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I, Michael D. Sprenger, declare that: 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by Universal Electronics Inc., which I may refer 

to as either the “Patent Owner” or “UEI,” for this inter partes review proceeding, 

which I may refer to as an “IPR.”  I understand that this IPR proceeding involves 

U.S. Patent No. 9,911,325, which I may refer to as “the ’325 patent” for shorthand.  

I understand that the claims challenged in this IPR are Claims 1-5 and 7 of the ’325 

patent.   

2. I understand that the ’325 patent is assigned to UEI. 

3. I understand that in this proceeding Roku, Inc., which I may also refer 

to as the “Petitioner,” filed a Petition for review of Claims 1-5 and 7 of the ’325 

patent.  

4. I understand that the above claims are challenged on the following 

three grounds: 

Claims Challenged Basis References 
1-3, 5, 7 Obviousness Ground 1: Rye, Skerlos 
1-5 Obviousness Ground 2: Caris, Dubil 

 
5. I have been asked to provide my objective, independent analysis of 

the ’325 patent in view of the asserted prior art references cited in the Petition and 

to provide my opinion regarding the allegations in the Petition, as well as the 

supporting opinions of Dr. Samuel H. Russ.  
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