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I, Matthew B. Rettig, M.D., hereby declare as follows: 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A. Engagement 

1. I have been retained by counsel for Patent Owner Janssen Oncology 

Inc. (“Janssen”) to provide expert and testimony as background for the panel of 

Administrative Patent Judges of the Patent Trial and Appeal Board of the United 

States Patent and Trademark Office (“Panel”) as it considers issues relating to the 

patentability of U.S. Patent No. 8,822,438 (the ’438 Patent) (Ex. 1001) in an inter 

partes review requested by Wockhardt Bio AG (hereinafter “Wockhardt”) in Case 

No. IPR2016-01582.   

B. Background and Qualifications 

2. I am Medical Director of the Prostate Cancer Program of the Institute 

of Urologic Oncology at the David Geffen School of Medicine at the University of 

California, Los Angeles (“UCLA School of Medicine”).  I am also Professor in the 

Department of Medicine and the Department of Urology at the UCLA School of 

Medicine.  I am also Chief of the Division of Hematology-Oncology for the 

Veteran’s Administration (VA) Greater Los Angeles Healthcare System in West 

Lost Angeles.  In addition, I serve as the Director of the Operation Mend Project to 

Enhance Cancer Care for Veterans, a collaboration between UCLA and the VA 

Greater Los Angeles Healthcare System to enhance cancer care for veterans.  
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