IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

IN RE

INTEL CORPORATION
MICROPROCESSOR ANTITRUST
LITIGATION

MDL No. 05-1717-JJF

ADVANCED MICRO DEVICES, INC., a Delaware
corporation, and AMD INTERNATIONAL SALES
& SERVICE, LTD., a Delaware corporation,

Plaintiffs, C.A. No. 05-441-JJF

V.

INTEL CORPORATION, a Delaware corporation,
and INTEL KABUSHIKI KAISHA, a Japanese
corporation,

Defendants.

PHIL PAUL, on behalf of himself
and all others similarly situated,

Plaintiffs, C.A. No. 05-485-JJF
v. CONSOLIDATED ACTION
INTEL CORPORATION,

Defendant.
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