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I, Professor Graham Buckton, hereby declare as follows. 

 INTRODUCTION I.

1. I am over the age of eighteen and otherwise competent to make this 

declaration. 

2. I have been retained as an expert witness on behalf of Par 

Pharmaceutical, Inc. (“Par”) for the above captioned inter partes review (“IPR”).  I 

am being compensated for my time in connection with this IPR at my standard 

consulting rate, which is £375 per hour for my work on this matter.  I also am 

reimbursed for travel and other direct expenses.  I have no personal or financial 

interest in the outcome of this proceeding. 

3. I understand that this declaration is being submitted in support of a 

petition for IPR of U.S. Patent No. 9,555,027 (Ex. 1001, “the ’027 Patent”), which 

issued from U.S. Application No. 14/512,189 (“the ’189 application”) on January 

31, 2017.  The ’027 Patent names Kazuyuki Fujihara as inventor.  I further 

understand that, according to USPTO records, the ’027 Patent is currently assigned 

to Sumitomo Dainippon Pharma Co., Ltd. (“Patent Owner”). 

4. The cover page of the ’027 Patent indicates that it was filed as the 

’189 application on October 10, 2014.  The cover page of the ’027 Patent also 

claims priority to two related U.S. patent applications, U.S. Non-provisional 

Application No. 14/183,283 (“the ’283 application,” filed on February 18, 2014), 
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