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I, Dr. Howard A. Burris, III, declare as follows: 

I. Academic And Professional Qualifications 

1. I am a board certified Oncologist at the Sarah Cannon Research 

Institute in Nashville, Tennessee.  I am currently the President of Clinical 

Operations, the Executive Director of Drug Development, and the Chief Medical 

Officer at Sarah Cannon Research Institute.  I am also an Associate at Tennessee 

Oncology, PLLC in Nashville.  I began working in both the renal cell carcinoma 

field and the breast cancer field in 1988.  I have been involved in 27 everolimus 

clinical trials, including 9 related to renal cell carcinoma and 9 related to breast 

cancer.  My curriculum vitae, which lists my professional experience and academic 

qualifications, is attached hereto as Exhibit 2096.   

2. I obtained my B.S. in chemistry in 1981 at the West Point United 

States Military Academy.  I obtained a Doctor of Medicine degree at the 

University of South Alabama, College of Medicine in 1985.  Between 1985 and 

1991, I completed my Internship, Residency in Internal Medicine, and Fellowship 

in Hematology/Medical Oncology at Brooke Army Medical Center at Fort Sam 

Houston in San Antonio, Texas.   

3. From 1990 to 1991, I was a Clinical Instructor in the Department of 

Medicine/Oncology at The University of Texas Health Science Center in San 

Antonio, Texas.  From 1991 to 1997, I was a staff member in 
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Hematology/Oncology Service at both the Cancer Therapy and Research Center of 

South Texas and the Brooke Army Medical Center.  Between 1991 and 1996, I 

was an Assistant Professor in the Department of Medicine/Oncology at The 

University of Texas Health Science Center, and from 1996 to 1997, I was an 

Associate Professor there.  From 1992 to 1995, I was the Associate Director, and 

then the Director, of Clinical Research in the Institute for Drug Development at the 

Cancer Therapy and Research Center of South Texas.  And, from 1990 through 

1997, I was the Director of the Drug Development Program at the Brooke Army 

Medical Center.   

4. I am a member of the following Professional Associations: American 

Society of Hematology; Southwest Oncology Group; Southern Association for 

Oncology (Affiliation of Southern Medical Association); and the International 

Association for the Study of Lung Cancer.  I am also a Board Member of Gilda’s 

Club. 

5. I have been involved with the American Society of Clinical Oncology 

(ASCO).  I am currently on the following ASCO committees: Cancer Education 

Committee, Track Leader; Cancer Research Committee; Clinical Trial 

Participation Award (CTPA) Review Committee; and the Community Research 

Forum Council, Chair.  In the past, I have been on the following ASCO 

committees: Board of Directors; Nominating Committee, Chair; Clinical Practice 
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