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I, Soheil Ghiasi, declare:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. I previously submitted a declaration in the inter partes review

proceeding brought by ATopTech, Inc. (“Petitioner”) regarding U.S. Patent No.

6,237,127 (“the `127 Patent”) that was assigned Case No. IPR2014-001145 (Ex.

1007). My opinions stated in that declaration remain unchanged.

2. The present declaration provides additional opinions regarding the

applicability of the prior art references to claims 5 and 6 of the `127 Patent for

which the Patent Trial and Appeal Board declined to institute a trial because they

adopted a grammatically different claim construction for claim 5. My additional

opinions concern the application of the prior art references to the Board’s claim

construction in the Instituted Decision for IPR2014-001145. Accordingly, I submit

this declaration in support of Petitioner’s petition for inter partes review of claims

5 and 6 of the `127 Patent.

3. I am being compensated for my work in this matter. My

compensation in no way depends upon the outcome of this proceeding.

II. EXPERT QUALIFICATIONS AND CREDENTIALS

4. My qualifications and credentials are provided in paragraphs 4-12 of

my prior declaration. Ex. 1007.

III. BASIS FOR OPINIONS AND MATERIALS REVIEWED

5. The opinions set forth in my declaration are based on my personal

knowledge gained from my education, professional experience, and from the

review of the documents and information described in this declaration.
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6. In preparation of this declaration, I have studied

a. U.S. Patent No. 6,237,127 (Ex. 1001);

b. The file history of U.S. Patent No. 6,237,127 (Ex. 1002);

c. The reference entitled “Timing Analysis with known False Sub

Graphs,” Krishna P. Belkhale and Alexander J. Suess, 1995

IEEE/ACM International Conference of Computer-Aided Design –

Digest of Technical Papers, November 5-9, 1995, San Jose,

California, pgs. 736-740. (“Belkhale”) (Ex. 1005);

d. U.S. Patent No. 5,210,700 (“Tom”) (Ex. 1006); and

e. Institution Decision for IPR2014-001145.

IV. SUMMARY OF MY OPINIONS

7. It is my opinion that claims 5 and 6 of the `127 Patent are rendered

obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103 by Belkhale under the Board’s construction in the

Institution Decision for IPR2014-001145.

8. It is also my further opinion that claims 5 and 6 are rendered obvious

under 35 U.S.C. § 103 by Belkhale in view of Tom under the Board’s construction

in the Institution Decision for IPR2014-001145.

V. LEGAL PRINCIPLES

9. My understanding of the legal principles is provided in paragraphs 17-

27 of my prior declaration. Ex. 1007.

VI. THE PRIOR ART

10. I discuss the scope and content of Belkhale in paragraphs 76-92 and

the scope and content of Tom in paragraphs 201-205 of my prior declaration. Ex.
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1007. I further explain the motivation to combine Belkhale with Tom in

paragraphs 206-216 of my prior declaration. Ex. 1007.

VII. BELKHALE RENDERS CLAIMS 5 AND 6 OBVIOUS

A. The Prior Institution Decision Regarding Claim 5

11. I have studied the Board’s Institution Decision (“`127 Inst. Dec.”)

regarding claim 5. In that decision, the Board found Petitioner had met its burden

of showing that claims 1 and 4 were likely obvious in view of Belkhale. `127 Inst.

Dec. p. 12. The Board also found that Petitioner had not met its burden regarding

claim 5 because the Board adopted a different claim construction than petitioner

and “[p]etitioner has not provided arguments indicating how Belkhale discloses the

recited limitations under this construction.” `127 Inst. Dec. p. 17.

12. Claim 5 depends from claim 4 and further requires the step of

“satisfying an exception, prior to comparing the first timing value, with the first

label.” In my prior declaration I stated that:

I believe this claim contains a typographical error and that the phrase

“with the first label” should actually be “with the first constraint

value.” In the context of claim 5, it does not make sense to compare a

timing value with a label like those in the `127 Patent because a label

is never a timing constraint. Ex. 1007, ¶157.

13. In the institution decision the Board explained:

We are not persuaded that claim 5 requires a timing value to be

compared to a first label. As written, a comma separates the phrase

“prior to comparing first timing value” from the phrase “with the first

label.” Thus, rather than comparing the timing value with the first label,

we read claim 5 to recite “satisfying an exception . . . with the first
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