his legal ownership in the '986 patent, as well as the foreign counterparts, to
Uniboard. Lans insisted that he continue to be the owner of the patents and the
sole plaintiff in any infringement suits asserting the patents. He repeated that
Uniboard had no ownership interest in the '986 patent or its foreign counterparts.
Ac’cordingly, the decision was made to initiate both Italian and German litigation in
the name of Lans.

18. On or about January 29, 1999, I received an e-mail from Lans
responding to draft responses to Compaq interrogatories. These interrogatories had
been previously sent to Delphi attorneys in late 1998 and had been extensively
discussed by them with Lans. The draft responses sent to Lans on January 29,
1999, were the product, in large part, of the discussions in prior meetings between
Lans ‘é‘nd the Delphi attorneys.

19.  When I read Lans' suggestion that the response to Interrogatory No.
10 could perhaps be changed from "I am the sole owner of the '986 patent" to "the
company Unoboard (sic) AB 1s the owner of the '986 patent rights but the patent is
still registered in Mr. Hakan Lans name’, I immediately contacted him by
telephone. I asked Lans what he meant by Uniboard "is the owner of the '986
patent rights." Consistent with his many prior statements and Uniboard's annual
reports, Lans again stated that this referred to Uniboard's receipt of revenues from
the patent. Lans again confirmed that he was the sole owner of the patent and
Uniboard had no ownership rights. I distinctly recall that Lans was very annoyed

that he had to repeat this statement to me. I explained to Lans that this



interrogatory required information regarding ownership of the title to the patent,
and, based on his consistent statements, that Uniboard did not have any ownership
interest in the '986 patent, Lans agreed that the draft response to Interrogatory No.
10 was correct and that he would sign the verification for the interrogatories.

20. In my many meetings with Lans, and in extensive correspondence and
telephone discussions with him, he clearly demonstrated fluency in spoken and
written English and appeared sophisticated and knowledgeable about business and
legal affairs. He frequently reminded my colleagues and me of his credentials as a
scientist and of his high stature and reputation in Sweden. As a result of these
factors, my colleagues and I were confident of the reliability and truthfulness of the
statements and representations made by Lans to us during the course of our
representation.

21.  Until the filing of Gateway's Motion to Dismiss on August 6, 1999,
which attached a copy of a document which appeared to assign all right, title, and
interest in the '986 patent to Uniboard, neither I nor my colleagues had any reason
to believe that Lans was less than truthful about his statements regarding his
consistent, exclusive ownership of the '986 patent.

29 When we were served on August 6, 1999, with the Gateway motion and
the attached document, we were stunned. We immediately contacted Lans by
telephone. When I informed Lans of the assignment document and the relief
requested by the motion, Lans replied that he did not recall any such assignment

document. I informed Lans that the assignment document and the declaration of



IBM's attorney, Peter Evans, were being faxed to him and that hey should call us
back as soon as he reviewed it. Lans called us back within the hour and
acknowledged that, upon seeing the document, he remembered it and did not
dispute the substance of the declaration of IBM attorney, Peter Evans.

93 ] have reviewed the Declaration of Hakan Lans Supporting Motion of
Hans Lans and Uniboard Aktiebolag for Reconsideration of the Courts (sic)
September 6, 2001, Order Concerning Attorneys Fees. In addition to noting the
many other false statements contained therein, I unequivocally state that the
statements in paragraph 18 of the Lans Declaration are categorically false. The
declarations signed by Lans in opposition to the Gateway motion, and his
subsequent Rule 60(b) motion, were wholly the product of Lans' factual responses to
interviews by Delphi and my firm. No one put words in Lans' mouth or statements
in his declaration that were not based on his recollection of the facts

24. Based upon an assessment of the probability of the granting of the
Gateway motion, our firm and Delphi recommended to Lans in approximately late
October 1999, that Uniboard be prepared immediately to file suit against Gateway
and the remaining computer companies in the event of a dismissal. It was
explained to Lans there was a high probability that, as a result of the dismissal of
his suit, the computer companies, following the examples of Micron in Idaho and
Compagq in Texas, could file declaratory judgment actions against Uniboard in
several jurisdictions throughout the United States. Additionally, I expressed my

concern about the applicability of the doctrines of laches, estoppel and waiver on a
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| delay in filing suit on behalf of Uniboard. As managing director of Uniboard, Lans
authorized our firm to draft a complaint on behalf of Uniboard and to be ready to
file that complaint in the event of a final dismissal of the Lans cases against the
computer companies.

95 Once the Court dismissed the Lans cases and held that Lans was less
than forthcoming, Lans became even more persistent about his ownership of the
'986 patent. This included Lans' adamant request to testify in the appeal of the
Court's dismissal of the Lans and Uniboard actions. I informed Lans that it was not
possible to testify in the appeal to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit
because the evidentiary record was closed. When Lans subsequently expressed an
interest after the appeal in testifying before the Court in connection with the motion
for attorney's fees, I informed him that he could do so if the Court held an
evidentiary hearing and wanted to hear his testimony.

26, On November 5, 2000, Lans sent an e-mail to me, which attached his
"summary" purporting to clarify issues regarding ownership of the '986 patent.
That document is entirely consistent with his repeated statements throughout the
course of my representation of Lans that he, and he alone, held title to the '986
patent.

I SOLEMNLY AFFIRM under the penalties of perjury that the foregoing 1s

jef.

true and correct based upon my personal knowledge and

Py

ay (0, 2004

.

LOUXS S. MASTRIANI
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I hereby certify that on this [()\fc/6 day of (\f\/b'v? , 2004, before me
the subscriber, a Notary Public of the District aforesaid, personally appeared
LOUIS S. MASTRIANI, known to me and satisfactorily proven to be the person
whose name is subscribed within instrument acknowledged that he executed the

same for the purposes therein contained.

NOTARY SEAL

2~ 5o

~Notats.Public’ ?'\"bﬁ

My Commission Expires
February 28, 2005
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