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I. INTRODUCTION 

ABB timely submits this Reply to Patent Owner’s Amended Motion for 

Observations on Cross Examination (Paper #67). 

RGB’s motion for observations does not present observations in “concise 

statement[s] of the relevance of identified testimony to an identified argument or 

portion of an exhibit” and is an improper attempt “to raise new issues, re-argue 

issues, or pursue objections,” by linking portions of testimony into argument.  

Thus, the Board should refuse entry of RGB’s observations.  ABB will 

nevertheless respond briefly RGB’s topics. 

II. DR. STEWART’S LACK OF EXPERTISE (PP. 1-3) 

In Exhibit 1130, at paragraph 15, Dr. Voyles testified that “…David Stewart 

was insulated from the primary research into advanced manipulators that was the 

focus of the bulk of the work in the lab. By this, I mean he did not have a 

background in kinematics, robotic sensors, or visual servoing nor was he 

considered a user of robotic manipulators.” 

In Exhibit 2013, at 38:20-25, Dr. Voyles testified that “I hold him in high 

regard as a software engineer.  As a specialist in embedded systems.  He 
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acknowledges his own weaknesses in motion control and robotics. Those are not 

his specialties. And frequently did so at the time we were in the lab together.” 

In Exhibit 1104, 85:24 – 86:1, Dr. Stewart testified that “I would not 

consider myself an expert in kinematic theory.” 

In Exhibit 2014, Dr. Papanikolopoulos testified: 

“I was disappointed because David, even in his work at Maryland, he 

tried to do stuff that he was not familiar with…”  (58:3-6)  

“What I mean is actually [Stewart] didn't get tenure at Maryland…he 

didn't stay in academia.” (59:16-18) 

“And again, my negative comments are mainly about the pieces of 

work I have seen after '92, and especially when you see a very bright 

individual.” (61:2-5) 

“So I told him, for example the pinball project is not a project of 

academic interest. It's more like a hobby. And then I will get some 

presentations where he will try in papers where he will start dropping 

the quality in order to get out papers…” (64:2-8) 

“So I have to look at the facts and what is written and make an 

assessment. This is exactly why when I read this declaration where 

[Stewart] seems actually not even to recall his own thesis, or he makes 

statements about Onika or he makes statements about there is no way 
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that Morrow and Gertz will have worked together or the work of one -

- but this is not CMU was about.” (66:2-10) 

“And this is the point I'm trying to make that I don't recognize this 

person. He's not the person I knew.”  (66:14-16; see also Ex. 1014, 

66:24 – 67:2). 

This testimony is relevant to RGB’s assertion that Dr. Stewart is held in high 

regard. 

III. DR. VOYLES DISPUTED STEWART’S RELIABILITY (P. 2) 

In Exhibit 1104, at 14:1-14, Dr. Stewart was asked “Now, after you were 

engaged in this case, have you gone back and read through your thesis in its 

entirety?” and responded “Define what you mean by read...I did scan through, you 

know, section by section, to refresh my mind.”   

In Exhibit 2013, at 29:7-10, Dr. Voyles testified that “I believe based on [Dr. 

Stewart’s] declaration that there are elements that though he authored many years 

ago, he may have forgotten or lost relevance that I have to it.” 

This testimony is also relevant to the weight that should be afforded Dr. 

Stewart’s opinions in this proceeding. 
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