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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS

MARSHALL DIVISION
MOBILE DATA TECHNOLOGIES LLC, Case No. 2:24-cv-00435-JRG-RSP
Plaintiff,
JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

V.

SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS CO., LTD., and
SAMSUNG ELECTRONICS AMERICA,
INC.,

Defendants.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Defendants Samsung Electronics Co., Ltd. and Samsung Electronics America, Inc.
(collectively, “Samsung”) have filed petitions for inter partes review (“IPR”) of each of the
patents-in-suit, U.S. Patent Nos. 8,793,336 (“the ’336 patent”), 8,825,801 (“the *801 patent”),
9,032,039 (“the *039 patent”), 9,619,578 (“the 578 patent”), and 9,922,348 (“the ’348 patent”)
(collectively, the “Asserted Patents™). Samsung thus respectfully moves to stay this litigation until
the Patent Trial and Appeal Board (“PTAB”) concludes its review.

Each of the three stay factors—simplification of issues, stage of the proceeding, and
potential prejudice to the non-moving party—favors entry of a stay here. First, a stay has a high
probability of simplifying or mooting this entire case given that Samsung’s IPRs challenge all
asserted claims and rely on prior art that was not before the patent office. Moreover, most of the
asserted claims are already the subject of IPRs filed by third-party Meta, which were instituted in
June 2024, with Final Written Decisions expected in June 2025. Second, this case is in its early
stages. Little fact discovery has occurred; claim construction exchanges do not start until June
2025; the Markman hearing is not scheduled until October 2025, and the trial is not scheduled until
April 2026. Third, MDT will not be prejudiced by a stay because it is a non-practicing entity that
does not compete against Samsung in the marketplace. The case should therefore be stayed.

I1. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
A. MDT v. Samsung Litigation

On June 10, 2024, MDT sued Samsung, alleging that Samsung’s mobile smartphones
infringe the ’801, *039, ’578, and ’348 patents. Dkt. 1. On October 6, 2024, MDT filed an
Amended Complaint, adding allegation of infringement of the ’336 patent. Dkt. 25. In its

infringement contentions, MDT identified the “Asserted Claims” as:
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Patent Asserted Claims
8,793,336 1,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26
8,825,801 1,7,8,9,10, 11,12, 15,17, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25
9,032,039 1,2,3,4,8,9,13, 14,15, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 24, 25, 28, 29, 30
9,619,578 1,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 21
9,922,348 1,2,6,7,8,9,12,13, 14,17, 18

Ex. 1 at 3. All of the Asserted Patents have expired. See Dkt. 25-1 to 25-5.
From January 31, 2025 to February 7, 2025, Samsung filed IPR petitions that challenge the

validity of all of the Asserted Claims, as summarized in the table below. See Exs. 2-11.

IPR Number IPR Filing Challenged Patent Challenged Claims Exhibit
Date No.
IPR2025-00535 | 1/31/2025 9,032,039 1-4,8,9, 13-15, 17-25, 28-30 | 2
[PR2025-00536 | 1/31/2025 9,032,039 1-4,8,9, 13-15, 17-19, 22-25,| 3
28-30
[PR2025-00537 | 2/3/2025 8,825,801 1-25 4
[PR2025-00538 | 2/3/2025 8,825,801 1,7-12, 14-25 5
[PR2025-00539 | 2/7/2025 8,793,336 1, 6-11, 13-18, 20-27 6
[PR2025-00540 | 2/7/2025 8,793,336 1-3, 6-16, 19-21, 23-27 7
[PR2025-00541 | 2/6/2025 9,922,348 1-20 8
[PR2025-00542 | 2/6/2025 9,922,348 1-2, 6-9, 12-14, 17-18 9
[PR2025-00543 | 2/5/2025 9,619,578 1-19, 21-22 10
[PR2025-00544 | 2/5/2025 9,619,578 1, 6-12, 15-19, 21-22 11

As seen in the above chart, Samsung filed two IPR Petitions per asserted patent. The odd
numbered IPR Petitions apply the same prior art combinations applied in the instituted IPRs filed
by Meta Platforms, Inc. (“Meta”), as discussed below. See infra §I1.B. The even numbered IPR
Petitions apply two separate grounds that were not raised in the Meta IPRs: (1) obviousness over

WO 02/17652 to Randall, et. al. and U.S. Patent No. 7,047,030 to Forsyth; and (2) obviousness
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over U.S. 7,056,217 to Pelkey et. al. and U.S. Patent No. 6,716,103 to Eck, et al. As of the date
of this motion, the Petitions have not yet been accepted for review.

This case is still in its early stages. Samsung served its invalidity contentions on January
31, 2025. Discovery is in its early stages. Samsung served several third-party document
subpoenas, but no party or third-party depositions have been scheduled or taken. Claim
construction exchanges begin on June 26, 2025; the Markman hearing is set for October 30, 2025;
fact discovery ends on November 24, 2025; and jury selection is scheduled for April 20, 2026.
Dkt. 41. Samsung promptly sought the agreement of plaintiff and filed this Motion just four
weeks after filing the last of its IPR petitions.

B. MDT v. Meta Litigation

On November 23, 2022, MDT sued Meta in the U.S. District Court for the Western District
of Texas, alleging infringement of the same *801, *039, °578, *348, and *336 patents asserted here,
as well as a sixth patent, U.S. Patent No. 10,839,427. See Ex. 12. On February 12, 2024, the
Court transferred the Meta case to the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California,
after granting Meta’s motion to transfer for convenience. See Mobile Data Techs. LLC v. Meta
Platforms, Inc., No. 7:22-CV-00244-ADA-DTG, 2023 WL 9051280 (W.D. Tex. Dec. 18, 2023).

On December 6, 2023, Meta filed IPR Petitions challenging the following claims of the

Asserted Patents: !

IPR Number IPI})E;llng Challenged Patent | Challenged Claims | Institution Date
[PR2024-00246 | 12/6/2023 8,793,336 1,6-11, 13-18, 20-27| June 11, 2024
IPR2024-00247 | 12/6/2023 8,825,801 1-25 June 11, 2024
[PR2024-00248 | 12/6/2023 9,032,039 19-23 June 11, 2024

! Meta also filed an IPR Petition for the 427 patent, but it was terminated due to settlement.
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IPR2024-00249 | 12/6/2023 9,619,578 1-19, 21-22 June 11, 2024

[PR2024-00250 | 12/6/2023 9,922,348 1-20 June 11, 2024

Notably, Meta challenges all claims asserted against Samsung except for claims 1-4, 8, 9,
13-15, 17, 18, 24, 25, and 28-30 of the *039 patent.

On April 18, 2024, two months before the institution deadline, plaintiftf MDT moved to
stay its litigation against Meta pending Meta’s IPRs. Ex 13. In its motion to stay, MDT stated
that “Plaintiff believes that the institution decisions and any FWDs [Final Written Decisions] will
simpl[if]y the issues in the case whether the IPRs are instituted, not instituted, or partially
instituted. In other words, any outcome from the PTAB will streamline the relevant issues in this
proceeding.” Id. at 5. MDT also conceded that “if only some of the IPRs are instituted, Plaintiff
will likely seek to streamline this proceeding to assert only patents which are not subject to the
PTAB’s review.” Id. at 6. The Court granted MDT’s motion on April 22, 2024, and the case
remains stayed.

Oral argument on Meta’s IPRs is scheduled for March 11, 2025, and Final Written

Decisions are expected by June 11, 2025. See Ex. 14.

III. LEGAL STANDARD

Courts in this District consider three factors when determining whether to grant a stay
pending IPR: “(1) whether the stay will unduly prejudice the nonmoving party; (2) whether the
proceedings before the court have reached an advanced stage, including whether discovery is
complete and a trial date has been set; and (3) whether the stay will likely result in simplifying the
case before the court.” Commc’n Techs., Inc. v. Samsung Elecs. Am., Inc., No. 2:21-CV-00444-
JRG, 2023 WL 1478447, at *1 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 2,2023) (citation and quotations omitted). “Based

on th[ese] factors, courts determine whether the benefits of a stay outweigh the inherent costs of





Draft 3-4-2025

postponing resolution of the litigation.” Id. As with Plaintiff’s stay motion in Meta, all three
factors favor a stay here.
IV.  ALL THREE FACTORS FAVOR A STAY
A. A Stay Will Likely Simplify This Case

“[TThe most important factor bearing on whether to grant a stay in this case is the prospect
that the inter partes review proceeding will result in simplification of the issues before the Court.”
NFC Tech. LLCv. HTC Am., No. 2:13-CV-1058- WCB, 2015 WL 1069111, at *4 (E.D. Tex. Mar.
11, 2015). This factor supports a stay here. All of the Asserted Patents are at issue in Samsung’s
and Meta’s respective [PRs.

As MDT argued in seeking a stay of the Meta case, the Institution Decisions and any Final
Written Decisions will “simpl[if]y the issues in the case whether the IPRs are instituted, not
instituted, or partially instituted. In other words, any outcome from the PTAB will streamline the
relevant issues in this proceeding.” Ex. 13 at 5. As discussed above, the PTAB has already
instituted Meta’s IPRs on all of the Asserted Patents—and the IPRs cover almost all of the claims
asserted against Samsung. A hearing is scheduled for March 11, 2025, with Final Written
Decisions expected by June 11, 2025. If Meta is successful in its [PRs, four of the five Asserted
Patents will be eliminated from this case.? If Meta is not ultimately successful, Samsung’s IPR
petitions cover all five Asserted Patents and also present new grounds based on prior art references
that were never considered during prosecution of the Asserted Patents or Meta’s IPRs.

While there is not complete overlap between the challenged claims in the Meta IPR for the
’039 patent and the claims of that patent asserted against Samsung, the challenged claims are

substantially similar to the asserted claims here such that any guidance from the Meta *039 IPR

2 In the event that Meta settles prior to Final Written Decision, Samsung has filed IPRs with the
same Grounds presented by Meta.
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Final Written Decision will simplify issues in this case. The 039 patent is generally directed to
“network-based communications systems, and more particularly to techniques for information
content management in such systems.” Dkt. 25-2 at 1:28-30. Meta challenged independent claims
19 (method), 22 (computer program product), and 23 (apparatus), which are server-side
independent claims. Independent claims 1 (method), 17 (computer program product), and 18
(device) of the *039 patent, which were not challenged by Meta but are asserted against Samsung,
are client device-side independent claims. Samsung’s first IPR for the 039 patent applies the
same prior art grounds as in Meta’s *039 patent IPR to all of the claims of the 039 patent asserted
against Samsung.

As set forth in the below chart, but for this distinction, the independent claims recite similar

limitations as italicized. See also Ex. 2 at 49-58.

’039 Patent, Claim 19
(Meta IPR, Asserted)

’039 Patent, Claim 1
(Asserted)

[19P] A method comprising:

[1P] A method comprising:

[1A] capturing content at a mobile device;

[19A] receiving, at a server from a mobile
device, content for insertion into a previously
established application-based information
channel, the previously established application-
based information channel permitting interaction
between a user of the mobile device and one or
more additional users;

[1B] identifying a previously established
application-based information channel into which
the captured content is to be inserted, the
identified application-based information channel
permitting interaction between a user of the
mobile device and one or more additional users;

[19B] receiving, at the server from the mobile
device, information associated with at least one
wireless networking functionality of the mobile
device;

[1C] determining information associated with at
least one wireless networking functionality of the
mobile device;

[19C] integrating the content and the information
associated with said at least one wireless
networking functionality of the mobile device into
the previously established application-based
information channel; and

[1D] providing the captured content from the
mobile device to at least one server for insertion
in association with the determined information
into the identified application-based information
channel; and
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[19D] inserting other content from at least one of
the additional users into the previously
established application-based information
channel.

[1E] receiving other content, at the mobile
device via the identified application-based
information channel, from at least one of the
additional users.

In addition, the non-challenged but asserted claims of the *039 patent are similar to claims

of other asserted patents. For example, client device-side independent claim 1 of the *039 patent

is substantially similar to client device-side independent claim 12 of the 578 patent.

578 Patent, Claim 12
(Meta IPR, Asserted)

’039 Patent, Claim 1
(Asserted)

[12P] A method comprising:

[1P] A method comprising:

[12A] designating at least one content item,
via a mobile device, for insertion into an
application-based information channel, the at
least one content item comprising media data
captured by the mobile device; and

[1A] capturing content at a mobile device;

[1B] identifying a previously established
application-based information channel into
which the captured content is to be inserted,
the identified application-based information
channel permitting interaction between a user
of the mobile device and one or more
additional users;

[12B] providing information associated with
at least one wireless networking functionality
of the mobile device for integration with the at
least one content item;

[1C] determining information associated with
at least one wireless networking functionality
of the mobile device;

[12C] wherein the at least one content item
and the information associated with said at
least one wireless networking functionality of
the mobile device are integrated to generate at
least one integrated content item; and

[1D] providing the captured content from the
mobile device to at least one server for
insertion in association with the determined
information into the identified application-
based information channel; and

[12D] wherein the at least one integrated
content item is inserted into the application-
based information channel, the application
based information channel providing an
interface wherein two or more users share
access to a plurality of content items
including the at least one integrated content
item.

[1E] receiving other content, at the mobile
device via the identified application-based
information channel, from at least one of the
additional users.
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Given these similarities, the PTAB’s Final Written Decisions in the Meta I[PRs are highly
relevant to the claims of the *039 patent. For these reasons, as plaintiff previously conceded in
Meta, the pending IPRs will undoubtedly simplify the issues in the case, or end the case altogether.
See NFC Tech., 2015 WL 1069111, at *7 (“[A]ny disposition by the PTAB is likely to simplify
the proceedings before this Court.”); Versata Software, Inc. v. Callidus Software, Inc., 771 F.3d
1368, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2014) (“there can still be a simplification of the issues when only some, but
not all, of the claims asserted in litigation” are under PTAB review). Even if the IPRs do not
invalidate all asserted claims, statements made by plaintiff MDT or the PTAB during the IPR
proceedings could clarify the meaning or scope of any surviving claims. See, e.g., Krippelz v.
Ford Motor Co., 667 F.3d 1261, 1266 (Fed. Cir. 2012) (““A patentee’s statements during
reexamination can be considered during claim construction, in keeping with the doctrine of
prosecution disclaimer.”). And given the large number of Asserted Claims, staying the case will
likely “reduc[e] the complexity and length of the litigation.” NFC Tech., 2015 WL 1069111, at
*4,

Thus, a stay pending completion of the IPRs would resolve or significantly simplify issues
under any outcome of the proceedings brought by Meta and Samsung.

B. This Case Is In Its Early Stages

The early stage of the proceedings also supports a stay in this case. “Staying a case at an
early juncture can advance judicial efficiency and maximize the likelihood that neither the court
nor the parties expend their assets addressing invalid claims.” Landmark Tech., LLC v. iRobot
Corp., No. 6:13-cv-411-JDL, 2014 WL 486836, at *3 (E.D. Tex. Jan. 24, 2014) (cleaned up); see
also Chart Trading Dev., LLC v. Tradestation Grp., Inc., No. 6:15-cv-1136-JDL, 2016 WL
1246579, at *4 (E.D. Tex. Mar. 29, 2016) (same).

Discovery is in its early stages, and no depositions have been scheduled or taken. The next
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deadline under the Court’s Docket Control Order is not until June 26, 2025, when the parties are
to exchange proposed claim terms for construction. Dkt. 41. The Markman hearing is not
scheduled until October 30, 2025. Id. Jury selection, scheduled for April 20, 2026, is more than
a year away. [Id. Staying this case now—before the court engages in discovery and claim
construction—would therefore save substantial judicial and party resources. See Smartflash LLC
v. Apple Inc., 621 F. App’x 995, 1005 (Fed. Cir. 2015) (“A determination from the PTAB that all
the asserted claims are patent ineligible will spare the parties and the district court the expense of
any further litigation, including a trial.”). Indeed, “the most burdensome parts of the case . . . all
lie in the future.” CyWee Grp. Ltd. v. Samsung Elecs. Co., No. 2:17-cv-140-WCB-RSP, 2019 WL
11023976, at *6 (E.D. Tex. Feb. 14, 2019); Smartflash, 621 F. App’x at 1005 (“Despite the
substantial time and effort already spent in this case, the most burdensome task is yet to come.”).
A stay would also conserve resources by eliminating any need to revisit claim construction in view
of arguments advanced before the PTAB. See Aylus Networks, Inc. v. Apple Inc., 856 F.3d 1353,
1364 (Fed. Cir. 2017) (“[S]tatements made by a patent owner during an IPR proceeding, whether
before or after an institution decision, can be relied upon to support a finding of prosecution
disclaimer”). Accordingly, this factor weighs in favor of a stay.

C. MDT Will Not Suffer Undue Prejudice Or Tactical Disadvantage

MDT will not suffer any prejudice if the Court stays the case. The undue prejudice factor
“focuses on the patentee’s need for an expeditious resolution of its claim.”  VirtualAgility Inc. v.
Salesforce.com, Inc., 759 F.3d 1307, 1318 (Fed. Cir. 2014). MDT is a non-practicing entity that
does not compete with Samsung or sell products that practice the Asserted Patents, and all of the
Asserted Patents have expired. Monetary relief will therefore be sufficient to compensate MDT
for any damages, and a “stay will not diminish the monetary damages to which [MDT] will be

entitled if it succeeds in its infringement suit—it only delays realization of those damages.” Id.
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The “mere delay in collecting damages does not constitute undue prejudice.” Cellular Commc 'ns
Equip., LLC v. Samsung Elecs. Co., Ltd., No. 6:14-cv-759, 2015 WL 11143485, at *2 (E.D. Tex.
Dec. 16, 2015) (internal citations omitted).

Samsung, by contrast, would suffer undue prejudice in the absence of a stay, because it
would continue to incur expense and burden of defending against infringement allegations of
patent claims that the PTAB may invalidate. Indeed, Congress enacted IPR proceedings to prevent
such an outcome. See, e.g., 157 Cong. Rec. S1352 (Mar. 8, 2011) (statement of Sen. Udall)
(explaining that IPR proceedings will “serve as a less-expensive alternative to courtroom litigation
and provide additional access to the expertise of the Patent Office on questions of patentability™).
Where “the only potential prejudice Plaintiff faces is the delay in litigating its patent rights—a
minimal prejudice present in every case in which a stay is sought”— this factor weighs in favor of
granting the stay. Parallel Networks Licensing, LLC v. Ramquest Software, Inc., No. 4:19-cv-487,
2020 WL 1236266, at *1 (E.D. Tex. Mar. 13, 2020).

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, Samsung respectfully requests that the Court stay this litigation
pending final resolution of Samsung’s [PRs. In the alternative, should the Court conclude that
this case does not warrant a stay before institution of Samsung’s IPRs, Samsung requests that the

Court permit Samsung leave to renew this Motion if and when the PTAB grants institution.

10
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Hi Erick,

Just tried you — I’'m at 212-459-7374 when you have a moment.

Thanks,
Naomi

From: Birbach, Naomi

Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 9:48 PM

To: 'Robinson, Erick' <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: RE: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

HI Erick,

That works — | will give you a call then.

Thanks,
Naomi

From: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 6:21 PM

To: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Subject: Re: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

*FHFEXTERNAL***

Apologies - still going. How about tomorrow at 10:30ET/9:30CT?

brownrudnick
Erick S. Robinson
Partner

Mobile: 713-498-6047
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From: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 4:31 PM

To: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: RE: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

CAUTION: External E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

Hi Erick,

You can reach me until 5 CT or so at 212-459-7374. If later than that, what time would work
tomorrow?

Thanks,
Naomi

From: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 5:22 PM

To: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Subject: Re: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

*FHFEXTERNAL***

Naomi, I’m on a call that will run long. Can | call you when I’'m done? What number
should it call?

brownrudnick

Erick S. Robinson

Partner

Brown Rudnick LLP
811 Main Street, 18th Floor
Houston, TX 77002

Mobile: 713-498-6047
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www.brownrudnick.com
Boston | Hartford | Houston | London

New York | Orange County | Washington

From: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 10:05:25 AM

To: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: RE: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

CAUTION: External E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

Hi Erick,
| can talk at 4:30 CT today.

Thanks,
Naomi

From: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2025 9:58 AM

To: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Subject: Re: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

*HFHFEXTERNAL***

Naomi, can we move our call today until after 4:30ct today or 2pm or after tomorrow? |
haven’t been able to connect with my client. Thanks.

brownrudnick

Erick S. Robinson

Partner

Brown Rudnick LLP

811 Main Street, 18th Floor
Houston, TX 77002

Mobile: 713-498-6047

MDT Exhibit 2015
IPR2025-00536
Page 4


https://url.us.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/u90bClYM7AfqEBK3I9h5UzHXxY?domain=brownrudnick.com/
mailto:NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com
mailto:ERobinson@brownrudnick.com
mailto:ERobinson@brownrudnick.com
mailto:NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com

www.brownrudnick.com
Boston | Hartford | Houston | London

New York | Orange County | Washington

From: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 12:58:31 PM

To: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: RE: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

CAUTION: External E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

I'll give you a call tomorrow at 10AM CT.

Thanks,
Naomi

From: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 12:17 PM

To: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Subject: Re: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

*FHFEXTERNAL***

Naomi,

Today is tough but tomorrow is better. What times are you available? | am free between
10am and noon CT and then after 3:30pm. Thanks!

Best regards,

Erick

brownrudnick
Erick S. Robinson
Partner
Mobile: 713-498-6047
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From: Birbach, Naomi <NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 9:45 AM

To: Robinson, Erick <ERobinson@brownrudnick.com>
Subject: MDT v. Samsung (EDTX)

CAUTION: External E-mail. Use caution accessing links or attachments.

Hi Erick,

Do you have time for a quick call this afternoon or tomorrow? Now that Samsung has filed IPRs, we
would like to get MDT’s position on a stay pending IPR.

Thanks,
Naomi

4 GOODWIN

Goodwin Procter LLP

The New York Times Building
620 Eighth Avenue

New York, NY 10018

0 +1212459 7374

f +1212 656 1663

NBirbach@goodwinlaw.com

@O O XD
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This message was sent from Goodwin Procter LLP and is intended only for the
designated recipient(s). It may contain confidential or proprietary information and may
be subject to the attorney-client privilege or other confidentiality protections. If you are
not a designated recipient, you may not review, copy or distribute this message. If you

receive this in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete this message.
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Thank you.
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The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller" of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary here which sets out details of the controller,
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely),
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic
Area.

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller" of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary here which sets out details of the controller,
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely),
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic
Area.

The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller" of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary here which sets out details of the controller,
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely),
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic
Area.
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The information contained in this electronic message may be legally privileged and confidential under applicable law, and is
intended only for the use of the individual or entity named above. If the recipient of this message is not the above-named
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, copy or disclosure of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify Brown Rudnick LLP, (617) 856-8200 (if dialing
from outside the US, 001-(617)-856-8200) and purge the communication immediately without making any copy or
distribution.

To the extent Brown Rudnick is a "controller" of the "personal data" (as each term is defined in the European General Data
Protection Regulation (EU/2016/679) or in the UK's Data Protection Act 2018) you have provided to us in this and other
communications between us, please see our privacy statement and summary here which sets out details of the controller,
the personal data we have collected, the purposes for which we use it (including any legitimate interests on which we rely),
the persons to whom we may transfer the data and when and how we intend to transfer it outside the European Economic
Area.
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