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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
1. I have been retained by counsel for Petitioner ITM Isotope 

Technologies Munich SE (“Petitioner”) as an independent expert consultant in this 

proceeding before the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office (“USPTO”). I am being 

compensated for the time I spend on this matter, but no part of my compensation is 

dependent on the outcome of this proceeding. 

2. I understand that this proceeding involves U.S. Patent No. 11,938,201 

(“the ’201 patent”), issued on March 26, 2024. EX1001 at Cover. I understand that 

the application for the ’201 patent was filed on July 18, 2023, as U.S. Patent 

Application No. 18/354,282, and claims a priority date of October 23, 2017. Id. 

3. I submit this Declaration on behalf of Petitioner as an expert in the field 

of organic chemistry, including bioactive natural products and molecular probes, in 

the above-identified proceeding. My qualifications in these areas, as well as other 

areas, are established below and by my curriculum vitae (EX1003). 

A. Experience and Qualifications 

4. I received a B.S. degree in chemistry from the University of New 

Mexico in 1968 and a Ph.D. degree in chemistry from Princeton University in 1972. 

After postdoctoral years at the University of Munich and Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology, I joined the faculty at The University of Texas at Austin (UTA) in 1974 
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