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I, David H. Thompson, declare as follows: 

I. QUALIFICATIONS 

1. I am a Professor of Chemistry at Purdue University and Director of 

the Medicinal Chemistry Group in the Purdue Center for Cancer Research. My 

primary research interests include development of transiently-stable carrier 

systems for drug and nucleic acid delivery. 

2. I received my Ph.D. in Organic Chemistry from Colorado State 

University in 1984. I also hold a Bachelor of the Arts in Biology and a Bachelor of 

Science in Chemistry from the University of Missouri, Columbia.  

3. I have been a visiting professor at numerous institutions including, 

Chulalongkorn University, Department of Pharmaceutics; Technical University of 

Denmark, Department of Micro & Nanotechnology; Japan Advanced Institute of 

Science & Technology, Department of Biomaterials; Osaka University, 

Department of Applied Chemistry; University of Florida, Department of 

Pharmaceutics; and University of British Columbia, Department of Biochemistry.  

4. I am listed as a co-inventor on 7 United States patents. I have also 

published more than 149 peer reviewed scientific papers.  

5. I have studied, taught, practiced, and conducted research involving the 

formulation, use, characterization, and delivery of lipid particles. I have expertise 

with the delivery of therapeutic agents using lipid particles. 
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