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I, Zaydoon (“Jay”) Jawadi, declare as follows: 

I. BACKGROUND AND QUALIFICATIONS 

1. My name is Zaydoon (“Jay”) Jawadi. 

2. I am an independent expert and consultant.  I have been retained as an 

expert witness on behalf of SynKloud Technologies, LLC (“SynKloud”) for the 

above-captioned Inter Partes Review (IPR) regarding U.S. Patent No. 9,239,686 

(“’686 Patent”). 

3. As shown in my curriculum vitae (attached as Exhibit 2002), I have a 

Bachelor of Science in Electrical Engineering from Mosul University, a Master of 

Science in Computer Science from Columbia University with a Citation for 

Outstanding Achievement – Dean’s Honor Student, and over 40 years of 

experience in software and product design and development, engineering, 

consulting, and management in the fields of data storage, Internet, software, data 

networking, computing systems, and telecommunication. 

4. I have worked with and possess expertise in numerous technologies, 

including data storage technologies and interfaces, Internet and website 

technologies, databases, data networking technologies and protocols, and 

telephony. 

5. From 1978 to 1980, I worked as a telecommunication/electrical 

engineer for Emirtel (formerly Cable and Wireless, now Etisalat).  During my 
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