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I. INTRODUCTION 

Advanced Micro Devices, Inc. (“AMD” or “Petitioner”) requests inter 

partes review (“IPR”) under 35 U.S.C. §§ 311–319 and 37 C.F.R. § 42.100 et seq. 

of Claims 1-3 and 9-11 of U.S. Patent No. 7,720,294 (“’294 Patent”).  

Petitioner asserts that there is a reasonable likelihood that the challenged 

claims are unpatentable and requests review of, and cancellation of, the challenged 

claims under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 and 103. 

II. MANDATORY NOTICES, STANDING, AND FEES 

A. Mandatory Notices 

Real Party in Interest: Petitioner AMD and ATI Technologies ULC are the 

real parties-in-interest. ATI Technologies ULC is an indirect, wholly owned 

subsidiary of AMD (with 1252986 Alberta ULC being the intervening direct 

subsidiary of AMD and parent of ATI Technologies ULC).  

Related Matters: The ’294 Patent is subject to a pending lawsuit entitled 

Broadcom Corp. v. Sony Corp., No. 8:16-cv-01052 (C.D. Cal.). Petitioner is not a 

party to this suit and does not control any party to this suit. 

Lead Counsel: Lead Counsel is Brian Oaks (Reg. 44,981) and Back-up 

Counsel is and Jennifer Nall (Reg. 57,053), each of Baker Botts L.L.P.  

Service Information: Baker Botts L.L.P., 98 San Jacinto Blvd., Suite 1500, 

Austin, Texas 78701; Tel. (512) 322-5470; Fax (512) 322-3622. Petitioner 
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