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I, Justin Douglas Tygar, declare as follows: 

I. SCOPE OF WORK 

1. I have been retained by Visa Inc. and Visa USA, Inc. (together, 

“Visa”) to offer an expert opinion on the validity of certain claims of the ’539 

patent.  I have previously provided testimony in connection with this matter in the 

form of a declaration submitted on July 3, 2018 (Ex-1002) and a deposition taken 

on April 19, 2019.  

2. My qualifications are set forth in my first declaration, Ex-1002, at 

paragraphs 2-10. 

3. Ex-1002 at Appendix A lists the materials I previously reviewed.  I 

also reviewed and considered various other documents in arriving at my opinions 

set forth herein and cite some of them in this declaration.  Appendix B lists the 

additional documentation that I considered in arriving at my opinions. 

4. Visa pays the consulting firm DOAR $700 per hour for my services. 

5. I previously set forth my understanding and opinions pertaining to a 

person of ordinary skill in the art in the relevant field in my first declaration, Ex-

1002, at paragraphs 41-46. 

6. Dr. Jakobsson and I disagree about the appropriate level of skill in the 

art.  See Ex-2001 at ¶¶14-16; Ex-1002 at ¶¶41-46.  In my opinion, the differences 
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