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I, Narasimha Reddy, do hereby declare as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Cisco Systems Inc. (“Cisco”) as 

an independent expert witness for the above-captioned Petition for Inter Partes 

Review (“IPR”) of U.S. Patent No. 6,775,235 (“the ’235 Patent”).  I am being 

compensated at my usual and customary rate for the time I spent in connection 

with this IPR.  My compensation is not affected by the outcome of this IPR. 

2. I have been asked to provide my opinions regarding whether claims 1, 

4-15, and 19-24 (each a “Challenged Claim” and collectively the “Challenged 

Claims”) of the ’235 Patent are invalid as they would have been obvious to a 

person having ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) as of the earliest claimed 

priority date.  It is my opinion that all of the Challenged Claims would have been 

obvious to a POSITA after reviewing the prior art discussed below.  

3. In preparing this Declaration, I have reviewed:  

a)  EX1001, the ’235 Patent; 

b)  EX1002, the file history of the ’235 Patent; 

e) the prior art references discussed below:  

 US Patent 6,243,754 to Guerin et al. (“Guerin”) (EX1006); 

 U.S. Patent No. 6,748,439 to Monachello et al. 

(“Monachello”) (EX1007); 
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