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 I, Paul S. Jacobs, declare as follows: 

1. My name is Paul S. Jacobs.  I am the Founder and President of Jake 

Technologies, Inc.  My business address is 27 Logan Circle NW #14, Washington, 

DC 20005.  I understand that my declaration is being submitted in connection with 

the above-referenced Inter Partes Review proceeding, Case IPR2013-00479. 

I. Qualifications, Background, and Experience 

2. I received a Bachelor of Science in Applied Mathematics from 

Harvard University in 1981, a Master of Science in Applied Mathematics from 

Harvard University in 1981, and a Ph.D. in Computer Science from the University 

of California at Berkeley in 1985.   

3. I have authored or co-authored over 50 scientific and technical 

publications, I am listed as an inventor on two U.S. patents directed to 

computational lexicons, and I have over 30 years of experience in the computer 

and information retrieval industry.   

4. I have served in numerous professional and scientific capacities, 

including one year as a visiting professor of computer science at the University of 

Pennsylvania and several years as a member of the executive committee of the 

Association for Computational Linguistics.  Currently, I serve on the Public Policy 

Council of the Association for Computing Machinery (USACM) and the 

Intellectual Property Committee of that council.  I also serve on the Patent Public 
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