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I, Stuart Lipoff, do hereby declare as follows: 

 INTRODUCTION I.

1. I have been retained as an expert witness on behalf of VIZIO, Inc. 

(“VIZIO”) for the above-captioned Petition for Inter Partes Review (“IPR”) 

of U.S. Patent No. 7,752,650 (“the ’650 Patent”).  I am being compensated 

for my time in connection with this IPR at my standard consulting rate of 

$375 per hour.  My compensation is not affected by the outcome of this 

matter. 

2. I have been asked to provide my opinions regarding whether or not Claims 

1, 2, 4, 18, 32, and 33 of the ’650 Patent (“the Challenged Claims”) are 

invalid as obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time of 

the alleged invention. 

3. The ’650 Patent issued on July 6, 2010, from U.S. Patent Appl. No. 08/460, 

711 (“the ’711 application”), filed on June 2, 1995.  (Ex. 1002 at cover).  

The ’650 Patent alleges to be a continuation of a series of applications dating 

back to U.S. Patent Appl. No. 07/096,096 filed on September 11, 1987, now 

U.S. Patent No. 4,965,825 (“the ‘096 Application”).  The ‘096 Application 

alleges to be a continuation-in-part of a series of applications dating back to 

U.S. Patent Appl. No. 06/317,519, now U.S. Patent No. 4,694,490 (“the ’519 

Application”). 
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4. For the purposes of my Declaration, I have been asked to assume that the 

priority date of the alleged invention recited in the ’650 Patent is September 

11, 1987. 

5. The face of the ’650 Patent names John Christopher Harvey and James 

William Cuddihy as the named inventors, and identifies Personalized Media 

Communications, LLC as the named assignee.  (Ex. 1002 at cover). 

6. In preparing this Declaration, I have reviewed the ’650 Patent, the file 

history of the ’650 Patent, numerous prior art references, and technical 

references from the time of the alleged invention. 

7. I understand that claims in an IPR are given their broadest reasonable 

interpretation in view of the patent specification and the understandings of 

one having ordinary skill in the relevant art. 

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

September 11, 1987.  My opinions are based, at least in part, on the 

following references in view of the knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the 

art as of September 11, 1987: 

Reference Date of Public Availability 
U.S. Patent No. 4,789,895 to 
Mustafa, et al. (“Mustafa”) 

Filed April 30, 1987; Issued and 
Published on December 6, 1988 
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