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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. 8,329,680 (“the ’680 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 ’680 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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from 2004 to 2006.  In 2006, I became an Adjunct Assistant Professor in the 

Department of Pharmaceutical Sciences at Washington State University, a position 

I held until 2011.  In 2007, I accepted a position as Assistant Professor in the 

Department of Pharmaceutical Chemistry at the University of Kansas.  I was 

promoted to Associate Professor at the University of Kansas in 2013.  

4. Since 2009, I have been a Member of the Scientific and Medical 

Advisory Board of Exogenesis Corporation, which develops nanoscale surface 

modifications for implantable medical devices.  I am the co-founder of Nanopharm 

LLC (d/b/a HylaPharm), founded in 2011, which specializes in formulation of anti-

cancer chemotherapeutics.  My research toward anti-cancer drug formulation has 

been competitively funded by multiple awards from the National Institutes of 

Health and the National Cancer Institute, the Food and Drug Administration 

(“FDA”), the American Cancer Society, the Department of Defense, Susan G. 

Komen Race for the Cure, and the Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of 

America Foundation (“PhRMA”), among others.  

5. I have received numerous awards and honors, including the University 

of Kansas Leading Light award (2014); the Japan Society for Promotion of Science 

Visiting Scholar Fellow (2010); the American Cancer Society Research Scholar 

(2008 to 2012); the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy, New 
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