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I, William R. Roush, Ph.D., declare as follows: 

I. QUALIFICATIONS 

1. I am Professor of Chemistry and Executive Director of 

Medicinal Chemistry of the Scripps Research Institute in Jupiter, Florida (“Scripps 

Florida”).  A copy of my curriculum vitae is included as Exhibit 2094.  My 

educational background and my professional experience are summarized below. 

2. I obtained a Bachelor of Science degree in Chemistry from the 

University of California, Los Angeles in 1974, graduating summa cum laude.  I 

obtained my Ph.D. in Chemistry from Harvard University in 1977.  My Ph.D. 

thesis concerned the synthesis of a natural product known as dendrobine.   

3. After a year of post-doctoral work at Harvard (1977-78), I 

joined the faculty at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) as an 

Assistant Professor of Chemistry.  I taught chemistry courses and performed 

research at MIT from 1978 to 1987.  My research interests included the total 

synthesis of natural products and the development of new synthetic methods. 

4. In 1987, I moved to Indiana University, where I ultimately 

became Distinguished Professor of Chemistry.  At Indiana University, I initiated a 

research program on the design and synthesis of inhibitors of cysteine proteases.  

In 1997, I was appointed the Warner-Lambert/Parke-Davis Professor of Chemistry 

at the University of Michigan.  This is an endowed chair established by a gift from 
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