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1. I, Meyer N. Solny, M.D., have been retained by counsel for Petitioner 

Dr. Reddy’s Laboratories Inc. (“DRL”). I understand that DRL is petitioning for 

inter partes review (“IPR”) of U.S. Patent No. 9,220,698 to Ault et al. (“the ’698 

patent”) (Ex. 1001), which is assigned to Pozen Inc. and Horizon Pharma USA, Inc. 

(“Patent Owners”), to request that the United States Patent and Trademark Office 

cancel certain claims of the ’698 patent as unpatentable. I submit this expert 

declaration in support of DRL’s IPR petition for the ’698 patent. I have been 

informed by counsel that DRL’s inter parte petition will be accompanied by a timely 

motion for joinder under 37 C.F.R. §42.122(b) to the previously filed IPR2017-

01995 by Mylan Pharmaceuticals Inc. I have been further informed that on March 

08, 2018 the Board instituted trial on Mylan’s IPR. Paper 18 in IPR2017-01995. I 

have been also informed that Mylan’s IPR was supported by the expert declarations 

of Drs. Michael Mayersohn, Ph.D. and David C. Metz, M.D. I have been further 

informed by counsel that in order to facilitate resolution of substantially similar inter 

parte petitions concerning the same patent claims and stating the same or 

substantially similar grounds for invalidity, the Board accepts the use of the language 

from the prior expert declarations, provided that the petitioner’s expert supports the 

opinions stated in such prior declarations. Like Dr. Metz, I am a gastroenterologist. 

I have reviewed the materials cited in this declaration, which are also the materials 

cited in Dr. Metz’ declaration. In view of the above, I agree and adopt the opinions 
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stated in Dr. Metz’ declaration, which are reiterated below. 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND 

A. Education and Experience 

2. I am a Board Certified Gastroenterologist and Gastrointestinal 

Endoscopist. I have been practicing medicine in the field of gastroenterology for 

over 38 years with a special emphasis on upper gastrointestinal (GI) tract disease 

states. 

3. I am board certified in gastroenterology and in internal medicine, and 

listed as Top Doctor 2013-2017 (Castle Conolly).  

4. I received a Bachelor of Arts from the Yeshiva University, New York, 

New York, in 1970.  In 1974, I received a Medical Doctor (M.D.) degree from 

Columbia University, College of Physicians & Surgeons and Masters of Business 

Administration (MBA) from Columbia Business School in 2000. 

5. From 1974 to 1975, I interned in medicine at the New York Hospital – 

Cornell Medical Center.  From 1975 to 1977, I was a Junior and then Senior 

Assistant Resident in Medicine at the New York Hospital – Cornell Medical Center. 

6. From 1977 to 1979, I was a Fellow at the Division of Gastroenterology 

in the same center. 

7. For over 38 years, I have maintained an active and ongoing solo private 

practice in internal medicine and gastroenterology, while practicing as an Assistant 
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