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I, Ronald P. Locati, declare as follows:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. My name is Ronald P. Locati. I have been retained by counsel for
Patent Owner Anderson Power Products, Inc. (“Patent Owner”) to provide my
independent analysis regarding the patentability and validity of claims 1-4 and 7-12
(collectively, the “Challenged Claims™) of U.S. Patent No. 8,808,017 (“the ‘017
patent”). I reserve the right to supplement or amend my opinions to account for any
additional information that subsequently becomes available to me, any matters
subsequently raised by Petitioner BizLink Technology, Inc. (“Petitioner”), any
opinions subsequently provided by Petitioner’s expert Dr. Eldering, and/or in light
of any relevant orders or other developments in this matter.

A. My Background, Qualifications, Publications, and Testimony

2. My background, qualifications, and educational and employment
history are set forth in my curriculum vitae, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

3. I have a Bachelor of Science degree in Mechanical Engineering
Technology from the University of Pittsburgh, and since graduating have been
directly involved in engineering and designing electrical connectors for 45 years.

4. I am currently an independent Senior Consultant with APEX Electrical
Interconnection Consultants, LLC, a firm which provides design, engineering, and

technology solutions to both manufacturers and end-users of electrical
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interconnection products. My personal consulting expertise with APEX includes the
design of electrical connectors, contacts, and related electromechanical devices, the
forensic examination, testing, and diagnosis of failed connectors, educating and
training companies and individuals about the practical application of connection
technologies, and "designing around" patented connectors and interconnection
devices. As a result of my work I am named inventor on five electrical connector
patents that issued during my association with APEX.

5. As Vice President and Engineering Director specializing in Product
Design and Development from 1997 to 2002 with Stewart Connector Systems, I
directed electrical and mechanical engineers responsible for the design of modular
jack and plug connectors that are used in telecommunication and data equipment. [
am named inventor on eleven different electrical connector patents that resulted from
my work with Stewart Connector Systems.

6. From 1994 to 1997, I held the position of Engineering Director at LRC
Electronics. There I directed the design, development, and testing activities of
mechanical and electrical engineers and technicians responsible for creating new
coaxial cable connector designs. CATV connectors are used to power and distribute
high-fidelity signals within the outdoor wiring infrastructure that enables the long-

distance transmission of cable signals to an end user. I obtained seven electrical
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connector patents during my tenure at LRC Electronics, each of which advanced the
state-of-the-art as cable systems adopted higher performance standards.

7. I began my engineering career in 1979 with connector industry
juggernaut AMP Incorporated (aka TE Connectivity), and progressed in the
technical ranks up through 1994. While at AMP, my roles included Advanced
Design and Development Leader with a Corporate Connector Research and
Development group, Project Leader for a Product Design Team involving wiring
and connectors, a Product Design and Development Engineer for miniature wiring
connectors, and a Technical Design Support Engineer for various wiring connector
products including crimped, soldered, insulation displacement (IDC), spring tension,
and screw-terminated contacts. My responsibilities spanned hands-on design,
development, testing, and commercialization of both high-power and signal-critical
electromechanical connectors that are still used in various performance-critical end
products today, in applications including medical devices, industrial and consumer
goods, electronics, aircraft and other military and defense products, supercomputers,
and vehicles, to name a few specific applications. While at AMP I invented twelve
different electrical connectors.

B. Compensation

8. I am being compensated for my time in connection with this case at my

standard hourly consulting rate, without regard to the outcome of this proceeding.
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9. I am not, and never have been, an employee of Patent Owner. I am not
receiving compensation for this declaration beyond my normal hourly fees based on
my time actually spent analyzing and documenting my opinions herein on the ‘017
patent. My compensation is not related to the outcome of this proceeding, and I will
not receive any additional compensation based on the outcome of any IPR or other
proceeding involving the ‘017 patent.

II. SUMMARY OF MY OPINIONS

10. In summary, it is my opinion that each of the Challenged Claims of the
‘017 patent is patentable and valid. Petitioner and its expert, Dr. Eldering, have
failed to show that the Challenged Claims are anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and
rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103.

III. LEGAL PRINCIPLES

11. I will not offer opinions of the law, as [ am not an attorney. However,
patent counsel has informed me of several patent law principles, upon which I have
relied to arrive at my conclusions.

A.  Legal Standard for Claim Construction

12. It is my understanding that the purpose of the claim construction
process is to determine the meaning of the terms in the Challenged Claims of the
‘017 patent to a person of ordinary skill in the art (“POSITA”) as of the time that the
claimed invention was filed. I also understand that the words of the claims, the

specification, and the prosecution history are to be primarily considered in order to
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construe the claims. These three sources are commonly referred to as “intrinsic
evidence,” while everything else is referred to as “extrinsic evidence.”

13. It is my understanding that in an /nter Partes Review the words of a
claim are generally given their ordinary and customary meaning to a POSITA as of
the time that the patent application containing the claimed invention was filed.

14. It is my further understanding that the same words and phrases within
a claim or claims are presumed to have the same meaning. It is also my
understanding that different words and phrases within a claim or claims are
presumed to have different meanings. Similarly, all words in a claim have meaning,
and a word or phrase in a claim should not be interpreted so as to render other words
or phrases in the claim superfluous.

15. Itis also my understanding that a POSITA is deemed to read the claim
term not only in the context of the particular claim in which the disputed term
appears, but in the context of the entire patent, including the specification and the
prosecution history.

B. Legal Standard for Anticipation

16. Tunderstand that a patent claim may be unpatentable as anticipated only
if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or
inherently described, in a single prior art reference. I understand that the reference

must not only disclose all elements of the claim within the four corners of the
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document, but must also disclose those elements arranged as in the claim. I also
understand that inherent anticipation requires that the missing descriptive material
is necessarily present in the prior art. I understand that inherency may not be
established by probabilities or possibilities. I further understand that a prior art
reference used to establish anticipation must be enabling so that the claimed subject
matter may be made or used by a POSITA.

C. Legal Standard for Obviousness

17. I understand that a patent claim may be unpatentable if the invention
recited in the claim would have been obvious to a POSITA at the time the invention
was made. In considering whether the Challenged Claims of the ‘017 patent are
obvious, I have been asked to consider (a) the level of ordinary skill in the art at the
time of the claimed invention, (b) the scope and content of the prior art, and (¢) any
differences between the prior art and the Challenged Claims of the ‘017 patent. I
further understand that the patent owner may show “secondary factors” related to
non-obviousness, including commercial success, long-felt but unresolved need,
failure of others, copying, praise by others, and unexpected results.

18. I understand that a patent claim composed of several elements is not
necessarily proved obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its elements was
independently known in the prior art. I also understand that obviousness should not

be analyzed using the benefit of hindsight. Instead, it must be analyzed from the
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standpoint of what was known and understood by a POSITA at the time of the
claimed invention. I further understand that a party seeking to invalidate a patent
claim as obvious must demonstrate that a POSITA would have had reason to
combine the teachings of the prior art references to achieve the claimed invention,
and that the POSITA would have had a reasonable expectation of success in doing
so. I also understand that the party must persuasively explain how the references
would be combined to arrive at the claimed invention. I understand that a proposed
modification or combination is inappropriate for an obviousness inquiry when the
modification or combination would change a prior art reference’s basic principle of
operation or would render the prior art reference inoperable for its intended purpose.

19. I wunderstand that a reference qualifies as prior art for
an obviousness determination only when it is analogous to the claimed invention. I
understand that prior art is analogous if it is from the same field of endeavor or if it
is reasonably pertinent to the particular problem the inventor is trying to solve.

IV. THE BASES FOR MY OPINIONS

20. I have reviewed the ‘017 patent, including the Challenged Claims and
the prosecution history of the ‘017 patent. (EX1001 and EX1002).

21. I have also reviewed Petitioner’s Petition for Inter Partes Review, the
attached Declaration of Dr. Eldering (EX1003), the transcript of the deposition of

Dr. Eldering (EX2002), as well as the Exhibits attached to the Petition.
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22. I have also reviewed the Board’s Institution Decision.

23. In forming my opinions, I have considered the materials listed above
and any other documents cited in this declaration. I have also relied on my own
education, knowledge, and experience in the relevant art.

24.  1have also considered the understanding of a POSITA around the time
of the invention of the Challenged Claims.

V.  PERSON OF ORDINARY SKILL IN THE ART

25. [ am informed that prior art and any opinions related to the prior art
are to be analyzed from the perspective of a POSITA who would be involved in the
same field as the ‘017 patent at the time of the invention of the Challenged Claims
(i.e., January 4, 2013).

26. It i1s my understanding that six factors may be considered when
determining the level of ordinary skill in the art. The six factors are: (a) the education
level of the inventor; (b) the type of problems encountered in the art; (c) prior art
solutions to those problems; (d) the rapidity with which innovations are made; (e)
the sophistication of the technology; and (f) the education level of active workers in
the field. I have used these factors in combination with the available information to
determine the level of ordinary skill in the art.

27. 1 understand that a POSITA is presumed to possess the normal skills

and technical knowledge of an individual focused on the particular problem that the
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claimed invention addresses. I further understand that a POSITA is presumed to
have knowledge of all references that are sufficiently related to one another and to
the pertinent art, and to have knowledge of arts pertinent to the particular problem
that the claimed invention addresses.

28.  All the opinions that I express in this declaration have been made from
the standpoint of a POSITA at the time of the invention of the Challenged Claims of
the ‘017 patent.

29. I understand that Petitioner has proposed that a POSITA would have
had at least a bachelor’s degree in electrical engineering or a similar field and at least
two years of experience working with electrical circuits or electrical connectors,
including power connectors. (Petition at 19.)

30. I disagree with Petitioner’s proposed definition of a POSITA as it is
inaccurate. The ‘017 patent states that the “invention relates to electrical connectors,
and more particularly, to an electrical connector that suppresses arcing if connected
or disconnected while current is flowing.” (EX1001, ‘017 patent, at 1:6-8.)
Petitioner’s definition of a POSITA, on the other hand, encompasses individuals
with no experience in the ‘017 patent’s field of electrical connectors. (Petition at 19
(“electrical circuits or electrical connectors™).) An individual who had no

experience with electrical connectors at the time of the invention of the ‘017 patent
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would not have been considered a POSITA in the field of the ‘017 patent (i.e.,
electrical connectors).

31.  Petitioner’s proposed definition of a POSITA is also incorrect because
it is overbroad. “Working with” electrical connectors is broad enough to encompass
merely using or installing electrical connectors. For example, a concert “roadie” that
has used electrical connectors for decades would be considered a POSITA under
Petitioner’s definition, even if he or she has no idea how electrical connectors work
and had never designed or developed an electrical connector. To properly
understand the electrical connectors of the ‘017 patent, including the technical
requirements of suppressing electrical arcing, a POSITA in the field of the ‘017
patent would have had at least two years of experience designing or developing
electrical connectors.

32. Ibelieve that a POSITA would have had at least a bachelor’s degree in
mechanical or electrical engineering or an equivalent field, and at least two years of
experience designing or developing electrical connectors.

33.  As of the time of the invention of the Challenged Claims of the ‘017
patent, I qualified as a POSITA under both parties’ definitions.

VI. THE BOARD’S INSTITUTION DECISION

34. I understand the Board instituted review of the Challenged Claims of

the ‘017 patent on six grounds: (1) alleged anticipation of claims 1-4 and 9 over
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Winkler; (2) alleged obviousness of claim 7 over Winkler in view of Winkler2; (3)
alleged obviousness of claims 8 and 10 over Winkler in view of the Handbook; (4)
alleged obviousness of claims 11 and 12 over Winkler in view of Poliak; (5) alleged
anticipation of claims 1-4 over Kataoka; and (6) alleged obviousness of claims 7-10
over Kataoka in view of the Handbook.

VII. OVERVIEW OF THE ‘017 PATENT AND THE CHALLENGED
CLAIMS

35. The ‘017 patent, entitled “Electrical Connector with Anti-Arcing
Feature,” was issued on August 19, 2014, from U.S. Patent Application No.
13/734,025 (filed January 4, 2013). (EX1001, ‘017 patent, at [21], [22], [45], [54].)

36. The ‘017 patent and the Challenged Claims generally relate to “an
electrical connector that suppresses arcing if connected or disconnected while
current is flowing.” (/d. at 1:6-8.) “Electrical connectors generally should not be
connected or disconnected while the electrical load is turned on.” (/d. at 1:12-13.)
“Electrical arcing between the separated contacts of a live electrical connector
present a hazard of fire and of burns to the user, and any such arcing tends to reduce
the useful life of the connector.” (/d. at 1:13-17.) “Nevertheless, due to the fallibility
of human nature, it remains true that electrical connectors may at times be

inadvertently connected or disconnected while the electrical load is turned on.” (/d.

at 1:18-21.)
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37. The ‘017 patent describes the prior art as having a typical “male and
female connector pair” that includes a male contact 100 and a female contact 102.
(Id. at 2:62-64.) “[I]nsulating structures 108, 110 are provided proximal to the outer
faces of the contacts 100, 102 to support the contacts 100, 102, and to provide
receiving channels for the two insulating housings 104, 106 to mate.” (Id. at 3:6-
10.) As shown in FIG. 1B below, when the prior art connector pair has “been
partially disconnected while a voltage is still being applied” the “leading ends of the
two contacts 100, 102 are separated by a short gap” and “through-air electrical arcing

114 is taking place between them.” (/d. at 3:13-17.)

Figure 1B
Prior Art

(Id. at FIG. 1B (depicting through-air electrical arcing 114).)

38.  To rectify this electrical arcing issue, the inventors of the ‘017 patent
developed a “novel connector pair [that] suppresses electrical arcing between
separated contacts during mating and un-mating of the connectors, without including
an additional connection or switching device.” (/d. at 1:55-58.) The novel connector

pair “includes an insulating barrier that suppresses arcing between separated contacts
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during connection and disconnection of the electrical contacts ... thereby
protect[ing] users from electrical burns and extend[ing] the useful life of the
connector.” (Id. at 1:58-63.) “The insulating barrier includes both a male and a
female barrier, at least one of which is configured so that it extends beyond at least
one of the contacts and covers the leading edge of the contact.” (/d. at 1:64-67.)
“The male and female barriers engage with each other when the contacts are
separated, thereby closing off all through-air paths between the contacts and
suppressing arcing.” (Id. at 1:67-2:3; see also id. at Abstract.)

39.  Unlike the prior art connector pair shown in FIG. 1B, when the “ends
of the two contacts 100, 102 [in the novel connector pair of the ‘017 patent] are not
separated by a large distance, the male insulating barrier 200 is very near to or
physically in contact with the [female] insulating barrier 202, thereby blocking
substantially all through-air arcing paths between the contacts 100, 102.” (/d. at

3:30-36.)

P 202 '102%%-—5 = s
(7 reg //:;S{:{% = -

112

Figure 2B

(Id. at FIG. 2B.)
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40. Independent Challenged Claim 1 of the ‘017 patent (the only
independent claim challenged by Petitioner) is reproduced below:

1[pre] An electrical connector pair, comprising:
1[a] a first connector having a first insulating housing;

1[b] a first electrical contact supported within the first
insulating housing,

1[c] the first electrical contact having a connecting surface
that 1s substantially parallel with a longitudinal axis of the
insulating housing and terminates in a leading end of the
first electrical contact;

1[d] a second connector having a second insulating
housing;

I[e] a second electrical contact supported within the
second insulating housing,

1[f] the second electrical contact being configured to
laterally engage with the connecting surface of the first
electrical contact when the first connector is mated with
the second connector;

I[g] a first insulating barrier within the first connector
extending beyond and covering the leading end of the first
electrical contact; and

I[h] a second insulating barrier extending beyond the
second electrical contact within the second connector,

1[i] the second insulating barrier being configured so as to
be in close proximity with the first insulating barrier when
the first and second connectors are partially disconnected
and the first and second electrical contacts are separated
by a short distance, thereby blocking substantially all
through-air arcing paths between the first and second
electrical contacts.
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(/d. at claim 1 (including Petitioner’s limitation designations).)

41.  As shown above, Challenged Claim 1 of the ‘017 patent is directed to
an electrical connector pair comprising a first connector having a first insulating
housing and a second connector having a second insulating housing. (/d. at claim
1.) The first connector has a first insulating barrier extending beyond and covering
a leading end of a first electrical contact supported within the first insulating housing,
and the second connector has a second insulating barrier extending beyond a second
electrical contact supported within the second insulating housing. (/d.)

42.  The second insulating barrier is configured to be in close proximity with
the first insulating barrier when the first and second connectors are partially
disconnected and the first and second electrical contacts are separated by a short
distance. (/d.) In the claimed configuration, substantially all through-air arcing
paths between the first and second electrical contacts is blocked. (/d.)

VIII. OVERVIEW OF THE ASSERTED PRIOR ART

43.  The Petition seeks review of the Challenged Claims of the ‘017 patent
based on six grounds, which are referred to as Grounds 1A-D and Grounds 2A-B.
(Petition at 18-19.) Regarding Challenged Claim 1 of the ‘017 patent (i.e., the only
independent Challenged Claim), the Petition asserts only anticipation grounds under
35U.S.C.§102. (/d.) The Petition’s asserted anticipatory references (i.e., Winkler

and Kataoka) are summarized below.
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A. EX1004 - U.S. Patent No. 2,838,739 (“Winkler”).

44.  Thavereviewed Winkler. Winkler is generally directed to “an electrical
connector of novel construction of the type having one or more identical contact or
terminal members and which is adapted for longitudinal telescoping engagement
with a second and identical connector.” (EX1004, Winkler, at 1:44-48.) The
connector includes a housing “in which provision is made for movably and yieldably
mounting the terminals in a manner such that the terminals may be resiliently
interlocked in their engaged position so as to prevent inadvertent disengagement
thereof during normal usage.” (/d. at 1:48-55.) “The present terminals are also
adapted for self-cleaning during engagement and disengagement thereof and are
shaped so that any pitting of the terminals caused by arcing at the extreme ends
thereof during disengagement will not impair the efficiency of the terminals at the
areas of contact in their engaged position.” (/d. at 1:55-61.)

B. EX1005 - U.S. Patent No. 8,182,278 (“Kataoka”).

45. Thavereviewed Kataoka. Kataoka is generally directed to “a connector
which may be potentially employed for a connection of a power harness used for
transmitting a large amount of power.” (EX1005, Kataoka, at 1:10-14.) “The
connector 1 is used for connecting, e.g., a motor for driving a vehicle to an inverter
for driving the motor.” (/d. at 5:58-59.) According to Kataoka, “when [a] non-

through type connecting member is employed, there is a new problem that it is
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necessary to take measures to prevent abrasion at the contact point.” (/d. at 2:27-
29.) To address this problem, Kataoka developed a connector constructed so as “to
suppress abrasion due to fine sliding at the contact points while ensuring insertability
between connecting terminals when the connector is fitted even if a non-through
type connecting member is employed.” (/d. at 3:59-62.)

IX. CLAIM CONSTRUCTION
A.  “insulating”

46. The term “insulating” is recited several times in Challenged Claim 1 of
the ‘017 patent. (EX1001, ‘017 patent, at claim 1.) The proper construction of the
term “insulating” is “electrically insulating.”

1. The Claims Support Patent Owner’s Proposed Construction.

47. Claims 1, 4, 13, and 17 of the ‘017 patent recite four “insulating”

29 €6 29 ¢

structures: “a first insulating housing,” ‘“a second insulating housing,” “a first
insulating barrier,” and ‘“a second insulating barrier.” (EX1001, ‘017 patent, at
claims 1, 4, 13, and 17.)

48.  The claims of the ‘017 patent support that these “insulating” structures
are “electrically insulating” because the claims are expressly directed to an
“electrical connector pair” comprising first and second connectors each having an
“electrical contact” supported therein. (/d. at claims 1 and 13.) The second

connector includes a “second insulating barrier” that is configured “to be in close

proximity with [a] first insulating barrier [in the first connector] when th