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I, Michael W. Stewart, M.D., make this declaration in connection with the 

proceeding identified above. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Patent Owner, Regeneron 

Pharmaceuticals, Inc., (“Regeneron”) as a technical expert in connection with the 

proceeding identified above. I submit this declaration in support of Patent Owner’s  

Response in connection with the Inter Partes Review of United States Patent 

No. 11,253,572 (“the ’572 Patent”). 

2. I am being paid at my usual hourly rate for my work on this matter. I 

have no personal or financial stake or interest in the outcome of the present 

proceeding. 

II. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS 

3. It is my opinion that the challenged claims of the ’572 Patent are 

nonobvious and patentable. The following is a summary of my opinions: 

 The results of the recited dosing regimens for angiogenic eye disorders, 

in general, and for age related macular degeneration, specifically, were 

not obvious over Dixon, either alone or in view of the 2006 Press 

Release. 
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