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I, William L. Jorgensen, Ph.D. resident of Deep River, Connecticut, hereby 

declare as follows: 

 INTRODUCTION AND QUALIFICATIONS I.

1. I have been retained by Par Pharmaceutical, Inc. (“Par”) to provide 

my opinions concerning certain claims of U.S. Patent No. 5,665,772 (Ex. 1001, 

“the ’772 Patent”) in support of Par’s Petition for Inter Partes Review of the ’772 

Patent.  I have not previously been employed or retained by Par in any capacity. 

2. From 1967 to 1970, I attended Princeton University, where I received 

an A.B. in Chemistry.  I then attended Harvard University from 1970 to 1975, 

where I received a Ph.D. in Chemical Physics.  My Ph.D. supervisor was Prof. E. J. 

Corey, a well-known synthetic organic chemist and Nobel Laureate. 

3. From 1975 to 1979, I served as an Assistant Professor in the 

Department of Chemistry at Purdue University.  While at Purdue, I was promoted 

to Associate Professor in 1979 and Professor in 1982.  From 1984 to 1987, I served 

as the Head of the Organic Chemistry Division at Purdue. 

4. In 1990, I joined the Department of Chemistry at Yale University as 

the Whitehead Professor of Chemistry.  In 2009, I became the Sterling Professor of 

Chemistry, the position I hold today.  I additionally served as the Director of the 

Division of Physical Sciences and Engineering at Yale from 2009 to 2012.  
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