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I, Scott C. Douglas, Ph.D., do hereby declare: 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Engagement 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Andrea Electronics Corporation as 

an expert witness to render opinions on certain issues concerning Inter Partes 

Review No. IPR2017-00626 of U.S. Patent No. 6,363,345 to Joseph Marash et al. 

(Ex. 1001, “the ’345 Patent”).   

B. Compensation and Prior Testimony 

2. I am being compensated at a standard rate of $575 per hour for my 

study and preparation of this declaration.  I am also being reimbursed for 

reasonable and customary expenses associated with my work and testimony in this 

study.  This compensation is not dependent on my opinions or testimony or the 

outcome of this matter. 

3. I have previously testified as an expert in the following matters, which 

also involved the ’345 Patent: U.S. International Trade Commission Investigation 

Nos. 337-TA-949 and 337-TA-1026 on behalf of Andrea Electronics Corp.  During 

the previous four years, I have additionally testified as an expert in the following 

matters: Ericsson Inc. v. Apple Inc., E.D.Tx., 2:15-cv-288-JRG-RSP; and Masimo 

v. Covidien, U.S. Patent and Trademark Office, Interference No. 105875. 

IPage 4 of 104
f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


C. Qualifications and Professional Experience 

4. I am currently a professor in the Department of Electrical Engineering 

at the Bobby B. Lyle School of Engineering at Southern Methodist University.  I 

have been a professor in the Department of Electrical Engineering at Southern 

Methodist University since August 1998.  I have taught, and continue to teach, 

courses to undergraduate and graduate level students in the areas of signal 

processing, including adaptive filtering and adaptive arrays.  My research at 

Southern Methodist University is focused in the areas of acoustic signal 

processing, active noise control, adaptive filtering, array processing, multichannel 

blind deconvolution and source separation. 

5. Prior to my position at Southern Methodist University, I was an 

assistant professor in the Department of Electrical Engineering at the University of 

Utah.  I taught courses to undergraduate and graduate level students in the areas of 

signal processing, including digital signal processing, adaptive filtering, and active 

noise control.  In addition to teaching, I also performed research in the areas of 

adaptive filtering, active noise control, multichannel blind deconvolution and 

source separation, and hardware implementations of adaptive signal processing 

systems. 
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