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I, C. Arthur MacCarley, do hereby declare as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

 In my prior declaration, dated February 6, 2014, I set forth my 1.

analyses and opinions that claims 1, 6-9, and 14 (“the Challenged Claims”) of the 

’802 patent are anticipated and would have been obvious to a person having 

ordinary skill in the art at the time of the alleged invention. 

 Since that declaration, the Board has instituted an IPR trial, and UUSI 2.

has submitted its Preliminary Response and Response.  This declaration responds 

to issues raised by the Board and UUSI in the year since my prior declaration. 

 In preparing this Declaration, I have reviewed the materials identified 3.

and listed in my February 6, 2014 declarations, as well as the materials discussed 

herein and/or listed in Appendix A to this declaration. 

 In forming the opinions expressed in this Declaration, I relied upon 4.

my education and experience in the relevant field of the art, and have considered 

the viewpoint of a person having ordinary skill in the relevant art, as of 

April 22, 1992.  My opinions are based upon readings of the ’802 patent, the prior 

art, matters referenced in this declaration, my knowledge of the state of the art, and 

my expertise in the field. 

COMPENSATION AND QUALIFICATIONS 

 My compensation and qualifications are set forth in my earlier 5.

declaration, dated February 6, 2014. 
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