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1 

I, Dr. Eli Saber, declare as follows: 
 

I. INTRODUCTION 
 

1. I have been retained as an independent expert consultant on behalf 

of Angel Technologies, LLC (“Patent Owner” or “Angel Technologies”) in this 

Inter Partes Review proceeding (“IPR”) before the Patent Trial and Appeal Board 

(“Board” or PTAB”) of the United States Patent and Trademark Office (“PTO”) 

regarding U.S. Patent No. 10,417,275 (“the ’275 patent” or “the Challenged 

Patent”) (Ex. 1001).1 I am being compensated for the time I spend on this matter, 

in addition to expenses. My compensation in this case is in no way contingent on 

the nature of my findings, the presentation of my findings in testimony, or the 

outcome of this or any other proceeding. I have no other interest in this proceeding. 

2. In particular, I have been asked to consider, and provide my opinions 

regarding, whether the alleged prior art references cited in this proceeding 

discloses or suggests the features recited in claims 1-12 (“the Challenged 

Claims”) of the ’275 patent, which I understand Meta Platforms, Inc. 

(“Petitioner” or “Meta”) has challenged in this IPR. In my view, the alleged prior 

art references do neither. This declaration is based on the information currently 

                                                      
1 In this Declaration, I reference documents by exhibit numbers that, as I 

understand, are attached to exhibits in this Inter Partes Review of the ’275 Patent. 
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