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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE

IN RE

INTEL CORPORATION
MICROPROCESSOR ANTITRUST
LITIGATION

MDL No. 1717-JJF

ADVANCED MICRO DEVICES, INC., a
Delaware corporation, and AMD
INTERNATIONAL SALES & SERVICES, 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.
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DECLARATION OF DR. MICHELLE M. BURTIS
IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR PROTECTIVE ORDER FILED BY
ADVANCED MICRO DEVICES, INC. AND
AMD INTERNATIONAL SALES AND SERVICES, LTD.

I, Dr. Michelle M. Burtis, declare and state as follows:

1. I am a Vice President at Cornerstone Research, an economic and finance
consulting firm. [ have a Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Texas at Austin and have

published in the field of economics.

2. I was asked by counsel for NVIDIA Corporation (“NVIDIA”) and ATI
Technologies ULC (“ATI”), defendants in In re Graphics Processing Units Antitrust Litigation,

Case No. M-07-CV-01826-WHA (N.D. Cal.) (the “GPU Litigation”), to review the allegations



of the indirect purchaser Plaintiffs (“Plaintiffs”) in that litigation and to address issues associated

with the Plaintiffs” motion for class certification in that litigation.

3. Specifically, I was asked to address whether Plaintiffs had established that
common proof could be used to demonstrate that members of the proposed class of indirect
purchasers of computers or graphics cards suffered impact from the alleged conspiracy in the
GPU Litigation and that damages from such claims to individuals in the proposed class could be

proven in a common or formulaic manner.

4. My analysis focused on the methodology and claims of Plaintiffs’ experts in the
GPU Litigation, Dr. Anna Meyendorff and Dr. Janet S. Netz. I reviewed their methodology in
great detail, including their economic models, empirical estimates of pass-on and their regression

methods.

5. Based upon my understanding of the economic analyses performed by Plaintifts’
experts, I concluded that Plaintiffs had failed to offer a methodology showing that common, class

wide proof could be used to establish the fact of injury or impact or to measure damages.

6. The expert reports and materials submitted by Plaintiffs in the GPU Litigation

formed the bases for my analysis and my conclusions reached in the GPU Litigation.

7. While I met with ATI employees during my analysis, any information provided
by ATI employees was simply background information, such as how ATI conducts its business
and the correct interpretation of ATI data and documents. The basis for my conclusion regarding
the insufficiency of the Plaintiffs’ methodology, however, was purely my own analysis of that
methodology as contained in the Plaintiffs' expert submissions and not anything that anyone at

ATI furnished.



8. Based on my interviews of company personnel, I have no reason to believe that
any ATI employee has knowledge about the factors that one must take into account to trace an
increase in the price of a GPU to the price that an ultimate consumer pays for a computer

containing the GPU.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the United States that the foregoing is

true and correct.

Executed October 10, 2008, at Washington, D.C.

MICHELLE M. BURTIS



