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I. QUALIFICATIONS AND BACKGROUND 

A. Education and Experience 

1. My name is Mark Levin.  I am a medical oncologist with 28 years of 

experience treating patients with myelodysplastic syndrome and multiple myeloma.  

Throughout my career, I have engaged in clinical research, including writing and 

conducting clinical trials, writing papers, and performing clinical as well as 

administrative work related to cancer medicine in a variety of settings.  My full 

curriculum vitae (CV) is attached hereto as Exhibit A and is incorporated herein. 

2. I received a Bachelor’s degree in Pre-Medical Studies from Yeshiva 

University in 1980.  I received my M.D. from State University of New York (SUNY) 

in Brooklyn in 1984.  I later completed an M.B.A. program from the Herriott-Watt 

University, Edinburgh Business School, in 2005. 

3. After graduating from medical school, I completed my internship at 

Hahnemann University Medical Center (now Drexel University College of 

Medicine) in 1985–1986 and my residency in Internal Medicine at New York 

Downtown Hospital in New York City from 1986–1987.  Afterward, from 1987–

1990, I completed a three-year program in Hematology and Oncology at the Long 

Island Jewish Hillside Hospital Medical Center, in New Hyde Park, New York. 
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