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I, Cory J. Berkland, Ph.D., hereby declare as follows: 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 

1. I am currently appointed as the Solon E. Summerfield Distinguished 

Professor in the Department of Pharmaceutical Chemistry and the Department of 

Chemical and Petroleum Engineering at the University of Kansas.  I have been re-

tained by Petitioner Actavis LLC in connection with its request for inter partes re-

view of U.S. Patent No. 7,923,536 (“the ’536 patent”).  A copy of the ’536 patent 

has been marked EX1001.  I have reviewed and am familiar with the ’536 patent.  

Generally, it describes and claims methods of treating cancer by administering 

pharmaceutical compositions comprising the anticancer drug paclitaxel bound to 

the protein albumin and formulated as nanoparticles. 

2. I have been asked to provide my opinions regarding the patentability 

of claims 1–16 of the ’536 patent (the “challenged claims”).  This declaration in-

cludes a discussion of my background and qualifications, the legal standards used 

in my analysis, an overview of the ʼ536 patent from the perspective of a person of 

ordinary skill in the art at the time that the patent was filed (a “skilled artisan”), 

and my opinions regarding the patentability of the challenged claims. 

3. I am being compensated for my work in this proceeding at my stand-

ard hourly consulting rate of $500.00 per hour.  My compensation is in no way 

contingent on the substance of my opinions or the outcome of this proceeding. 
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