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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 42.6(e), I hereby certify that on this 12th day of 

February, 2026, I caused to be served a true and correct copy of the following to be 

served via email on the attorneys identified in Patent Owner’s Mandatory 

Notices, (Paper 4), who consented to electronic service: 

 PETITIONERS’ DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBITS 

Lead counsel:   Kevin M. Flannery; 

kevin.flannery@dechert.com  

Back-up counsel:     Martin J. Black;  

martin.black@dechert.com  

Sharon K. Gagliardi;  

sharon.gagliardi@dechert.com  

Daniel R. Roberts;  

daniel.roberts@dechert.com   

Dated: February 12, 2026   Respectfully Submitted, 

/Alexis R. Cohen/  
Alexis R. Cohen 
Reg. No. 76,998 
Attorney for Petitioners 
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