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I, Neil Hannemann, hereby declare the following: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Paice LLC and the Abell 

Foundation (collectively, “Paice” or “Patent Owner”) to investigate and analyze 

certain issues relating to the validity of claims of U.S. Patent No. 7,104,347 (“the 

’347 patent”).  

2. Specifically, for purposes of this declaration, I have been asked to 

analyze the arguments made by Ford Motor Company (“Ford” or “Petitioner”) in the 

matter of the Inter Partes Review of the ’347 patent, Case No. IPR2015-00794.  I 

have reviewed Ford’s petition, along with the declaration of Ford’s expert, Dr. 

Davis, and the documents cited therein.  I have reviewed the Patent Trial and Appeal 

Board’s (“the Board”) decision to institute, as well as the Board’s claim 

constructions.  My analysis is based on the Board’s claim constructions, unless I 

specifically note otherwise.   

3. I understand that the Board has instituted review of the following claims 

of the ’347 patent (the “challenged claims”): 23, 25-30, 32, and 39-41.  The Board 

did not institute review of claim 24. 

4. I understand that Ford and Dr. Davis argue that the challenged claims 

are obvious over various combinations of U.S. Patent No. 5,789,882 to Ibaraki et al. 

(Ex. 1403) (“Ibaraki ’882”), either alone or in combination with U.S. Patent No. 
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