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I.  INTRODUCTION 

1. I, Robert L. Stoll, have been retained by Maxell, Ltd. to provide expert analysis and 

testimony, including with respect to United States patent practice and procedures generally, and 

specifically as they relate to the products and printed matter in question, and the patents-in-suit1 

and related patents. If called to be a witness at trial, I may testify regarding the subject matter 

outlined below. 

II.  BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS, PREVIOUS TESTIMONY AND 
COMPENSATION 

A. Background and Qualifications 

2. I am employed by the law firm Faegre Drinker Biddle & Reath LLP, located at 

1500 K St NW Ste. 1100, Washington, DC 20005, and have been asked to testify as an expert 

witness on behalf of Maxell, Ltd.  If called to testify as to the matters stated herein, I could and 

would do so competently.  My curriculum vitae, which includes the list of publications that I have 

authored, is attached hereto as Appendix A. 

3. I completed my undergraduate studies at University of Maryland in December 1979 

with a B.S. degree in Chemical Engineering.  I attended the Catholic University of America, 

receiving my Juris Doctor in 1985.  I am a member of the Maryland State Bar, and the Bar of the 

District of Columbia.  I am registered to practice as a patent attorney before the U.S. Patent and 

Trademark Office. 

                                                      
1 The patents in suit and their respective priority dates (at least) are: U.S. Patent Nos. 

6,748,317 on July 12, 1999 (the “’317 Patent”), 6,580,999 on July 12, 1999 (the “’999 Patent”), 
8,339,493 on Jan. 11, 2000 (the “’493 Patent”), 7,116,438 on May 22, 2003 (the “’438 Patent”), 
6,408,193 on Nov. 10, 1998 (the “’193 Patent”), 10,084,991 on Sep. 25, 2008 (the “’991 Patent”), 
6,928,306 on Jan. 7, 2000 (the “’306 Patent”), 6,329,794 on May 22, 2000 (the “’794 Patent”), 
10,212,586 on May 23, 2012 (the “’586 Patent”), 6,430,498 on Jul. 12, 1999 (the “’498 Patent”). 
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