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I, Jayne Lawrence, Ph.D., declare and state as follows:  

I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I am over the age of eighteen (18) and otherwise competent to make 

this declaration. 

2. I have been retained as an expert witness on behalf of Lupin Ltd. and 

Lupin Pharmaceuticals Inc. for the above captioned inter partes review (“IPR”). I 

am being compensated for my time in connection with these IPRs at my standard 

consulting rate, which is GBP300 per hour. My compensation is not contingent on 

the conclusions I reach herein or on the specifics of my testimony. I have no 

financial stake in the outcome of this proceeding. 

3. I am the same expert who provided a declaration in these IPRs dated 

21 April 2015 (“opening declaration”). (EX 1005). 

II. QUALIFICATIONS 

4. I am an expert in the field of formulation and drug delivery, 

specifically pharmaceutical formulation for oral and parenteral use (i.e., non-oral, 

including intravenous intramuscular, nasal, respiratory and ophthalmic), including 

aqueous liquid preparations. I have been an expert in this field since prior to 2003. 

In formulating my opinions, I have relied upon my training, knowledge, and 

experience in the relevant art. A copy of my curriculum vitae was previously 
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provided as Exhibit 1054, and it provides a comprehensive description of my 

academic and employment history. (EX 1054). 

5. I incorporate by reference herein my qualifications, as provided in 

paragraphs 3-15 of my opening declaration. (EX 1005, ¶¶ 3-15). 

6. I have been retained by counsel for Lupin to provide a reply expert 

declaration to respond to opinions provided by the patent owner’s experts Dr. 

Williams2 and Dr. Davies3 in the declarations that each has submitted in IPR2015-

01097, IPR2015-01099, IPR2015-01100, and IPR2015-01105. 

                                                 
2 Dr. Williams submitted a total of four declarations, one in each IPR, each 

identified as “EX 2082,” and I respond to each of Dr. Williams’s declarations 
here. While Dr. Williams’s declarations are specific to each patent, the content of 
the declarations is largely the same. In citing to Dr. Williams’s declarations here, 
I have indicated each declaration by referencing the IPR number in which the 
declaration was filed, i.e., “1097-EX 2082” refers to Dr. Williams’s declaration 
concerning the ‘131 patent in IPR2015-01097; “1099-EX 2082” refers to Dr. 
Williams’s declaration concerning the ‘290 patent in IPR2015-01099; “1100-EX 
2082” refers to Dr. Williams’s declaration concerning the ‘606 patent in 
IPR2015-01100; and “1105-EX 2082” refers to Dr. Williams’s declaration 
concerning the ‘813 patent in IPR2015-1105. Additionally, I note that Dr. 
Williams’s declarations are repetitive. To the extent I cite to any specific 
paragraph in Dr. Williams’s declarations, it should be understood that I intend to 
refer to that paragraph, and all substantially identical paragraphs. 

3 Dr. Davies submitted a total of four declarations, one in each IPR, each identified 
as “EX 2105,” and I respond to each of Dr. Davies’s declarations here. While Dr. 
Davies’s declarations are specific to each patent, the content of the declarations is 
largely the same. In citing to Dr. Davies’s declarations here, I have indicated each 
declaration by referencing the IPR number in which the declaration was filed, i.e., 
“1097-EX 2105,” “1099-EX 2105,” “1100-EX 2105,” and “1105-EX 2105.” 
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