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- 1 - 

I, David Levin, declare: 

1. I have been retained on behalf of The Data Company Technologies Inc. 

(the “Petitioner”) as an independent technical expert in this IPR proceeding.  This 

document provides certain of my opinions concerning the patentability of all claims 

in U.S. Patent No. 10,257,319 (“the ’319 patent”), specifically claims 1-29 (the 

“Challenged Claims”). 

2. For my work as an expert in this matter, I am being compensated for 

my services at my standard rate of $500 per hour, plus actual expenses.  My 

compensation is not dependent in any way upon my conclusions, the results of my 

analysis, or the outcome of this inter partes review of the ’319 patent. 

I. PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL BACKGROUND 

3. I am an Assistant Professor in the Department of Computer Science at 

the University of Maryland, a position that I have held since 2017.  I am also 

affiliated with the University of Maryland Institute for Advanced Computer Studies 

(UMIACS), the Maryland Cybersecurity Center (MC2), and I am an affiliate 

assistant professor in the Department of Electrical and Computer Engineering.  I 

chair the Computer Science Undergraduate Honors program at the University of 

Maryland.   My curriculum vitae (“CV”) is provided as Exhibit 1004.   

4. Before taking a position as Assistant Professor, I was a research 

scientist at the University of Maryland and held research positions at Hewlett 
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