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|, E. Fred Schubert, declare as follows:

I ntroduction

1. My nameis Dr. E. Fred Schubert. | have been asked to submit this
declaration on behalf of Godo Kaisha IP Bridge 1 (“IP Bridge” or “Patent Owner’)
in connection with a Petition for Inter Partes Review of U.S. Patent No. 7,126,174
(“the *174 patent”), which | understand was submitted to the Patent Trial and
Appea Board of the United States Patent and Trademark Office by petitioner
Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company Ltd. (“TSMC”).

2. | have been retained as a technical expert by |P Bridge to study and
provide my opinions on the technology claimed in, and the patentability or non-
patentability of, claims 1-3, 5-7, 9-12, and 14-18 in the *174 patent (“the
Challenged Claims”).

3. | understand the *174 patent is related to U.S. Patent Nos. 6,967,409
(the *409 patent), 6,709,950 (the *950 patent), and 6,281,562 (the *562 patent) and
also claims the benefit of priority to two Japanese applications, JP 7-192181,
which was filed on July 27, 1995, and JP 7-330112, which was filed on December
19, 1995.

Summary of Opinions
4, | have reviewed the *174 patent, associated prior art, the TSMC

Petition, the Declaration of Dr. Banerjee, as well as references cited therein. |
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understand that the Petitioner and its expert, Dr. Banerjee, express the following
contentions:

5. First, Petitioner and its expert contend that LOCOS isolation and
trench isolation are interchangeable and one could easily substitute LOCOS
isolation with trench isolation.

6. Second, Petitioner and its expert offer two combinations, (1) Lee and
Noble as well as (2) Lee and Ogawa, and contend that the substitution of Lee’s
LOCOS isolation with either Noble’s or Ogawa’s trench isolation would result in
the claimed invention of the *174 patent.

7. Based on my experience and knowledge in the field and based on my
review of the documents, | express my opinions as follows:

8. First, it ismy opinion that LOCOS isolation and trench isolation are
substantially different structures thereby requiring that their fabrication processes
aswell asthe processes that they are integrated into must be modified substantially
when transitioning from LOCOS isolation to trench isolation.

9. Second, it is my opinion that a simple substitution of LOCOS isolation
with trench isolation, without a detailed re-engineering of afabrication process, is
not obvious, not possible, and if done nonetheless, would result in a non-working
Si IC device.

10. Accordingly, it ismy opinion that the *174 patent is not obvious based
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