” “in response to a write
request,” “programmable register,” “would cover by,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 330:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover by a non-compatible DRAM device containing a programmable
register to store a value that defines an amount of datato be input by the memory devicein
response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 330:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “defines an amount of data,”

“in response to awrite request,” “programmable register,” “would cover by,” and “nort
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compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 331:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover by a non-compatible
DRAM device containing a programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of
data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 331:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add claims’ and the terms “programmable register,” “defines an
amount of data,” “in response to awrite request,” “would cover by,” and “noncompatible
DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects
that the request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the

grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar,
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with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the
extent that “cover by” isto be interpreted as “be infringed by,” whether any particular clam is,
in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device
contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of
equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined
by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus s not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 332:

Admit that between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus, through any one of its

directors, officers or employees, believed that it had claims in pending patent applications or
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issued patents that would cover a synchronous DRAM device that output data on the rising and
the falling edge of a clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 332:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “through any one of its directors, officers or employees,” “believed,”
“the rising and the falling edge,” “a clock signal,” “cover,” and “synchronous DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 333:

Admit that between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus, through any one of its
directors, officers or employees, believed that it had claims in pending patent applications or
issued patents that would cover a synchronous DRAM device that input data on the rising and
the falling edge of aclock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 333:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “through any one of its directors, officers or employees,” “believed,”
“the rising and the falling edge,” “a clock signal,” “cover,” and “synchronous DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 334:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output afirst portion of datain
response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain response to afalling
edge of aclock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 334:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a

reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
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Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 335:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patert, would cover the output afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a clock
signal and a second portion of data in response to afalling edge of a clock signal in anon
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 335:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applicatiors, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “in response to,” “a clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994

and as further amended, if those claims were included in anissued patent.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 336:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output afirst
portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain
response to afaling edge of a clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 336:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that

would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between

236



December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 337:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data
in response to arising edge of aclock signal and a second portion of data in response to afalling
edge of aclock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 337:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any clamsin

pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
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compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 338:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of a
clock signal and a second portion of data in response to afaling edge of a clock signal in anon
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 338:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “secord
portion of data,” “in response to,” “a clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe clams added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 339:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst
portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain
response to afalling edge of a clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 339:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
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Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 340:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of
data synchronously with respect to a falling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible
DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 340:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”

“synchronously,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 341:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a
rising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 341:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisonal applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned

and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
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pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 342:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisiona
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst
portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in
a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 342:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given

DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
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the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 343:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data output occurs
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling

edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 343:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronoudly,” “external clock signal,” “would cover
when,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 344:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover when data output occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising
edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal in a non
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 344:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external

clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “norncompatible DRAM device.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with seria number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 345:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data output
occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the
faling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 345:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “synchronously,” “external clock signal,”
“would cover when,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the
regquest as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot
through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM

devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “ cover when” is to be interpreted as
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“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 346:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patert
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data

synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of
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data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible
DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 346:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “externa clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 347:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a
rising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 347:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
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divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “noncompatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 348:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst
portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in
a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 348:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of

data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
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Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisiona applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any noncompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 349:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input occurs
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling
edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 349:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague ard ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronoudly,” “external clock signal,” “would cover
when,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 350:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover when data input occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising

edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal in a non
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compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 350:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external
clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to areasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 351:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input
occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the
faling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 351:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
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or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “synchronously,” “external clock signal,”
“would cover when,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the
request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot
through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM
devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “ cover when” is to be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus' s belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 352:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 352:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 353:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent

applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
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issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a
first external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second
external clock signal in a nornrcompatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 353:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file cortinuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 354:

Admit that, a one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst
portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of

data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM
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device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 354:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” “cover,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper

to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
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learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 355:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data output occurs
synchronously with respect to a both afirst external clock signal and a second external clock
signa in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 355:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” “second
external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “norrcompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had areasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 356:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover when data output occurs synchronously with respect to a both afirst
external clock signal and a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 356:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first externa
clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “norncompatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 357:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
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attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data output
occurs synchronously with respect to a both a first external clock signal and a second external
clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 357:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ synchronoudly,” “first external clock
signal,” “second external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the
request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that
Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the
operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that
“cover when” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clamis, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
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on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 358:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data
synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 358:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a

reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
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Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 359:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a first
external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second
external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 359:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994

and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 360:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst
portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of
data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 360:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” *second external clock signal,” “cover,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed

divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
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would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 361:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in perding patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input occurs
synchronously with respect to both afirst and a second external clock signal in a non-compatible
DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 361:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first . . . external clock signal,” “second
external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “norcompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned

and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
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pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 362:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover when data input occurs synchronously with respect to both afirst and
a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 362:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first . . .
external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
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belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 363:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input
occurs synchronously with respect to both afirst and a second external clock signal in a non
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 363:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ synchronoudly,” “first . . . external clock
signal,” “second external clock signal,” “would cover when,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the
request calsfor alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that
Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the
operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that
“cover when” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clam is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
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Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was utimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 364:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a dua edge clocking
scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an
external clock in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 364:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “dua edge clocking scheme,” “synchronously,” “the rising
and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

265



Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 365:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover the use of a dual edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data
synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 365:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “nort
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its

pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
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that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officersand employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 366:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a dual
edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling
edge of an externa clock in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 366:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams” and the terms “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” “cover,” and “nor
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the

doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
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determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 367:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input and output occurs
synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock, according to adual edge
clocking scheme in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 367:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east

268



with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronoudly,” “the rising and falling edge,” “externa
clock signal,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “would cover when,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 368:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover when data input and output occurs synchronously with the rising and
falling edge of an external clock, according to adua edge clocking scheme in a non-compatible
DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 368:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchrormoudy,” “therising
and falling edge,” “external clock signal,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “would cover when,”

and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in anissued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 369:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover when data input and
output occurs synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock, according to a
dual edge clocking scheme in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 369:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “ synchronously,” “the rising and falling
edge,” “external clock signal,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “would cover when,” and *non
compatible DRAM device.” Ranmbus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry

become familiar, with the operation of al non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
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objects that, to the extent that “cover when” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus' s belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 370:

Admit thet, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent

applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
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device that output afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of aclock signal and a
second portion of data in response to afalling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 370:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 371:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that output afirst portion
of data in response to a rising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain response to a
falling edge of aclock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 371:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east

with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
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divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” and *“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 372:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that output afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a
clock signal and a second portion of data in response to afalling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 372:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add clams’ and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega

conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
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and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with seria number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 373:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,

officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
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applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device that input afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second
portion of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 373:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “in
response to,” “aclock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 374:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that input afirst portion of
datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in responseto a
falling edge of aclock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 374:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 375:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that input afirst portion of data in response to arising edge of a clock
signal and a second portion of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 375:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “in response to,” “aclock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further

objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal

276



conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus s not presently aware of any norncompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 376:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device that output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an
external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a falling edge of
the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 376:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 377:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that output afirst portion
of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second

portion of data synchronously with respect to afaling edge of the external clock signal.

278



RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 377:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 378:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that output afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to a
rising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
afalling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 378:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
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with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “externa clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not
familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non
compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norrcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
onMoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their

dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 379:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device where data output occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the
external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 379:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nor
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 380:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent

applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
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issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device where data output occurs
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling
edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 380:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external
clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 381:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device where data output occurs synchronously with respect to both the

rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 381:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “synchronously,” “external clock signal,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preli minary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
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dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 382:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device that inputs afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an
external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a falling edge of
the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 382:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 383:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that inputs afirst portion
of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second
portion of data synchronously with respect to afaling edge of the external clock signal.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 383:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 384:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional

applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
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compatible DRAM device that inputs a first portion of data synchronously with respect to a
rising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronowsly with respect to
afalling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 384:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not
familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non
compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claimis, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any norncompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
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to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 385:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device where data input occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external
clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 385:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 386:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device where data input occurs
synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling
edge of the exterral clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 386:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “external
clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 387:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
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attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device where data input occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising
edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 387:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “synchronously,” “external clock signal,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that a one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
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to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 388:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device that outputs a first portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 388:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “nor
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated

September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

290



Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 389:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that outputs a first portion
of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 389:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 390:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that outputs afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst
external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second
external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 390:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” “second externa clock signal,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains eachand every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the

exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
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September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 391:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device where data output occurs synchronously with respect to a both a first external clock signal
and a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 391:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronoudy,” “first external clock signal,” “second
external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices

designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
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reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 392:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device where data output occurs
synchronously with respect to a both afirst external clock signal and a second external clock
sgndl.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 392:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first externa
clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994

and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 393:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device where data output occurs synchronously with respect to a both afirst
external clock signal and a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 393:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “ synchronoudly,” “first external clock
signal,” “second externa clock signal,” and “norntcompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular clamis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus s not presently aware of any noncompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between

December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
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exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 394:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device that inputs afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 394:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,”
“synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “nort
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any clamsin

pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
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compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 395:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that inputs a first portion
of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data
synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 395:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add clams,” and the terms “believed,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data,” “synchronously,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.

Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered

297



belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 396:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applicatiors, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that inputs a first portion of data synchronously with respect to a first
external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second
external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 396:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “synchronoudly,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
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Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 397:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device where data input occurs synchronously with respect to both a first and a second external
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 397:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first . . . external clock signal,” “second
external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 398:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device where data input occurs
synchronously with respect to both afirst and a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 398:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “synchronously,” “first . . .
external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
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Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 399:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device where data input occurs synchronously with respect to both afirst and
a second external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 399:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “synchronously,” “first . . . external clock
signal,” “second externa clock signal,” and “norncompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
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Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisona applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any noncompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 400:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device that uses a dua edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with
the rising and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 400:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguots, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “synchronously,” “the rising
and falling edge,” “external clock,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

302



Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nor
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 401:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device that uses a dual edge
clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data synchronously with the rising and falling edge of
an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 401:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock,” and “norcompatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its

pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
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that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 402:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device that uses a dual edge clocking scheme which inputs and outputs data
synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 402:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams” and the terms “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronoudly,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the
request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that
Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the
operation of al non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be

determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

304



Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisiona applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patert, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 403:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device where data input and output occurs synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an
external clock, according to a dual edge clocking scheme.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 403:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “believed,” “dual edge clocking scheme,” “synchronoudly,” “the rising
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and falling edge,” “external clock,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 404:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device where data input and
output occurs synchronously with the rising and falling edge of an external clock, according to a
dual edge clocking scheme.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 404:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock,” and *nor-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 405:

Admit that, at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus
attempted to amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional
applications, to add claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non
compatible DRAM device where data input and output occurs synchronously with the rising and
falling edge of an externa clock, according to a dual edge clocking scheme.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 405:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “dual edge clocking scheme,”
“synchronously,” “the rising and falling edge,” “external clock,” and “norcompatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the
request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that
Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the
operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the

DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
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doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 406:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL
circuitry in a nonrcompatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 406:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
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with respect to the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL” “on-chip DLL” “cover,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 407:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add clams that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 407:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL” “on-chip DLL”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned

and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
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pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 408:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
clams that, if included in an issued patent, would cover on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry in
a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 408:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “on-chip PLL” “on-chip DLL” “cover,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound.
Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to
this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be

determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any norn-compatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patert. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 400:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or
delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal ina
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 409:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east

with respect to the terms “believed,” “phase locked loop circuitry” “delay locked loop circuitry,”
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“generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal,” “cover,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 410:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate
an internal clock signal using an externa clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 410:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “phase locked loop circuitry”
“delay locked loop circuitry,” “generate an internal clock signal using an exterral clock signal,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
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and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 411:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or delay
locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an externa clock signal in a non
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 411:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms * phase locked loop circuitry” “delay
locked loop circuitry,” “generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal,”

“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as
compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal concluson. Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable
inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all noncompatible DRAM devices. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any

particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
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DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
Septenber 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 412:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or
delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal in a

non-compatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 412:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 409, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 413:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate
an internal clock signal using an external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 413:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 410, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 414:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover phase locked loop circuitry or delay
locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an externa clock signal in a non
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 414:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative or Request No. 411, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 415:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,

officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
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applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover having a phase lock loop on
DRAM to control delays inside and outside a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 415:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “phase lock loop” “on DRAM,” “to control delays inside
and outside,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 416:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover having a phase lock loop on DRAM to control delays inside and
outside a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 416:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or

divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “phase lock loop” “on
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DRAM,” “to control delays inside and outside,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 417:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover having a phase lock loop on DRAM to
control delays inside and outside a nortcompatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 417:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “phase lock loop” “on DRAM,” “to
control delays inside and outside,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not
familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non

compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
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interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 418:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent

applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover using a PLL/DLL circuit on a
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DRAM to reduce input buffer skews in a norrcompatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 418:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce input buffer skews,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 419:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover using aPLL/DLL circuit on a DRAM to reduce input buffer skewsin
a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 419:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisioral applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce

input buffer skews,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 420:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
clamsthat, if included in an issued patent, would cover using aPLL/DLL circuit on aDRAM to
reduce input buffer skews in a norn-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 420:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce input
buffer skews,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the
request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot
through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM
devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed

by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend
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on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application™). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 421:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a DRAM with PLL clock

generation in a non-compatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 421:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL clock generation,” “cover,” and “noncompatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by ron-
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 422:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add clams that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover a DRAM with PLL clock generation in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 422:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL clock generation,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 423:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover a DRAM with PLL clock generation in a
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 423:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “PLL clock generation,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the reques as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the

DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
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doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any nor-compatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicart’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 424:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover using aPLL on an SDRAM in a
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 424:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL,” “SDRAM,” “cover,” and “noncompatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects that the request is unintelligible in its use of the phrase “PLL

on an SDRAM in a norrcompatible DRAM device.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 425:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover using a PLL on an SDRAM in a nortcompatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 425:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add clams,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL,” “SDRAM,” “cover,”
and “noncompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request is unintelligible

inits use of the phrase “PLL on an SDRAM in a non-compatible DRAM device.”

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 426:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would cover using a PLL on an SDRAM in anon
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 426:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “PLL,” “SDRAM,” “cover,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request is unintelligible in its use
of the phrase “PLL on an SDRAM in a non-compatible DRAM device.”
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 427:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover using a DLL to compensate for the
output delay in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 427:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “DLL,” “to compensate for the output delay,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 428:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would cover using a DLL to compensate for the output delay in a nor-compatible

DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 428:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “DLL,” “to compensate for the
output delay,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 429:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
clams that, if included in an issued patent, would cover using a DLL to compensate for the
output delay in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 429:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “DLL,” “to compensate for the output

delay,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as
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compound. Rambus further objects that the request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable
inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all noncompatible DRAM devices. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular clam is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 430:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the useof aPLL or aDLL ina
non-compatible DRAM device to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a DRAM
chip are sufficiently synchronized to the system clock so that the memory controller can capture
that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 430:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL” “DLL,” “data strobe,” “sufficiently synchronized,”
“the memory controller,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 431:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an

issued patent, would cover the use of aPLL or aDLL in a non-compatible DRAM device to
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ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a DRAM chip are sufficiently synchronized to
the system clock so that the memory controller can capture that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 431:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL” “DLL,” “data strobe,”
“sufficiently synchronized,” “the memory controller,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 432:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
clams that, if included in an issued patent, would cover the use of aPLL or aDLL in anon
compatible DRAM device to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a DRAM chip
are sufficiently synchronized to the system clock so that the memory controller can capture that

data.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 432:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add claims” and the terms “PLL” “DLL,” “data strobe,”
“sufficiently synchronized,” “the memory controller,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has

learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
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U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus’s belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 433:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device with on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 433:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL,” “on-chip DLL,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amend ment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 434:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with on-chip PLL or on
chip DLL circuitry.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 434:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL,” “onchip
DLL,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 435:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 ard June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM

device with on-chip PLL or on-chip DLL circuitry.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 435:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “on-chip PLL,” “on-chip DLL,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’ s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
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dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 436:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device with phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal
clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 436:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “phase locked loop circuitry,” “delay locked loop circuitry,”
“to generate an interna clock signal using an external clock signal,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 437:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
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officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with phase locked loop
circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an externa
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 437:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “phase locked loop circuitry,”
“delay locked loop circuitry,” “to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock
signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 438:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add

claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
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device with phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate aninternal
clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 438:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisiona applications, to add clams’ and the terms “phase locked loop circuitry,” “delay
locked loop circuitry,” “to generate an internal clock signal using an external clock signal,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambus is not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper

to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
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learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 439:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device with phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal
clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 439:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 436, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 440:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with phase locked loop
circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal clock signal using an externa
clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 440:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 437, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 441:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device with phase locked loop circuitry or delay locked loop circuitry to generate an internal
clock signal using an external clock signal.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 441:

Rambus objects to this request as duplicative of Request No. 438, and incorporates its

objections and response thereto.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 442:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device with a phase lock loop on DRAM to control delays inside and outside the DRAM.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 442:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “phase lock loop,” “on DRAM,” “to control delays inside
and outside,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the

Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
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September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 443:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with a phase lock loop on
DRAM to control delays inside and outside the DRAM.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 443:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “phase lock loop,” “on
DRAM,” “to control delays inside and outside,” and “nortcompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 444:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device with a phase lock loop on DRAM to control delays inside and outside the DRAM.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 444:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add clams’ and the terms “ phase lock loop,” “on DRAM,” “to
control delays inside and outside,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar,
and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible
DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
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on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 445:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device with a PLL/DLL circuit on the DRAM to reduce input buffer skews.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 445:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce input buffer skews,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any clamsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated

September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 446:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with a PLL/DLL circuit on
the DRAM to reduce input buffer skews.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 446:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce
input buffer skews,” and “noncompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 447:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
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to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device with aPLL/DLL circuit on a DRAM to reduce input buffer skews.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 447:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “PLL/DLL circuit,” “to reduce input
buffer skews,” and *“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as
compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable
inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus
further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitatiors are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper

to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
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learned about during the prosecution of a patent application™). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 448:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
device with PLL clock generation.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 448:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “PLL clock generation” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 449:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device with PLL clock
generation.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 449:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “PLL clock generation” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 450:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add

claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
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device with PLL clock generation.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 450:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “PLL clock generation” and “nort
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this
request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry
become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further
objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will
depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed

347



MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 451:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a noncompatible DRAM
deviceusing aPLL.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 451:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believed,” “using a PLL” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 452:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent

applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add claims that, if included in an
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issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM deviceusing aPLL.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 452:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “using a PLL” and “non
compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 453:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device using aPLL.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 453:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation

or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “using aPLL” and “non-compatible
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DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects
that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects to this request on the
grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar,
with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether
any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 454:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a norncompatible DRAM
device using a DLL to compensate for the output delay in a DRAM.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 454:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “DLL,” “to compensate for the output delay in a DRAM,”
and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by nort
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 455:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an
issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using aDLL to

compensate for the output delay in aDRAM.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 455:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisiona applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “DLL,” “to compensate for the
output delay in a DRAM,” and “nontcompatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 456:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device using aDLL to compensate for the output delay in a DRAM.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 456:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims” and the terms “DLL,” “to compensate for the output

delay in a DRAM,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects to the request
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as compound. Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus is not familiar, and cannot through
reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all non-compatible DRAM devices.
Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisional applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’ s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 457:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus had claims in pending patent
applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device using an on-chip PLL or aDLL to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a
DRAM chip are sufficiently synchronized to the system clock so that the memory controller can
capture that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 457:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL,” “DLL,” “data strobe,” “sufficiently
synchronized,” “the memory controller,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus had any claimsin
pending patent applications that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by non
compatible DRAM devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices
designed by MoSys. Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did cometo a
reasoned and considered belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the
Rambus patent application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994 and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 458:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, various directors,
officers or employees of Rambus believed that Rambus could amend its pending patent
applications, or file continuation or divisional applications, to add claims that, if included in an

issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device using an on-chip PLL or a
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DLL to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a DRAM chip are sufficiently
synchronized to the system clock so that the memory controller can capture that data.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 458:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “could amend its pending patent applications, or file continuation or
divisional applications, to add claims,” and the terms “believed,” “on-chip PLL,” “DLL,” “data
strobe,” “sufficiently synchronized,” “the memory controller,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as fol lows:

Rambus is not aware of any Rambus director, officer or employee who had a reasoned
and considered belief, between December 1991 and June 1996, that Rambus could amend its
pending patent applications or file continuation or divisional applications to add valid claims
that, if included in an issued patent application, would be infringed by non-compatible DRAM
devices existing during that period, with the exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys.
Various directors, officers and employees of Rambus did come to a reasoned and considered
belief that MoSys MDRAM devices might infringe claims added to the Rambus patent
application with serial number 08/222,646 by preliminary amendment dated September 6, 1994
and as further amended, if those claims were included in an issued patent.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 459:

Admit that, at various times between December 1991 and June 1996, Rambus attempted
to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation or divisiona applications, to add
claims that, if included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM
device using an on-chip PLL or aDLL to ensure that the data strobe and data coming off of a
DRAM chip are sufficiently synchronized to the system clock so that the memory controller can

capture that data.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 459:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the phrase “ attempted to amend pending patent applications, or file continuation
or divisional applications, to add claims’ and the terms “on-chip PLL,” “DLL,” “data strobe,”
“sufficiently synchronized,” “the memory controller,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.”
Rambus further objects to the request as compound. Rambus further objects that the request
callsfor alegal concluson. Rambus further objects to this request on the grounds that Rambus
is not familiar, and cannot through reasonable inquiry become familiar, with the operation of all
non-compatible DRAM devices. Rambus further objects that whether any particular claim is, in
fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains
each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as
those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that at one or more times between December 1991 and June 1996,
Rambus amended its pending U.S. patent applications, filed continuation applications, and filed
divisonal applications. Rambusis not presently aware of any nortcompatible devices that
would infringe claims that were amended in or added to its U.S. Patent applications between
December 1991 and June 1996 if such claims were included in an issued patent, with the
exception of MDRAM devices designed by MoSys. By preliminary amendment dated
September 6, 1994, Rambus properly added claims in its patent application with serial number
08/222,646 that were fully supported by the specification and that Rambus intended would read
on MoSys MDRAM. See, e.g., Kingsdown Medical Consultants, Ltd. v. Hollister, Inc., 863 F.2d
867, 874 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 490 U.S. 1067 (1989) (“nor isit in any manner improper
to amend or insert claims intended to cover a competitor’s product the applicant’s attorney has
learned about during the prosecution of a patent application”). After the application issued as
U.S. Patent No. 5,513,327 and the MoSys device was closely examined, Rambus informed
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MoSys of Rambus's belief that MoSys was infringing the patent. The parties settled their
dispute and no infringement ruling was ultimately obtained.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 460:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that cover the use of programmable CAS latency in a nortcompatible
DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 460:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable CAS latency,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 461:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use of programmable CAS latency in a non

compatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 461:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmable CAS latency,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 462:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using
programmable CAS latency infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before
June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 462:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the term “programmable CAS latency.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 463:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using
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programmable CAS latency infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before
June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 463:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the term “programmable CAS latency.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 464:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents containing claims that cover a non
compatible DRAM device containing aregister to store a value to determine CAS latency, where
that value can be changed by programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 464:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” “mode register,” “cover,”
and “noncompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date

before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 465:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
contained in an issued patent, would cover a norrcompatible DRAM device containing a register
to store avalue to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by programming the
mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 465:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” “mode register,” “cover,”
and “noncompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has a number of patent applications containing claims that, if
contained in an issued patent, might be infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 466:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices containing a
register to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date

before June 1996.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 466:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” and “mode register,”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 467:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices containing
aregister to store a value to determine CAS latency, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 467:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “to determine CAS latency,” “programming,” and “mode register,”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 468:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents containing claims that cover the use
of a programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the

device responds to a read request in a nonrcompatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 468:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,” “responds to
aread request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the
request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto
be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
before June 1996 are infringed by certain noncompatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 469:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a programmable register to store a value that
is representative of a delay time after which the device responds to aread request in anon
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 469:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,” *responds to
aread request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the
request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto
be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given

DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
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the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 470:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices that use a
programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the
device responds to aread request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 470:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “representative of a delay time,” and
“respondsto aread request,”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming apriority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 471:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices that use a
programmable register to store a value that is representative of a delay time after which the
device responds to aread request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date

before June 1996.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 471:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “representative of adelay time,” and
“respondsto aread request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 472:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents containing claims that would be
infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing a programmable register to store a
value which is representative of adelay time, that value being a number of clock cycles of an
external clock, after which the SDRAM responds to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 472:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “representative of adelay time,” “SDRAM,”
“responds to a read request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent
that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
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before June 1996 are infringed by certain noncompatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 473:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
contained in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing
a programmable register to store a value which is representative of a delay time, that value being
anumber of clock cycles of an externa clock, after which the SDRAM responds to a read
request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 473:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “representative of adelay time,” “SDRAM,”
“responds to aread request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further
objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent
that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clam is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitationof the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has a number of patent applications containing claims that, if
contained in an issued patent, might be infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 474:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices that contain a

programmable register to store a value which is representative of a delay time, that value being a
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number of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM responds to aread request,
infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 474:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmabl e register,” “representative of adelay time,” “SDRAM,”
and “responds to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 475:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices that
contain a programmable register to store a value which is representative of a delay time, that
value being a number of clock cycles of an external clock, after which the SDRAM respondsto a
read request, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 475:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmabl e register,” “representative of adelay time,” “SDRAM,”
and “responds to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 476:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents containing claims that would be
infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing a programmabl e access-time register
operative to store information specifying a value indicative of an access time for the device, such
that the device waits for the access time before responding to a read request.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 476:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmabl e access-time register,” “ specifying a value indicative of
an access time,” “waits for the access time” “responding to a read request,” “cover,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
before June 1996 are infringed by certain noncompatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 477:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would be infringed by a non-compatible DRAM device containing a
programmabl e access-time register operative to store information specifying a value indicative of
an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before responding to

aread request.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 477:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “programmabl e access-time register,” “specifying a value indicative of
an access time,” “waits for the access time” “responding to a read request,” “cover,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular clam is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has a number of patent applications containing claims that, if
contained in an issued patent, might be infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 478:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices that contain a
programmabl e access-time register operative to store information specifying a value indicative of
an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before responding to
aread request, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 478:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmabl e access-time register,” “ specifying a value indicative of
an access time,” “waits for the access time” and “responding to aread request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority

date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
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SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 479:

Admit that Rambus has aleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices that
contain a programmabl e access-time register operative to store information specifying a value
indicative of an access time for the device, such that the device waits for the access time before
responding to aread request, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before
June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 479:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “programmabl e access-time register,” “specifying a value indicative of
an access time,” “waits for the access time” and “responding to aread request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 480:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices containing a
programmable register that receives block size information that defines an amount of data to be
output by the device in response to aread request infringe patents that it owns and that claim a
priority date of April 18, 1990.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 480:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “block size information,” * defines an amount
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of data’ and “in response to aread request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date of April 18, 1990 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 481:

Admit that Rambus owns patents claiming a priority date of April 18, 1990 that it
believes covers the use of a programmable register that receives block size information that
defines an amount of data to be output by the device in response to a read request in JEDEC-
compliant SDRAM devices.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 481:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believes,” “covers,” “programmable register,” “block size
information,” “defines an amount of data’ and “in response to aread request.” Rambus further
objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent
that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clam is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 482:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
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1996 containing claims that cover the use of a mode register in a non-compatible DRAM device
to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by programming the
mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 482:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover”, “mode register,” “value to determine burst length,”
“programming,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request
calsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 483:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a mode register in a non-compatible DRAM
device to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 483:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “cover”, “mode register,” “value to determine burst length,”

“programming,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request
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calsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be
interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 484:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a mode
register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 484:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine burst length” and “programming.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 485:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
mode register to store a value to determine burst length, where that value can be changed by

programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
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before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 485:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine burst length” and “programming.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 486:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that cover the use of a mode register in a non-compatible DRAM device
to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by programming the
mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 486:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine burst length,” “programming,”
“cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for
alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority

date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.
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Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 487:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use of a mode register in a non-compatible DRAM
device to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by programming
the mode register.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 487:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine burst length,” “programming.”
and “cover.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 488:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a mode
register to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 488:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine block size” and “programming.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 489:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
mode register to store a value to determine block size, where that value can be changed by
programming the mode register, infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 489:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “mode register,” “value to determine block size” and “programming.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 490:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that cover the use of a Mode Register in a noncompatible DRAM device
that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 490:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “mode-of-operation data,” “cover,” and “non
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compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 491:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use a Mode Register in a non-compatible DRAM
device that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 491:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “mode-of-operation data,” “cover,” and “nort
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 492:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a Mode
Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length, infringe one or more of
its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 492:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register” and *“ mode-of-operation data.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 493:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
Mode Register that stores mode-of-operation data, including the Burst Length, infringe one or
more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 493:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register” and “ mode-of-operation data.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 494:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that cover the use of a Mode Register in a noncompatible DRAM device
that can be changed to thereby change the operation of the chip.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 494:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “changed,” “operation of the chip,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal
conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 495:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use a Mode Register in a non-compatible DRAM
device that can be changed to thereby change the operation of the chip.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 495:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “changed,” “operation of the chip,” “cover,” and
“non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal

conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as
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“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device

will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either

literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the

courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 496:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a Mode
Register that can be changed (and thereby change the operation of the chip) infringe one or more
of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 496:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “changed,” and “operation of the chip.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 497:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
Mode Register that can be changed (and thereby change the operation of the chip) infringe one or
more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 497:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “Mode Register,” “changed,” and “operation of the chip.”

379



Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 498:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that cover the use of a programmable register to store a value that defines
an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a read request in a non
compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 498:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” * programmable register,” “defines an amount of data,”
“response to aread request,” and “norrcompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that
the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is
to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clamis, in fact, infringed by any
given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 499:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use a programmable register to store a value that
defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to aread request in a
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 499:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” * programmable register,” “defines an amount of data,”
“response to aread request,” and “norrcompatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that
the request callsfor alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is
to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular clamis, in fact, infringed by any
given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 500:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a
programmabl e register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to a read request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 500:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “defines an amount of data’ and “response to

aread request.”
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 501:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be output by the
memory device in response to aread request infringe one or more of its patents that clam a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 501:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “defines an amount of data’ and “response to
aread request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it hes alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 502:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover a programmable register that receives information that
defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to aread request in a

non-compatible DRAM device.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 502:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an
amount of data,” “response to a read request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the
extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 503:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the use a programmable register that receives
information that defines an amount of data to be output by the memory device in response to a
read reguest in a norn-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 503:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an
amount of data,” “response to a read request,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the
extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact,

infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
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and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 504:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a
programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be output by
the memory device in response to a read request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 504:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data’ and “response to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 505:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
programmable register that receives informationthat defines an amount of data to be output by
the memory device in response to a read request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a

priority date before June 1996.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 505:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data’ and “response to a read request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 506:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover a programmable register operative to store information
specifying a manner in which the semiconductor device is to respond to a read request or awrite
request in a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 506:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “specifying a manner,” “the
semiconductor device,” “respond to a read request,” “respond to a. . . write request,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular clamis, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has asserted that claims of certain patents claiming a priority date
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before June 1996 are infringed by certain noncompatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 507:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover a programmable register operative to store information
specifying a manner in which the semiconductor device is to respond to a read request or awrite
request in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 507:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “ specifying a manner,” “the
semiconductor device,” “respond to aread request,” “respond to a. . . write request,” and “non
compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alega conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 508:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a
programmable register operative to store information specifying a manner in which the
semiconductor device isto respond to aread request or a write request infringe one or more of its

patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
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RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 508:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” * specifying a manner,” “the semiconductor
device,” “respond to aread request,” and “respond to a. . . write request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 509:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a
programmable register operative to store information specifying a manner in which the
semiconductor device is to respond to aread request or awrite request infringe one or more of its
patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 509:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “programmable register,” * specifying a manner,” “the semiconductor
device,” “respond to aread request,” and “respond to a. . . write request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 510:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
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1996 containing claims that would cover a programmable register that receives information that
defines an amount of data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request in a
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 510:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an
amount of data,” “response to awrite request,” and “nornrcompatible DRAM device.” Rambus
further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the
extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 511:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover a programmable register that receives information that
defines an amount of data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request in a
non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 511:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “cover,” “programmable register,” “receives information,” * defines an

amount of data,” “response to awrite request,” and “nortcompatible DRAM device.” Rambus
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further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the
extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact,
infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each
and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those
limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the
DRAM device contains asingle feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 512

Admit that Rambus has aleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a
programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be input by the
memory device in response to a write request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 512

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data’ and “response to awrite request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 513:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices using a

programmable register that receives information that defines an amount of data to be input by the
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memory device in response to a write request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 513:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ programmable register,” “receives information,” “defines an amount
of data’ and “response to awrite request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 514:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover a programmable register to store a value that defines an
amount of data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request in a non
compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 514:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least

with respect to the terms “programmable register,” “defines an amount of data,” “response to a
write request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the
request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto
be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a

single feature.
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Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming apriority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 515:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover a programmable register to store a value that defines
an amount of data to be input by the memory device in response to a write request in a non
compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 515:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * programmabl e register,” “defines an amount of data,” “response to a
write request,” “cover,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the
request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto
be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given
DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of
the claim, either literaly or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately
construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a
single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 516:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices using a
programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be input by the memory

device in response to a write request in response to a write request infringe one or more of its
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patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 516:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
withrespect to the terms “programmable register,” * defines an amount of data” and “response to
awrite request in response to awrite request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 517:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices a
programmable register to store a value that defines an amount of data to be input by the memory
device in response to a write request infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date
before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 517:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ devices a programmable register,” “ defines an amount of data’ and
“response to awrite request.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming apriority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 518:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices that output
data synchronously with respect to the rising and falling edge of an externa clock signal infringe
patents that it owns and that claim a priority date of April 18, 1990.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 518:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “synchronoudly,” “rising and falling edge” and “ external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 519:

Admit that Rambus owns patents claiming a priority date of April 18, 1990 that it
believes covers the output of data synchronously with respect to the rising and falling edge of an
external clock signal in JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 519:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “believes,” “covers,” “synchronoudly,” “rising and falling edge” and
“external clock signal.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion.
Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,”
whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on
whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literaly or
under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and
cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
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Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 520:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover the output of afirst portion of datain response to a
rising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock
signa in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 520:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “a clock
signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request callsfor a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 521:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of datain responseto a

rising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock
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signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 521:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ cover,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “a clock
signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 522:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where the output
of afirst portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of
data in response to a falling edge of a clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 522:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data’ and “aclock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliart
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 523:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where the
output of afirst portion of data in resporse to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion
of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that
claim apriority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 523:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of data” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 524:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover the input of afirst portion of datain response to arising
edge of a clock signal and a second portion of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signd
in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 524:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “a clock
signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calsfor a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device

will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
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literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the

courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.
Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority date

before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 525:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of datain responseto a
rising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of data in response to a falling edge of a clock
signa in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 525:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ cover,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “a clock
signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for a
legal conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as
“infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device
will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either
literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the
courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 526:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where the input

of afirg portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion of
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data in response to a falling edge of a clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a
priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 526:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “first portion of data,” “second
portion of data’ and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 527:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where the
input of afirg portion of datain response to arising edge of a clock signal and a second portion
of datain response to afalling edge of a clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that
claim apriority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 527:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “first portion of data,” “second portion of data” and “a clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 528:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover the output of afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 528:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects
that the request callsfor alega conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that
“cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 529:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the output of afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 529:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects
that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further objects thet, to the extent that
“cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 530:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where the output
of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal
and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external clock
signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 530:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “synchronoudly,” “first portion
of data,” “second portion of data’ and “external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 531:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where the
output of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 531:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data” and
“external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 532:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover data output occurring synchronously with respect to
both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signa
in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 532:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronoudy,” “externa clock signal,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the

DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
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doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:
Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 533:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover data output occurring synchronously with respect to
both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signa
in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 533:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and *non-compatible
DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 534:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where data

output occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and
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the falling edge of the external clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that clam a
priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 534:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “synchronously,” and “external
clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JED EC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 535:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where data
output occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and
the falling edge of the external clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that clam a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 535:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ synchronously” and “external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 536:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover the input of afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 536:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” *synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “externa clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects
that the request callsfor alega conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that
“cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claimis, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 537:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the input of afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to arising edge of an external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously
with respect to afalling edge of the external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 537:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronously,” “first portion of data,” * second portion of
data,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible DRAM device.” Rambus further objects
that the request callsfor alega conclusion. Rambus further objects that, to the extent that
“cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any particular claim is, in fact, infringed
by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the DRAM device contains each and every
limitation of the claim, either literally or under the doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations
are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be determined by whether the DRAM device
contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 538:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where the input
of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an external clock signal
and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to a falling edge of the external clock
signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 538:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “synchronoudly,” “first portion
of data,” “second portion of data,” and “external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 539:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where the
input of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to arising edge of an externa clock
signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to afalling edge of the external
clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 539:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms * synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” and
“externa clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 540:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover data input occurring synchronously with respect to both
the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signal in a
non-compatible DRAM device.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 540:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and “non-compatible
DRAM device” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the

DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
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doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 541:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover data input occurring synchronously with respect to
both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the falling edge of the external clock signa
in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 541:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “cover,” “synchronously,” “external clock signal,” and *non-compatible
DRAM device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus
further objects that, to the extent that “cover” isto be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each ard every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 542:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where data input

occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and the
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falling edge of the external clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that claim a priority
date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 542:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “synchronously,” and “external
clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 543:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where data
input occurs synchronously with respect to both the rising edge of the external clock signal and
the falling edge of the external clock signal infringe one or more of its patents that clam a
priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 543:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “ synchronously” and “external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has alleged thet claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 544:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover the output of afirst portion of data synchronously with
respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 544:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ cover,” *synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “norncompatible DRAM
device” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain non-compatible DRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 545:

Admit that Rambus has one or more pending patent applications containing claims that, if
included in an issued patent, would cover the output of a first portion of data synchronously with
respect to afirst external clock signal and a second portion of data synchronously with respect to
a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 545:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
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with respect to the terms “ cover,” *synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of
data,” “first external clock signal,” “second external clock signal,” and “noncompatible DRAM
device.” Rambus further objects that the request calls for alegal conclusion. Rambus further
objects that, to the extent that “cover” is to be interpreted as “infringed by,” whether any
particular claim is, in fact, infringed by any given DRAM device will depend on whether the
DRAM device contains each and every limitation of the claim, either literally or under the
doctrine of equivalents, as those limitations are ultimately construed by the courts, and cannot be
determined by whether the DRAM device contains a single feature.

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Denied.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 546:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices where the output
of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst external clock signal and a second
portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signa infringe one or more
of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 546:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at |east
with respect to the terms “JEDEC-compliant SDRAM devices,” “synchronously,” “first portion
of data,” “second portion of data,” “first external clock signal,” and “second external clock
signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise deniesthe request.
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REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 547:

Admit that Rambus has alleged that JEDEC-compliant DDR SDRAM devices where the
output of afirst portion of data synchronously with respect to afirst externa clock signal and a
second portion of data synchronously with respect to a second external clock signal infringe one
or more of its patents that claim a priority date before June 1996.
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 547:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous, at least
with respect to the terms “ synchronoudly,” “first portion of data,” “second portion of data,” “first
external clock signal,” and “second external clock signal.”

Subject to and without waiving any objections, Rambus responds as follows:

Rambus admits that it has aleged that claims of certain of its patents claiming a priority
date before June 1996 are infringed by certain devices purporting to be JEDEC-compliant DDR
SDRAM devices.

Rambus otherwise denies the request.

REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 548:

Admit that Rambus has one or more issued patents claiming a priority date before June
1996 containing claims that would cover data output occurring synchronously with respect to a
both afirst external clock signal and a second external clock signal in a non-compatible DRAM
device.

RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR ADMISSION NO. 548:

Rambus objects to this request on the grounds that it is vague and ambiguous,