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I, Raj eev Surati, PhD, of Cambridge, Massachusetts, declare that:

I. INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF WORK

1. On July 17, 2019, I provided an initial Declaration in the IPR2019-

0925 proceeding. See EX2001. I provide this Second Declaration in response to

the October 16, 2019 Board Decision instituting IPR. In this Second Declaration, I

provide additional analysis regarding whether the references cited in Grounds 1-4

of the Petition render obvious the inventions claimed by the ’634 patent.

2. My analysis is directed by my education, training, and experience as a

person of ordinary skill in the art as of the priority date of the ’634 patent, which

for purposes of my analysis here is assumed to be the effective filing date of the

’634 patent—December 1, 2003.

3. I am being compensated for my work in connection with this IPR

proceeding at my standard hourly rate. My compensation is not in any way

contingent on the substance of my opinions or the outcome of these proceedings.

II. SUMMARY OF OPINIONS

4. Based on my experience and expertise, which is discussed in my

initial Declaration (EX2001, 11117-20), and my review of the references identified by

Petitioners in this IPR for the ’634 patent, it is my opinion that the cited references

do not render obvious at least claims 1, 4-7, 10-13, and 16-18 of the ’634 patent.

III. BASIS FOR OPINIONS
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5. My opinions and analysis set forth in this Declaration are based on my

education, training, and experience as summarized above and detailed in my C.V.,

as well as my reView of the ’634 patent, its prosecution history, and the references

identified by Petitioners in this IPR proceeding. I have also reviewed the

declaration from Dr. Sandeep Chatterj ee (EX1102), which Petitioners submitted in

support of its Petition in this IPR proceeding. I have also reViewed the Petition and

each of the accompanying documents that are cited in the Petition, including those

specifically mentioned in Grounds 1-4 of the Petition (noted below). I have also

reViewed my initial Declaration signed July 17, 2019 (EX2001) and the October

16, 2019 Board Decision instituting IPR in this case (“Institution Decision”).

Further, I have also reViewed the deposition testimony of Dr. Sandeep Chatterj ee

(EX20 1 7).

6. The Petition refers to the following materials in Grounds 1-4 of the

Petition, which I specifically reViewed and address below as part of my analysis

for this Declaration:

0 Declaration of Sandeep Chatterjee, Ph.D. (EX1102)

0 US. Patent No. 7,434,177 B1 to Bas Ording et al. (“Ording”,

EX1103)

o Excerpts from Microsoft Computer Dictionary (5th ed. 2002)

(EX1108)
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