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I. Introduction 

1. My name is David Bernard Stewart. I have personal knowledge of the 

facts contained in this Declaration, am of legal age, and am otherwise competent to 

testify. I have been retained as an expert by Roy-G-Biv Corporation (“Patent 

Owner”) in connection with Inter Partes Review IPR2013-00282 (hereafter “IPR”) 

of U.S. Patent No. 6,516,236B1  (hereafter the “Patent” or “the ’236 Patent”).  

2. Because this IPR2013-00282 has been joined with IPR2013-00062, 

this Supplemental Declaration incorporates by reference my previous Declaration 

dated July 18, 2013 filed in IPR2013-00062 as Exhibit 2010, and further 

supplements that declaration with respect to two of the new references relied upon 

in IPR2013-00282.  

3. In connection with my analysis, I have also reviewed: (a) Device 

Driver Adaptation Guide / Microsoft® Windows® Version 3.1 (“The DDAG 

Reference” or “DDAG”); and (b) Kraig Brockschmidt, Inside OLE 2 (“The 

Brockschmidt Reference” or “Brockschmidt”).     

4. I have also reviewed the Petition filed in IPR2013-00282 (“Petition”). 

The Petition relies upon the Gertz Reference, the Stewart Reference, the Morrow 

Reference, the DDAG Reference, and the Brockschmidt Reference with respect to 

Claims 5 and 6.  This Supplemental Declaration will address the DDAG and 
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Brockschmidt References only, and the combination of those references with 

Gertz.  For discussion of the Gertz, Stewart, and Morrow References, please see 

the copy of my declaration previously filed July 18, 2013  as Exhibit 2010. 

II. DDAG and Brockschmidt Do Not Teach the Limitations of Claims 5-6  

5. Claim 5 recites, inter alia,  “an extended function pointer table that 

maps the non-supported extended driver functions to the combination of core 

driver functions employed to emulate the non-supported extended functions”; and 

(2) “the motion control component generates the control commands further based 

on the contents of the extended function pointer table.” ‘236 Patent at Exhibit 1001 

(emphasis added). 

6. The Petition relies upon the combination of the DDAG and 

Brockschmidt References as allegedly teaching a function pointer table that maps 

the non-supported extended driver functions to the combination of core driver 

functions employed to emulate the non-supported extended functions, as claimed.  

This is incorrect and the Petition does not identify any evidence that these 

references teach the specific function pointer table recited in Claim 5.   Indeed, the 

Petition does not even assert that either the DDAG or Brockschmidt References 

teach “non-supported extended driver functions,” or a “combination of core driver 

functions” or “non-supported extended functions” anywhere in the References.  
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Thus, the function pointer table in Brockschmidt, even if modified with the alleged 

disclosure in DDAG, cannot possibly “map” these functions (which are not taught 

in either reference) to one another. 

7. Moreover, the emphasized claim language above from Claim 5 recites 

features of the claimed function pointer table that provide functionality in the 

overall claimed system that is not accomplished by anything disclosed or suggested 

in either DDAG or Brockschmidt.      

8. In particular, Claim 5 does not merely add a limitation reciting a 

function pointer table generally.  Rather, it recites a function pointer table that 

performs a specific kind of emulation as recited in the claim. The claim recites a 

specific mapping that the function pointer table performs.  The Petition does not 

provide any plausible argument that DDAG or Brockschmidt teach such a function 

pointer table; instead, the Petition simply ignores the claimed attributes of the 

function pointer table. 

9. Claim 5 also recites that “the motion control component generates the 

control commands further based on the contents of the extended function pointer 

table.”  The Petition does not allege that the DDAG or Brockschmidt References 

teach a motion control component, much less that the generation of control 
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