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I. INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is William Vanderheyden, I have over twenty-five 

years of experience in the design of tape cartridges and I am the founder of V1 

Design & Manufacturing, a design to manufacturing engineering service.  I have 

prepared the following declaration and analysis as an expert witness on behalf of 

FUJIFILM Corporation (“Fujifilm”).  In this declaration, I provide my technical 

basis and analysis as to the validity of claims 1-3 of U.S. Patent No. 6,462,905 (the 

“’905 Patent”). 

2. I was retained as an expert witness in this matter and this 

declaration contains my expert opinions formed to date and the reasoning for those 

opinions.  I may offer additional opinions based on further review of materials in 

this case, including opinions and/or testimony of other expert witnesses. 

3. My relevant qualifications, including my educational 

background and career history is summarized below.  My full curriculum vitae is 

attached as Exhibit 1 to this declaration. 

A. Background 

4. I have over twenty-five years of product development 

experience in data storage tape products.  I obtained a Bachelor of Science in 

Mechanical Engineering from the University of Wisconsin–Madison in 1991.   
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5. After graduating from the University of Wisconsin–Madison, I 

worked as a Senior Development Engineer at 3M.  In this role, I was involved in 

the development of components for data storage cartridges, including part design, 

analysis, prototyping, tool design and modeling.  Around 1990, 3M reached an 

agreement with IBM to purchase the rights to the 3480-type cartridge technology.  

I was part of a technical team at 3M that was sent over to IBM to meet with the 

team that developed the 3480-type cartridge.  In this role, I became familiar with 

the components of the 3480-type cartridge, and held meetings with various IBM 

employees who were instrumental with the initial design and development of the 

3480-type cartridge.   

6. Using this foundational knowledge of the 3480-type cartridge, I 

was able to work on the design of several future iterations of data storage tape 

products that were designed and developed at 3M.  Such products include 3490, 

Timberline, SD-3, 3590, & QIC.  On one particular project, I designed a hub for 

the Timberline data storage tape cartridge.  

7. After 3M spun off its data storage business into Imation 

Corporation, I worked at Imation as a Product Development Specialist.  As a 

Product Development Specialist, I was part of a laboratory team that focused on 

cartridge development.  I was also involved in the design and analysis of tape 
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