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 I, Jon Weissman, declare as follows: 

I. Introduction 

 I have been retained by Unified Patents Inc. (“Unified” or 1.

“Petitioner”) as an independent expert consultant in this proceeding before the 

United States Patent and Trademark Office. Although I am being compensated at 

my hourly rate for the time I spend on this matter, no part of my compensation 

depends on the outcome of this proceeding, and I have no other interest in this 

proceeding. 

 I understand that this proceeding involves U.S. Patent No. 7,787,904 2.

(“the ’904 patent”) (attached as EX1001 to Unified’s petition). I understand the 

application for the ’904 patent was filed on November 9, 2005, as U.S. Patent 

Application No. 11/270,293, and the patent issued on August 31, 2010. 

 I have been asked to consider whether one of ordinary skill in the art 3.

of the ’904 patent would understand that certain references disclose or suggest the 

features recited in the claims of the ’904 patent, or that the features would have 

been obvious based on the combination of the references. My opinions are set forth 

below.  

 I have been advised that a patent claim may be obvious if the 4.

differences between the subject matter of the claim and the prior art are such that 

the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention 
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