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I. INTRODUCTION 

I, Dr. Michael C. Brogioli, Ph.D., a resident of Austin, Texas, over 18 years 

of age, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I have personal knowledge of all of the matters about which I testify in 

this declaration.1 

2. Desmarais LLP retained me on behalf of Monterey Research, LLC 

(“Monterey”) to provide my technical opinions and testimony about the petition for 

inter partes review (“Petition”) filed by Qualcomm Incorporated (“Qualcomm”) 

against Claims 1-7 and 9-21 (the “Challenged Claims”) of U.S. Patent No. 6,651,134 

(“the ’134 Patent”).  I refer to those claims as the “challenged claims.”  The full text 

of the challenged claims appears in Appendix A to my declaration. 

3. For my work in this matter, I am being compensated at my usual 

consulting rate of $700/hour, and I am receiving reimbursement for expenses 

incurred in the course of my work.  My compensation is not contingent in any way 

on either the opinions I have reached or the outcome of this case. 

II. BASES FOR OPINIONS 

4. I have reviewed and considered the documents and other materials 

listed below in Section III in light of my specialized knowledge provided by my 

education, training, research, and experience, as summarized in Section IV and 

                                                 
1 All emphases in quotations in this declaration are added unless otherwise specified. 
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