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I, Kimberly K. Cameron, Ph.D., declare as follows: 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Fluidmaster, Inc. (“Petitioner”) as 

an independent expert to review U.S. Patent No. 9,103,105 (the “’105 Patent”) and 

specifically claims 1–24 of the ’105 Patent (“Challenged Claims”), and to provide 

my opinions in connection with a petition for inter partes review before the Patent 

Trial and Appeal Board (“the Petition”) in Proceedings No. IPR2024-006634 (the 

“Proceedings”). 

2. I have previously submitted a declaration in the Proceedings, on March 

3, 2024. EX1004. My resumé and detailed description of my experience can be 

found in EX1004. 

3. I have previously testified in deposition in the Proceedings, on 

November 19 and November 20, 2024. EX2008. 

4. This declaration incorporates by reference the full contents of EX1004 

and EX2008 as if set forth herein, including all reservations of rights as described 

therein, and supplements my opinions reflected therein. 

I. DOCUMENTS RELIED UPON 

5. In preparing for and writing this supplemental declaration and forming 

the opinions expressed herewith, and in addition to the materials I previously 

identified, I have also reviewed the Board’s Institution Decision in the Proceedings 
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(Paper 21) and Patent Owner’s Response (“POR”) in the Proceedings, submitted on 

December 24, 2024 (Paper 28), as well as all exhibits thereto. 

6. I have also reviewed the transcript of the deposition of Patent Owner’s 

expert Michael Jobin, taken March 11, 2025, as well as all exhibits thereto. EX1037. 

II. SUMMARY OF SUPPLEMENTAL OPINIONS 

7. I submit this supplemental declaration in these Proceedings to address 

evidence and arguments that have been submitted since I provided my prior 

declaration including arguments raised by Patent Owner (“PO”) in the POR, and 

various documents that discuss or refer to the subject matter of these references.  

8. After reviewing the POR, my opinion remains unchanged that all 

claims of the ’105 Patent are unpatentable as obvious in light of one or more of the 

prior art references cited in my previous declaration.  

9. I also remain of the view that at least Claims 1–18 of the ’105 Patent 

are anticipated by Schuster. EX1029. 

III. SUPPLEMENTAL OPINIONS 

A. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION 

1. “Integrally Molded” 

10. I understand that the Board has adopted certain constructions in its 

Institution Decision, including with respect to the term “integrally molded”. Paper 

21. I understand that the Board construed “integrally molded” to mean “molded 

together as a single structure.” Id. at 14–15. I also understand that the Board 
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explained that its construction “exclude[s] items created as separate pieces and 

attached together later” and that it “is consistent with the plain language of the claims, 

which requires the extended portion be ‘integrally molded with’ the body and not 

just the extended portion be integral with the body.” Id. 

11. I believe that my prior opinions are consistent with the Board’s 

construction. My opinions have not changed because of the Board’s construction. 

2. “Bowl Fill Restriction” 

12. I understand that the Board did not find it necessary to construe “bowl 

fill restriction” in its Institution Decision. Paper 19, 15. 

13. I understand that PO has proposed “bowl fill restriction” be construed 

as “a device for regulating a flow rate of an amount of water flowing therethrough.” 

POR, 7. While I broadly agree with this construction, I believe that PO originally 

claimed “bowl fill valve” as a species characterized by its adjustability (see, e.g., 

EX1012, 47, ¶9; Id., 49, ¶16) whereas PO told the Patent Office that the later-

claimed “bowl fill restriction,” when it first replaced “bowl fill valve” with “bowl 

fill restriction,” was “broader than” the previously-claimed “bowl fill valve”. 

EX1008, 85.  

14. Therefore, I am of the view that a POSITA would understand “bowl fill 

restriction” to encompass “a fixed or adjustable device for regulating a flow rate of 

an amount of water flowing therethrough.” 
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15. I note that neither PO nor its expert have offered a separate definition 

of “flow rate.” However, I agree with Mr. Jobin that the plain and ordinary meaning 

of “flow rate” is “volume per unit time” of fluid passing through a flow control 

device. See EX1037, 68:19–69:6. Moreover, when calculating flow rate, I agree with 

Mr. Jobin that the volume can be measured at either the input or the output of the 

flow control device. Id., 69:17–25.  

3. Testimony Regarding “Integrally Molded” Structures 

16. During my deposition, I was never asked whether I understood the term 

“integrally molded” as recited in the ’105 Patent to refer only to plastic structures.  

17. I was never asked whether I understood the ’105 Patent or its claims to 

be limited to a particular category of material compositions. 

18. I was never asked whether one of ordinary skill in the art would 

understand “integrally molded” to refer only to plastic structures. 

19. I was never asked whether one of ordinary skill in the art would 

understand “molded” to refer only to plastic structures. 

20. I was never asked whether one of ordinary skill in the art would 

understand that “integrally molded” never refers to metal structures.  

21. I was never asked whether one of ordinary skill in the art would 

understand that “molded” never refers to metal structures.  
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22. I was never asked whether metal structures are only ever “cast” or 

“machined.” 

23. If PO is now interpreting “integrally molded” to refer solely to molded 

plastic structures, I disagree. Nothing in the ’105 Patent – neither its claims nor its 

specification – discusses the material composition of its purportedly inventive 

structures, much less limits those to plastic materials. Further, nothing in the 

prosecution history of the ’105 Patent demonstrates that PO intended to narrow its 

“integrally molded” claims in this manner. 

24. In my opinion, “integrally molded” simply means “molded together as 

a single structure,” as construed by the Board. I do not believe that “molded” refers 

to a particular material composition in these claims. 

B. SUPPLEMENTAL OPINIONS AS TO THE PRIOR ART 
REFERENCES 

1. Guoxin 

25. I have previously discussed Registered Utility Model Publication 

Number CN2447417Y to Guoxin (EX1015, Certified Translation at EX1016, 

“Guoxin”).  

26. I understand PO is not challenging the status of this printed publication 

as prior art. 

27. I have also reviewed the Certified Translation of Guoxin provided by 

Patent Owner (EX2007). To the extent that the page/line citations to EX1016 are 
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inconsistent with the page/line citations in EX2007, I have herein referred to 

EX2007 for the convenience of the reader.  

28. I have previously opined that a POSITA would understand that the 

water supply line 403 of Guoxin is connected to an overflow tube, as is conventional 

in the art. See EX1004, ¶119; ¶¶157–160. 

29. I still hold this opinion, which is based on the prior art references that I 

specifically discussed in my prior declaration. Those prior art references confirm 

that overflow tubes are conventional in toilet design. See, e.g., EX1004, ¶81; ¶¶84–

85; ¶339.  

30. Moreover, although I did not explicitly use the word “overflow,” I also 

confirmed this in my deposition. EX2008, 85:6–13 (“Q. How does [water] go into 

the bowl? A. Through a tube.”).  

31. I also previously identified prior art that confirms that it is conventional 

for the first tube that is attached to a water flow regulator to be connected to a second, 

separate, overflow tube to allow for the discharge of water into the bowl. See, e.g., 

EX1004, ¶82 (citing Brown (EX1021) at 4:20–44, which discusses Fig. 4, as shown 

below): 
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32. For all of these reasons, I am still of the opinion that Guoxin discloses 

a tube (water supply line 403) that is conventionally connected to an overflow tube. 

33. I note that Guoxin only provides a partial illustration of water supply 

line 403 in Fig. 2, and does not otherwise specify the configuration or terminus point 

of water supply line 403. 
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34. I do not attach any weight to the depiction of water supply line 403 

descending from the point of attachment in Fig. 2. Line 403 is likely shown as 

descending simply to not clutter the depiction of the float. Regardless of the path and 

curvature of line 403, a POSITA would understand line 403 to terminate in the 

overflow tube so that that water can be directed to the bowl. Based on my review, 

the prior art confirms that it is possible for the water supply line 403 to take any 

number of configurations depending on the physical constraints of the toilet design, 

and a POSITA would understand that the water supply line 403 could ascend and 

descend past the point shown in Figure 2 before being connected to the overflow 

tube. 
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35.  I also disagree that water supply line 403 in Fig. 2 must terminate at 

the bowl. Elsewhere, Guoxin teaches that “a portion of the water from the inlet 

device is directly supplied to the toilet bowl.” EX2007, 2:5–7. A POSITA would not 

understand that to mean that the water must go from the inlet to the toilet bowl 

without passing through any connections or parts.  

36. Consistent with this, Guoxin shows several intermediate connections 

between that inlet device and the bowl (including the switching mechanism 4). 

Similarly, Guoxin’s disclosure that the water supply line 403 “is directed to the toilet 

to directly provide water supply to the toilet,” (EX2007, 2:18–21) does not preclude 

the water going from water supply line 403 through the overflow tube to the toilet, 

particularly when such a connection is conventional in the art.  

37. I have also previously provided my opinion that Guoxin discloses an 

“extended portion” that is “integrally molded.” EX1004, ¶119 (annotating Guoxin 

Fig. 3 to show “an extended portion integrally molded with the body”) and ¶136 

(annotating Guoxin Figs. 3 and 4 to show the extended portion).  

38. Guoxin discloses an extended portion that is molded together as a single 

structure with the body of the toilet fill valve, consistent with the Board’s 

construction. 
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39. Below, I have reproduced annotated Guoxin Fig. 3 from my original 

declaration, along with its annotations. I have now additionally annotated this Figure 

to illustrate the placement of water inlet 401 (blue): 

 
40. In Guoxin Figures 3 and 4, the extended portion (orange) is inserted 

into the water inlet (blue). I note that if the extended portion (orange) was not molded 

together as a single structure with the fill valve, then it would need to be separately 

joined to the fill valve. However, in Figure 5, Guoxin depicts each component of the 
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switching mechanism 4, as evidenced by the fact that Figure 5 is labeled “4” (red 

box added) as shown below:  

 
41. A POSITA would understand that the portion that I highlighted orange 

in Figure 4 is not shown in Figure 5 because it is integrally molded with the toilet 

fill valve rather than being a separate piece that is assembled as part of switching 

mechanism 4.  
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42. Furthermore, a POSITA would understand that in the system depicted 

in Guoxin, the protrusion is integrally molded with the body because there is nothing 

to indicate another connection. In addition, a POSITA would understand that 

including the short protrusion with the body of the fill valve would be insignificant 

in terms of manufacturing complexity, while manufacturing the protrusion 

separately brings drawbacks (such as additional costs, labor, and potential structural 

weaknesses along the connection points). A POSITA would understand that the part 

was formed as a single structure with the body of the fill valve. Forming the 

protrusion separately and adding an additional connection between the protrusion 

and the body would negatively impact the reliability of the connection and increase 

the cost, which also informs the understanding of a POSITA that the main body and 

protrusion are integrally molded in the absence of a depiction or explanation to the 

contrary.  

43. Importantly, if the extended portion (orange) were not integrally 

molded, there would be no reason to have it there at all. Whatever connection was 

made between the extended portion and the fill valve could just as easily be made 

directly to the blue water inlet, making the extended portion superfluous. When 

asked about this at his deposition, Mr. Jobin had no answer as to why a POSITA 

would use the extended portion as a separate piece, rather than connecting the 

switching mechanism 4 to the water inlet device directly, and responded “Well, I 
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don't have information in Guoxin which would provide an answer to that. What I'm 

saying is that what I’m presented with here in front of me in Guoxin doesn't provide 

me with enough information to determine the answer to that question.” EX1037, 

80:15–22.  

44. The reason that the extended portion exists in the first place and is 

integrally molded is to strengthen the area where the stress is likely to occur (at the 

junction between the protrusion and the body). If the extended portion were not 

integrally molded (to avoid a connection in an area where stress is likely to occur) it 

would serve no purpose (again because the blue water inlet could just be connected 

directly) and would just increase the cost unnecessarily. 

45. I have also previously identified that Guoxin discloses “a float; and an 

actuating arm coupled to the float, wherein the actuating arm extends radially 

relative to a longitudinal axis of the toilet fill valve, wherein the actuating arm is 

angularly offset relative to the bowl fill valve, thereby preventing an interference 

with the water flow regulator and a translational stem that extends from the float to 

a free end of the actuating arm”. See, e.g., EX1004, ¶¶198–200.1    

46. Below is a figure from my prior declaration (EX1004, ¶199) that 

identified the translational stem attached to float 2. For clarity, I have now provided 

additional annotations showing that this translational stem (blue) extends from the 

 
1 I maintain that “bowl fill valve” in claim 6 lacks antecedent basis. 
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float to a free end of the actuating arm (green) and therefore couples the actuating 

arm to the float, and the actuating arm is angularly offset relative to the switching 

mechanism 4 (yellow): 

 
47. To the extent that my prior testimony was unclear, I do not intend the 

above annotations to suggest that the water flow regulator attaches at water outlet 

402 (which appears to be PO’s misinterpretation of my prior testimony). Rather, the 

lower red arrow in the above diagram is intended to point to switching mechanism 

4 (yellow) as a whole, of which water outlet 402 is a part. See EX2007, 2:17–20 

(“The switching mechanism 4 is equipped with a valve seat 40…The valve seat 40 

has water inlet and outlet 401 and 402, where the water outlet 402 can be connected 

to the water supply pipeline 403…”); id., Fig. 5 (showing water outlet 402 as one of 

the components of switching mechanism 4).  

48. The vertical movement of the float shown in Guoxin’s Figures 2 and 3 

confirms, and does not contradict, my prior testimony. The actuating arm and the 
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water flow regulator shown in these Figures are not on the same plane. Rather, 

Figure 1 confirms that switching mechanism 4 would project diagonally away from 

the toilet fill valve, while the actuating arm projects directly transverse.  

49. This is also consistent with the stated goal of Guoxin. Figure 3 

demonstrates Guoxin’s system during refilling (as evidenced by the water level 

being lower and the float being down). If Guoxin’s Figure 3 was showing the 

actuating arm of the float being impeded by switching mechanism 4 as PO suggests, 

then that would interfere with refilling and be inconsistent with the purpose of 

Guoxin to “thoroughly flush the toilet of waste.” EX2007 at 1:1–7. In my opinion, a 

POSITA reading Guoxin would therefore understand that the float is attached to the 

translational stem in a manner that is angularly offset from the water flow regulator.  

2. Ho 

50. I have previously discussed U.S. Patent No. 5,862,538 to Ho (EX1022, 

“Ho”). 

51. I understand PO is not challenging the status of this printed publication 

as prior art. 

52. I previously provided my opinion that Ho discloses an “extended 

portion” that is “integrally molded”. EX1004, ¶124 (discussing annotated Figs. 3 

and 5, reproduced below; explaining a POSITA would understand that the protrusion 

in Fig. 5 (blue) slots into the extended portion (orange) as shown in Fig. 3): 
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53. Ho discloses an extended portion that is molded together as a single 

structure of the body of the toilet fill valve, consistent with the Board’s construction. 

The drawings of Ho confirm this. 

54. Specifically, when viewing Figure 3 (and Ho’s other drawings, 

including Figures 7, 8, and 9), I would understand that each of these Figures shows 

a cross–sectional view of Ho’s diverter valve means 30 attached to the body of the 

toilet fill valve. See EX1022, 2:15–44. I have provided additional annotated Figures 

7–9 below, each showing the insertion of the protrusion of Figure 5 (blue) into the 

extended portion (orange) of the body of the toilet fill valve: 
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55. In each Figure above, the cross-hatching for the extended portion 

(orange) is different from the cross-hatching of the protrusion on Ho’s diverter valve 

(blue). This signifies that each of these is a separate structure.  

56. Further, the cross-hatching of the extended portion (orange) extends 

into the body of the toilet fill valve, signifying that this is a cross-section of the toilet 

fill valve itself and that the extended portion (orange) is molded as a single structure 

with the toilet fill valve. 

57. Further, the wavy border on the left side of the extended portion (orange) 

also extends into the body of the toilet fill valve, which confirms that that the 

extended portion (orange) is molded as a single structure with the toilet fill valve. 

58. Figure 5 confirms my understanding, because Figure 5 shows all the 

components of the water flow regulator (Ho’s diverter valve means 30) that are not 

integral to the toilet fill valve – and while Figure 5 includes the protrusion (blue) 

show in Figs. 3, 7–9, it does not include the extended portion (orange). Therefore, a 

POSITA would understand that the extended portion (orange) is molded together as 
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a single structure with toilet fill valve 1, which confirms my opinion that it is 

therefore “integrally molded” as construed by the Board. 

59. Figure 2 does not alter my conclusions. If the extended portion in Figure 

2 was not integral to the fill valve, it would be shown separately as with the 

components of the diverter valve means 30 that are shown in Figure 5. The fact that 

Ho does not separately label the extended portion in Fig. 2 or otherwise disclose its 

components or manner of connection with the body of the toilet fill valve confirms 

to me that it is integral with the fill valve itself and not attached separately. Moreover, 

a POSITA would understand that in the system depicted in Figure 2 of Ho, the 

protrusion is integrally molded with the body because there is nothing to indicate 

another connection. As with Guoxin, forming the extended portion of Ho as a single 

structure with the body of the toilet fill valve would be an insignificant step in terms 

of manufacturing complexity, whereas manufacturing it separately and adding it as 

an additional connection to the body of the fill valve would negatively impact the 

reliability of the connection and increase the cost. This again confirms that the 

extended portion shown in Ho’s figures is integrally molded with the body of the 

toilet fill valve, especially in the absence of a depiction or explanation to the contrary. 

60. A POSITA would also understand the extended portion is formed as a 

single structure with the body of the toilet fill valve, absent a specific indication to 

the contrary, because if there was in fact any connection between the body and the 
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extended portion, that would actually be better made with the restrictor itself (such 

that having the extended portion would be superfluous). For example, if Figure 2 in 

fact shows a separate connection between the fill valve and the extended portion, 

then the diverter valve means 30 of Ho could just connect directly with the toilet fill 

valve via a screw or other connection. Since that is explicitly what is not shown, a 

POSITA would understand that the extended portion is present specifically to allow 

a single connection to the restrictor, not to introduce an additional connection 

between the restrictor and the fill valve. 

61. This all confirms my opinion that the extended portion of Ho is formed 

as a single structure with the body of the toilet fill valve and is therefore “integrally 

molded” as construed by the Board. 

62. I also previously identified that Ho discloses “a float; and an actuating 

arm coupled to the float, wherein the actuating arm extends radially relative to a 

longitudinal axis of the toilet fill valve, wherein the actuating arm is angularly offset 

relative to the bowl fill valve, thereby preventing an interference with the water flow 

regulator and a translational stem that extends from the float to a free end of the 

actuating arm”. See, e.g., EX1004, ¶¶198–200.2    

63. Below is a figure from my prior declaration (EX1004, ¶199) that 

identified the translational stem attached to float 252. For clarity, I have now 

 
2 I maintain that “bowl fill valve” in claim 6 lacks antecedent basis. 
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provided additional annotations showing that the translational stem (blue) extends 

from the float 252 to a free end of the actuating arm (green) and therefore couples 

the actuating arm to the float, and the actuating arm is angularly offset from Ho’s 

diverter valve means 30 (yellow): 

 
64. I note that Ho confirms that the housing 30, transverse inlet pipe 21b, 

and the supply line 40 are all part of the diverter valve means 30 shaded in yellow 

above. See EX1022 at 3:12–17; See also Fig. 5 (showing transverse pipe 40 as one 

of the components of diverter valve means 30). Therefore, to the extent that my prior 

testimony was unclear, I do not mean to suggest that Ho’s water flow regulator 

attaches at supply line 40 (which appears to be PO’s misinterpretation of my prior 

testimony). Rather, the annotation at the lower red arrow above intends to convey 
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that the water flow regulator (yellow) as a whole is attached to the toilet fill valve at 

an angle offset from the actuating arm, as shown by supply line 40 extending 

transversely away from the actuating arm. 

65. Figure 2 of also illustrates the relationship between the actuating arm 

(green), the translational stem (blue) and the float 252: 

 
See also EX1022 at 2:59–60 (“A rod 25 connects the ball-cock valve 22 to a main 

float 252.”) 

66. And Figures 7 through 10 of Ho confirm that there is no interference 

between the actuating arm and the water flow regulator (which is angularly offset). 

Fluidmaster, Inc. - EX1036, Page 026 
IPR2024-00634 (Fluidmaster Inc. v. Danco Inc.)



 

3. Brown 

67. I have previously discussed U.S. Patent No. 3,086,546 to Brown 

(EX1021, “Brown”).  

68. I understand PO is not challenging the status of this printed publication 

as prior art. 

69. I previously provided my opinion that Brown and Ho share a common 

function: “to accurately control the amount of water that flows from the toilet fill 

valve into the toilet bowl.” EX1004, ¶243. In my opinion, the connectors in Brown 

and Ho are interchangeable (id.) and can be substituted for one another to obtain 

predictable results. Id. ¶244–245. Doing so would “simplify the operation of the 

valve and increase the ease with which the valve can be adjusted.” Id., ¶279. 

70. To clarify, the basis of my opinions regarding the interchangeability of 

Brown and Ho is that a POSITA would understand that the components within a 

toilet tank must be sized and oriented appropriately to work in conventional toilet 

designs. This necessarily means that there are only a finite number of well-known 

techniques for connecting flow components (as outlined in my prior declaration) and 

the designs of the connections between those flow components are predictable with 

no more than routine experimentation. Ultimately, a POSITA would be motivated 

to substitute Ho’s diverter valve means in Brown’s system in order to allow for 

adjustments “with the tube still connected to the valve,” which simplifies “the 
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operation of the valve and increase[s] the ease with which the valve can be adjusted.” 

See EX1004, ¶279. In so doing a POSITA would configure the modified Brown 

system to work with conventional toilet designs. 

71. This would extend to the consideration of physical constraints and 

required connections in conventional toilet tank systems when modifying Brown in 

light of Ho. Specifically, it would extend to molding the extended portion of Brown 

as a single structure with the body of the toilet fill valve, in view of the advancements 

of molding techniques and in view of Ho’s disclosure of an integrally molded 

extended portion, to allow for a more compact and robust design. It would also 

extend to molding the extended portion of Brown in view of Ho such that the 

extended portion extends radially from the longitudinal axis of the toilet fill valve, 

to again allow for a more compact and robust design.  

72. I have previously articulated the shared common goal of Brown and Ho, 

“to accurately control the amount of water that flows from the toilet fill valve into 

the toilet bowl.” EX1004, ¶243. In the end, both Brown and Ho control the overall 

flow rate – the amount of water delivered from the toilet fill valve to the toilet bowl 

during a flush cycle per the time to return the tank to full. 

73. Moreover, I do not consider that Brown’s discussion of its water 

silencing means precludes the use of Ho’s valve. I have previously noted that Brown 

aims to eliminate water wastage by controlling water flow, as does Ho. See EX1004, 
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¶243. To be clear, my opinion is that a POSITA would maintain this overall goal of 

Brown even when modifying it in light of Ho. 

74. Finally, I note that both Brown and Ho disclose conventional floats that 

shut off water to prevent overfilling. See above discussion of the float in Ho; See 

also EX1004, ¶323 (discussing the use of a conventional ball cock valve in 

conjunction with a conventional float in Brown) (citing EX1021 at 2:52-71, Fig. 1). 

See also Brown (EX1021), 1:16–19 (“The vast majority of toilets, whether new or 

old, have an upstanding float operated ball cock valve assembly for controlling the 

flow of the incoming water into the flush tank and toilet bowl.”). Therefore, a 

POSITA would continue to maintain this functionality even when modifying Brown 

in light of Ho.  

4. Schuster 

75. I have previously discussed U.S. Patent No. 8,104,105 to Schuster et al. 

(EX1029, “Schuster”).  

76. I continue to believe that Schuster anticipates the ’105 Patent as the 

latter is not entitled to a priority date earlier than the filing date of the ’105 Patent.  

77. I previously identified Schuster Figure 1 when discussing Claim 1[B]. 

See EX1004, ¶376 (citing EX1029 at 1:63–65). To be clear, Schuster discloses that 

the “water inlet 103” and the “water outlets 106” as arranged in the toilet fill valve 

shown in Figure 1 are also present in Figure 4 as well. See EX1029 at 4:49–52 (“With 
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reference to Fig. 4…[t]he toilet fill valve 200 includes the same water inlet 103 and 

the water outlets 106 as the toilet fill valve 100 (FIG. 1).”). Thus, my prior analysis 

incorporates and equally applies with respect to Schuster’s Figure 4. 

78. I also note that the discussion of Figure 4 in Schuster makes it clear that 

the extended portion 206 is “molded together as a single structure” with the body of 

the toilet fill valve. See, e.g., EX1029, 6:1–10 (discussing Figure 4, and specifying 

that “the body 209 of the toilet fill valve 200 may be constructed with the bowl fill 

outlet port 206 using a molding process...”). This confirms that Schuster’s Figure 4 

discloses an extended portion 206 that is integrally molded – i.e. molded as a single 

structure – with the body of the toilet fill valve, consistent with my prior opinion that 

Schuster discloses Claim 1[A]. EX1004, ¶373 (citing Fig. 4). 

79. I hereby declare that all statements made herein of my own knowledge 

are true and that all statements made on information and belief are believed to be 

true; and further that these statements were made with the knowledge that willful 

false statements and the like so made are punishable by fine or imprisonment, or 

both, under Section 1001 of Title 18 of the United States Code and that such willful 

false statements may jeopardize the results of these proceedings. 

[SIGNATURE ON FOLLOWING PAGE]  
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Dated: March 19, 2025 

 

       

 Kimberly K. Cameron, Ph.D. 
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