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I, Philip H. Bucksbaum, Ph.D., hereby declare as follows:  

 
I. INTRODUCTION 

1. My name is Philip H. Bucksbaum. 

2. I understand that in response to a Petition submitted by ASML 

Netherlands B.V., Excelitas Technologies Corp., and Qioptiq Photonics GmbH & 

Co. KG (collectively, “Petitioners”), the Patent Trial and Appeal Board (“Board”) 

instituted an inter partes review, IPR2015-01375 (“IPR ’1375”), as to claims 1, 

15, and 18 of U.S. Patent No. 9,048,000 (the ’000 Patent).  I understand that the 

’000 Patent is titled “High Brightness Laser-Driven Light Source” by Donald K. 

Smith and that the ’000 Patent is currently assigned to Energetiq Technology, Inc. 

of Woburn, MA (“Energetiq”). 

3. I also understand that in response to a Petition submitted by ASML 

Netherlands B.V., Excelitas Technologies Corp., and Qioptiq Photonics GmbH & 

Co. KG (collectively, “Petitioners”), the Patent Trial and Appeal Board (“Board”) 

instituted an inter partes review, IPR2015-01362 (“IPR ’1362”), as to claims 1, 2, 

3, and 7 of U.S. Patent No. 8,969,841 (the ’841 Patent).  I understand that the ’841 

Patent is titled “Light Source for Generating Light from a Laser Sustained plasma 

in a Above-Atmospheric Pressure Chamber” by Donald K. Smith and that the ’841 

Patent is currently assigned to Energetiq Technology, Inc. of Woburn, MA 

(“Energetiq”). 
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