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I. Background & Qualifications 
 

1. I have summarized in this section my educational background, career 

history, and other relevant qualifications. I have also attached a current version of my 

Curriculum Vitae as Ex. 2008. 

A. Educational background and career history 

2. I am presently a Full Professor at the University of British Columbia, 

with a regular appointment in Computer Science in the Faculty of Science, and a 

courtesy appointment in Mechanical Engineering in the Faculty of Applied Science. I 

have recently been a Visiting Professor at the University of Colorado (Boulder, 

Colorado, USA) and at the University of Canterbury (Christchurch, NZ).  

3. In 1986 I received a B.S. degree in Mechanical Engineering and 

Biological Sciences from Stanford University. In 1988 I received a M.S. in Mechanical 

Engineering from Massachusetts of Technology, and 1996 a Ph.D. in Mechanical 

Engineering from Massachusetts of Technology.  

4. From 1989 to 1991 I worked as a project engineer at the University of 

Utah’s Center for Engineering Design in Salt Lake City, UT. From 1996 to 2000 I was 

a Member of Research Staff and Project Lead at Interval Research Corporation in 

Palo Alto, CA.   
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