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I. QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND

A. Education and Experience; Prior Testimony

1. My name is M. Laird Forrest, Ph.D.  I have been retained by counsel 

for Mylan Pharmaceuticals Inc. (“Mylan”).  I understand that Mylan intends to 

petition for inter partes review of U.S. Patent No. 6,774,122 (“the ’122 patent”) 

[Ex. 1001], which is assigned to AstraZeneca AB.  I also understand that Mylan 

will request that the United States Patent and Trademark Office cancel certain 

claims of the ’122 patent as unpatentable in that petition.  I submit this expert 

declaration in support of Mylan’s petition.   

2. I am currently an Associate Professor in the Department of 

Pharmaceutical Chemistry at the University of Kansas in Lawrence, Kansas, a 

position I have held since 2013.  I am also an Associate Professor in the 

Bioengineering Center, a position I have held since 2011, and an Associate 

Professor in the Department of Chemistry, a position I have held since 2011, both 

also at the University of Kansas.  

3. I received a Bachelor of Science in Chemical Engineering from 

Auburn University in 1998, a Master of Science in Chemical Engineering from the 

University of Illinois in 2001, and a Ph.D. in Chemical and Biomolecular 

Engineering from the University of Illinois in 2003.  I was a Postdoctoral Fellow in 

the Division of Pharmaceutical Sciences at the University of Wisconsin, Madison 
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