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I. Introduction 

1. I have been retained as an expert witness on behalf of Sandoz Inc. 

(“Sandoz”) for the above-captioned inter partes review (“IPR”) proceeding. I am 

over the age of eighteen (18) and otherwise competent to make the statements 

contained in this Declaration, which I understand will be submitted in support of 

Sandoz’s IPR petition. I am being compensated for my time in connection with this 

IPR proceeding at my standard consulting rate, which is $500 per hour. My 

compensation does not depend in any way on the outcome of this proceeding. I hold 

no interest in Sandoz Inc. or Lek Pharmaceuticals D.D.  

2. I have been informed that the IPR proceeding involves the validity of 

U.S. Patent No. 9,795,604 (the “’604 Patent”), EX1001. In analyzing the validity of 

the ’604 Patent, I have been instructed to consider references published prior to 

October 25, 2013. I have been informed that such references are referred to as “prior 

art.”1 Thus, I will refer to these references as prior art in this Declaration. I confirm 

                                                 
1 While I am not an attorney, Sandoz’s counsel has explained certain aspects of 

patent law to me that are relevant to the discussion in this Declaration. I state 

throughout this Declaration where my understanding of an aspect of patent law has 

been informed by counsel.  
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