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UNI TED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFI CE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRI AL AND APPEAL BOARD

CSPC PHARNMACEUTI CAL GROUP LI M TED,
CSPC QUYlI PHARMACEUTI CAL CO., LTD., AND
CONJUPRO BI OTHERAPEUTI CS, | NC. ,
Petitioners,

V.
| PSEN Bl OPHARM LTD,

Pat ent Omner.

Case No. | PR2025-00505

Patent No. 11, 344, 552

DEPCSI TI ON OF MARK J. RATAIN, M D.
Conduct ed via Zoom
W tness Location: Chicago, Illinois

Fri day, COctober 24th, 2025

TH S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN DESI GNATED CONFI DENTI AL

REPORTED BY: GREG S. VEI LAND, CSR, RDR, CRR
JOB NO : J13642857
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Cct ober 24th, 2025
8:59 a.m Central Daylight Tine

Deposition of MARK J. RATAIN, MD.,
conducted via Zoom taken before GREG S. WEI LAND,
CSR, RDR, CRR, pursuant to the Federal Rul es of
Cvil Procedure for the United States Patent and
Trademark O fice pertaining to the taking of
depositions, commencing at 8:59 o'clock a.m Central

Daylight Time, on the 24th day of Cctober, 2025.
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PRESENT:

ON BEHALF OF THE PETI TI ONERS:

FOX ROTHSCHI LD LLP

BY: MR HOMRD S. SUH (via Zoom
101 Park Avenue, 17th Fl oor
New Yor k, New York 10178
(212) 878-7914
Emai |l : hsuh@ oxr ot hschil d. com

- and -

FOX ROTHSCHI LD LLP

BY: MR JOE CHEN, Ph.D. (via Zoom
212 Carnegie Center, Suite 400
Princeton, New Jersey 08540
(609) 844-3024

Emai | : j oechen@ oxr ot hschil d. com
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PRESENT ( CONTI NUED) :

ON BEHALF OF

QUI NN EMANUEL URQUHART & SULLI VAN, LLP

BY: M5.
VR.
IVS.
VR.
295
New

(212) 849-7000

Emai

ALSO PRESENT:
V5. JUDI

MR, THOMAS J. PAXTON (via Zoom
M5. KAREN MARTIN (via Zoom

THE PATENT OMNER:

CATHERI NE T. MATTES (via Zoom
ANGUS CHEN, Ph.D. (via Zoom
ELI ZABETH J. MURPHY (via Zoom
ROSS M SSKELLEY (vi a Zoon)

5th Avenue, 9th Fl oor

York, New York 10016

| catherinemattes@ui nnemanuel . com
anguschen@ui nnemanuel . com
el i zabet hrmur phy @ui nnemanuel . com

rossm sskel | ey@ui nnemanuel . com

TH KUNTZ (via Zoom
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TESTI MONY OF MARK J. RATAIN, M D.
PAGE
Exam nation by Ms. Mattes ............ ... ... ... ..... 9
DEPCSI TI ON EXHI BI TS
NUVBER DESCRI PTI ON PAGE
Exhi bit 1001 United States Patent 11, 344,552 19
Exhi bit 1002 Expert Declaration of Mark J. 14
Ratain, MD
Exhi bit 1003 FOLFI RI NOX versus Centitabi ne 82
for Metastatic Pancreatic
Cancer, Conroy, et al.
Exhi bit 1005 Modi fi ed FOLFI RI NOX Regi nen 94
Wth Inproved Safety and
Mai nt ai ned Efficacy in
Pancreati c Adenocarci noms,
Mahaset h, et al.
Exhi bit 1006 I nternational Publication No. 70
WO 2013/ 288586
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DEPCSI TI ON EXHI BI TS ( CONTI NUED)

NUVBER
Exhi bit 1007

Exhi bit 1008

Exhi bit 1009

DESCRI PTI ON PAGE
MMVt 398 Achi eves Primary 121
Endpoi nt of Overall Survival in
Phase 11 Study in Patients
with Gentitabine Refractory
Met astatic Pancreatic Cancer,
Sai f
A mul tinational phase 2 study 116
of nanol i posomal irinotecan
sucrosof ate (PEPO2, MW 398) for
patients with gentitabine
refractory netastatic
pancreatic cancer
Cinical Study, Conbined 40
Irinotecan and Oxaliplatin in
Patients with Advanced
Pre- Treated Pancreatic Cancer,

Cantore, et al.

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)

DEPOSITION SOLUTIONS ESQUII’ESO|UtIOnSCOI’n

Ipsen Ex. 2073, Page 7 of 162



© 00 N o 0o A~ W N P

N
= O

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

MARK J. RATAIN M.D. Confidential October 24, 2025
CSPC Pharma vs Ipsen Biopharm 7

DEPGCSI TI ON EXHI BI TS ( CONTI NUED)
NUVBER DESCRI PTI ON PACGE
Exhi bit 1012 First-line treatnment of 102
met astati c col orectal cancer
wWith irinotecan, oxaliplatin
and 5-fluorouracil /| eucovorin
(FOLFOXIRI ) : results of a phase
Il study with a sinplified
bi weekly schedul e, Masi, et al
Exhi bit 1055 Annal s of Oncol ogy, 58
A randoni zed phase |1 study of
PEPO2 (MW 398), irinotecan or
docet axel s as a second-1line
therapy in patients with
| ocally advanced or netastatic
gastric or gastro-esophageal
junction adenocarci nona, Roy,
et al.
Exhi bit 1200 Suppl enent al Expert Decl arati on 14

of Mark J. Ratain, MD.

REPORTER S NOTE: All quotations fromexhibits are
reflected in the manner in which they were read in
the record and do not necessarily refl ect exact
quotes fromthe source docunments nor necessarily
mat ch t he punctuati on.
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8

(Wtness sworn.)

M5. MATTES: Good norning, Dr. Ratain. As
| said before, ny nane is Catherine Mttes.
"' m here today representing ny client,
| psen Bi opharma, and we're here for an
inter partes review proceeding for
United States Patent Nunber 11, 344, 552.

So thank you for joining today.

MR SUH |I'msorry. M. Mttes, | just
wanted to make sure. Are we going to be doing
appearances with the attorneys?

M5. MATTES: Sure. |If you would like to,
you can.

Wth nme here today who are participating,
who are also on the Zoomw th ne, are ny
col | eagues Angus Chen, Elizabeth Mrphy, and
Ross M sskel | ey.

MR. SUH. Ckay. So ny nanme is Howard Suh
fromthe law firm of Fox Rothschild
representing petitioner.

Wth nme is ny coll eague Dr. Joe Chen, also
wi th Fox Rot hschil d.

M5. MATTES: COkay, great. Thank you very

much.
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MARK J. RATAIN, M D.
after being first duly sworn, testified as foll ows:
EXAM NATI ON

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Dr. Ratain, you' re appearing today via
Zoomin Chicago; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And besides the two attorneys sitting,

guess, to your right, is anybody else in the room

w th you?
A Just the two attorneys.
Q And can you confirmthat you can hear ne

and see ne okay?

A | can. You know, occasionally, it
reverberates a little bit, but I think it will be
okay. And if | don't hear you, |I'll ask you to
repeat it.

Q Ckay, great. Sonetines | speak quickly,
soif you -- if it's comng across too quickly, |et
me know, and I'll try to slow down. And if ny voice
ever drops, please also let ne know.

Do you have -- do you have any docunents,
notes, or other electronic devices with you other
t han what's visible on canera?

A Just ny phone.
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Q kay. And besides the Zoom screen, are
you | ooki ng at any other screens or |aptops?

A No.

Q And do you understand that you shoul d not
be comuni cating with anybody el se during the
deposition, except for when you are on a break?

A | do.

Q And if we need to display -- this
shoul dn't be the case, but if we need to display
docunents, you understand how screen sharing works?

A | do, but | probably would prefer to see

hard copies. So if you do --

Q Ckay.
A -- think you want to do sonething, | would
ask that you email it to the office here so that it

could be printed for ne.

Q kay. That's fine. | think that's a fair
request.

And so | see on the desk there's a box of

docunents. If -- | would like to represent that
t hose are the docunents that are the exhibits that
came along with your expert declarations, mnus a
few Some of the larger file history docunents are
not included in there.

So if we're having -- during the course of
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t he deposition, if you feel the need to | ook at a
speci fic docunent that, let's say, | haven't yet put
in front of you or asked you to |l ook at, you can
know t hat you have that box available to you. It
shoul d have the majority of the exhibits that cane
al ong wi th your decl aration.
Ckay?
A Thank you.
Q So, Dr. Ratain, have you been deposed

bef ore?

A Yes.

Q Appr oxi matel y how nmany ti nes have you been
deposed?

A | don't -- | can't give you a good nunber.

Q Is it nore than ten?

A Yes.

Q More than 507

A May be.

Q Okay. And have nost of those depositions
been in your capacity as an expert w tness?

A Not all of them |'ve been a fact w tness
maybe a couple tines.

Q Okay. And do you understand that you are
under oath today and that your testinony has the

sanme force and effect as it's given in open court?
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A | do.

Q And if you do not understand one of ny
guestions today, wll you please |let ne know?

A Yes.

Q And do you understand that if you answer a

guestion, I wll assunme that you understood the
guesti on?
A Yes.

Q And if you need to take a break at any
time, please let me know However, if there's a
pendi ng question, |I'Il just ask that you answer it
before we take a break.

I s that acceptabl e?

A. Yes.

Q | s there any reason why you cannot give
truthful and accurate testinony today?

A No.

Q And have you had an opportunity to review
any docunents or materials in order to prepare for
t oday' s deposition?

A Yes.

Q And woul d that include your two expert
decl arations that you submtted as part of this
pr oceedi ng?

A. Yes.
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Q Have you ever had your -- | guess | asked
you if you' ve been deposed before.
But have you ever -- have you ever
testified in court?
A Yes.
Q Have you ever had your testinony excl uded

or limted by a court in any way?

A Sonme of ny testinony has been excl uded
because it was deened -- because part of the report
itself was deened nonresponsive to -- it was, |

think, a surreply report. And counsel had to, you
know, deal with the fact that sone of the materi al
was deened to be nonresponsive and, therefore, was
stricken fromthe report and, therefore, stricken
fromthe |ive testinony.

Q (kay. Understood. Have you ever been
disqualified as an expert in any proceedi ng?

A No.

Q No, okay. So you understand, obviously,
that you' ve been retained as an expert wtness for
pur poses of this proceedi ng today?

A Yes.

Q And who retained you as an expert in this
matt er ?

A. Fox Rot hschil d.
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Q And you understand that you're being
deposed today in your capacity as an expert w tness?

A Yes.

Q And you' ve provided two witten reports
for purposes of this proceeding, correct?

A. Wel |, decl arations.

Q "1l rephrase.

So you' ve provided two declarations in

this case, correct?
A Yes.
(Exhi bit 1002 and Exhibit 1200
were marked for identification.)
BY M5. MATTES:
Q And so we've prenarked those as
Exhi bits 1002 and Exhi bit 1200.

So | woul d request that naybe your
attorneys place those before you so you have them
near by because they're docunents that we wll be
referencing quite often today.

The fol ders should be |abeled with the
exhi bit nunbers. Please let me know if anything is
not there.

So, Dr. Ratain, do you have Exhibit 1002
in front of you?

A. Yes.
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Q And can you pl ease just take a | ook
through it and et nme know, is this your declaration
that's dated January 17th, 2025?

A It appears to be. | haven't checked every
page, but assuming that there's no m ssing pages, it
iS.

Q kay. And this is the first declaration
you submtted in this proceeding, correct?

A Yes.

Q And if you go to Page 126 of your expert
report, that's your signature on that page, correct?

A Yes.

Q And did you review this declaration before
you signed it?

A | did.

Q And was this declaration true and accurate

at the tinme you signed it?

A Yes.
Q And is it still true and accurate today?
A | don't recall whether there's anything in

here that mght relate to specific nunber of

publications or sonmething for that matter, but |

believe it's -- nothing has changed substantially.
| obviously have nore publications. M

curriculumvitae is not the sane vitae, so ...
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Q So outside of your curriculumvitae, in
ternms of the substance of the opinions that you're
offering in this report, everything is still true
and accurate today?

A Yes.

Q Is there anything that you would -- let ne
start over again.

In preparation for today's deposition, did
you review this expert declaration?

A | read it, yes.

Q Are there any changes or nodifications
that come to mnd or cane to m nd upon review ng the
decl aration for purposes of your deposition today?

A. No.

Q kay. So do you al so have Exhibit 1200 in
front of you?

A Yes.

Q And is this the second declaration that

you submtted in this case?

A It is.
Q And it's dated June 22nd, 20257
A Yes.

Q And is that your signature on the | ast
page of the declaration? | believe it's Page 6.

A. It is.
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Q Did you review this declaration before
signing it?

A Yes.

Q And was this second declaration true and

accurate when you signed it?

A It was.
Q And is it still true and accurate today?
A Well, yes. | nean, there's -- there's

even additional evidence that would support that,
just as | -- based on the material in your brief, |
| ooked at two other docunents in response to a
couple of the things that were submtted as part of
the -- either the discretionary denial brief or the
prelimnary response brief.

Q And that's what's contained in this second
decl aration, your response to materials provided in
the discretionary denial brief?

A. No, it's just additional -- well, it's
additional materials related to "New Evi dence
Further Rebuts Patent Omer's Unexpected Results
Argunents. "

Q Right. And that's the -- right.

And what you're referring to is what's
contai ned in your second expert declaration,

correct?

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)
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A Yes.

Q kay. And since submtting these two
decl arations, have any of your opinions changed?

A No.

Q Ckay. Thank you.

Your opinions are focused on the validity
of United States Patent 11, 344,552, correct?

MR, SUH. Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, ny opinions are

limted to the obviousness of the patent, the

opi ni ons expressed in ny decl arations.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Ckay. Fair enough.

And if | call the U S Patent 11, 344,552
just the "'552 patent,"” that would be okay with you
for purposes of today?

A Yes. You can even call it "the patent” to
save yoursel f sone tine.

Q "The patent.” Well, there are nultiple
references that are patents, so | don't want to
confuse -- confuse the record. So I'll stick to the
"' 552 patent."

Is that all right with you?

A Sure.

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)
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(Exhi bit 1001 was marked for
i dentification.)
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q And i f your attorneys wouldn't m nd
presenting to you Exhibit 1001, which should be the
' 552 patent.

A | have that.

Q Geat. And is this the '552 patent that
is the focus of your opinions?

A Well, again, it's got 82 pages, so |I'm not
checki ng every page nunber, but it appears to be
every page of the patent.

Q Okay. Dr. Ratain, what is your
understanding as to what the clained invention of
the '552 patent is?

A Vell, the clained invention of the '552
patent is a nethod of treating advanced pancreatic
cancer.

Q And what is the -- what is the nethod that
is being clained in this patent?

A Well, the clains specifically relate to a
specific recipe to treat netastatic pancreatic
cancer, adenocarci nona of the pancreas, in patients
who have not previously received any chenot herapy.

Q And what is the recipe that is being

@ ESQUIRE 800.211.DEPO (3376)

DEPOSITION SOLUTIONS ESC]UII’ESO|UtIOnSCOI’n

Ipsen Ex. 2073, Page 20 of 162



© 00 N oo 0o A~ W N P

N N N N NN P P P P P P PP PP
g A W N P O © © N O U1 A W N P+ O

MARK J. RATAIN M.D. Confidential October 24, 2025

CSPC Pharma vs Ipsen Biopharm 20
cl ai red?
A The recipe that's being clained is

adm ni stration of four drugs every two weeks. The
specific drugs are |iposonal irinotecan,
oxal iplatin, |eucovorin, and 5-fl uorouracil.
And the claiml, which is the only

i ndependent claim-- I'msorry, claiml1l and claim 12
are the two i ndependent clainms. They both have very
speci fic dosages for the four drugs.

Q (kay. And are those dosages al so -- those
are listed in the clains you just cited, correct?

A Yes.

Q kay. And that's 60 mlligrans per neter
squared of |iposomal irinotecan, correct?

A Yes.

Q And then 60 mlligrans per neter squared

of oxaliplatin?

A Yes.
Q And 200 mlligrans per neter squared of
| eucovorin? O, | guess, 400 mlligrans per neter

squared of |eucovorin, depending on the racemc --
whet her it's an enantioner or the racemc form is
that right?

A Yes.

Q And then 2400 m | ligram per neter squared
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of 5-fluorouracil, correct?
A Yes.

Q And is it your understanding that these

are the starting doses of the clained treatnment?

A They're the only doses of the clained
treat ment.
Q And so a person of skill in the art

| ooking at this nmethod would performit by
adm nistering to patients starting doses of
60 mlligrans per neter squared of |iposonal
i rinotecan, correct?
MR, SUH. (Object to form
THE WTNESS: To practice this claim you
woul d adm ni ster these doses every two weeks
w t hout del ay or dosage reduction.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Correct. And so when patients woul d be
starting on this reginmen, these would be the doses
that they would receive, correct?

A Yes, and then every two weeks thereafter.

Q Okay. Under st ood.

Ckay. You can put this patent to the
side. Thank you.
Now, if you take out Exhibit 1002, which

is your first expert declaration, and can you pl ease
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go to Paragraph 25.

|"msorry. Wat's the paragraph nunber?
25.

257

> O >

Q Correct. So here you wite that you' ve
been asked to consider whether clains 1 and 3
t hrough 15, "the challenged clains,"” of the '552
patent are obvious in view of the prior art.

Do you see that?

A That's -- that is what Paragraph 25 says,
yes.

Q kay. So | just want to confirmthat you
were not asked to consider whether claim2 of the
‘552 patent is obvious in view of the prior art,
correct?

A That's correct.

Q And so you're not offering any opinions
Wi th respect to whether claim2 of the '552 patent
IS obvious?

A | am not.

Q When you were asked to consider whet her
the challenged clainms of the '552 patent were
obvi ous, how did you go about -- what process did
you use?

MR SUH (Object to form
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THE WTNESS: Well, | -- | began by

| ooking at what the priority date was for the

patent application, and | considered what a

POSA woul d know as of that priority date and

focused in on prior art to that and began ny

eval uati on.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q VWhat priority date did you use?

A The earliest provisional application,
August 21st, 2015.

Q Ckay. So your opinions in your
declaration are as of at |east August 21st, 2015,
correct?

A Yes. | was also asked to assune the
possibility that the priority date mght be |ater
and to consider other art as of that |ater date.

Q For purposes of ground -- if | say

"Gound 1," do you know what argunent |'mtal king

about ?
A | do.
Q Ckay. So for purposes of your opinions

with respect to Gound 1, you're using the
August 21 -- I'msorry, the August 5th, 2015, date,
correct?

Ch, I'mgoing to say that one nore tine.
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| used the wong date.

So for purposes of your opinions for --
wWth respect to Gound 1, you're using the
August 21st, 2015, date, correct?

A | believe that's the exact date that |
used. I'mlooking for the -- | probably stated that
somewhere in ny report. | just want to nake sure.
| know it's 2015 August, | just want to nmake sure --

Q | did -- apologies. | did not nean to
i nterrupt you.

| did not see it in the paragraphs
contained in your Gound 1 explanation. However, if
you go to Paragraph 32 of your report, you do
state --

A Yes.

Q -- in that paragraph, "In this
decl aration, ny opinions are prem sed on the
perspective of a POSA at the tinme of the earliest
claimpriority date for the '552 patents, which
have been infornmed for this proceeding is
August 21st, 2015."

Do you see that?
A | do. And the only --
Q Does that hel p?

A Yes, it was only G ound 3 that | was asked
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to assune that the patent owner was not entitled to
t hat August 21st, 2015, priority date. And so
that's the basis of G ound 3.

Q Okay, good. | just want to nake sure
we're all on the sane page.

So for Gounds 1 and Grounds 2, you're
opining fromthe perspective of a POSA as of
August 21st, 2015, correct?

A Yes.

Q And for Gound 3, you're opining fromthe
perspective of a POSA as of the later filing date,
which is in Novenber 2017, correct?

A That's correct.

Q Al right. And so before |I asked how did
you begin your obviousness anal ysis, and you stated
that you | ooked at the priority date. And then you
t hought about what prior art was in existence at
that tinme, and you began there.

s that right?

A Yes.

MR SUH  Objection to form
BY MS. MATTES:

Q And what process did you -- when you say

"prior art," what kinds of prior art were you

| ooki ng at?
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A Vell, | generally begin and use
Googl e Scholar for nmy searches, and so | would have
put in various search terns into Google Schol ar
| woul d have constrained on the year. It
doesn't allow you to constrain on an exact nonth and
day, so | don't know whether | would have had prior
to 2015 or including 2015.
| would generally start with prior to 2015
since, therefore, anything that's there | knowis
prior art. And then | would generally also | ook at
2015 docunents but nmaking sure that they were
publicly available on or before August 21st.
| would also do a search in Google Patents
and, again, using a simlar process.
And then | would also look at the file
history to see what the exam ner consi dered.
Q I n doing your Google Schol ar search, you
referenced that you used search ternmns.
Do you recall what search terns you used?
A VWll, I'mfamliar with the FOLFI Rl NOX
reginen, so | certainly would have used that as a

search term because --

Q Wy ?
A -- because that is -- you know, that is
still the standard treatnent for netastatic
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pancreatic cancer, and | couldn't recall exactly
when that was first disclosed, so | was able to
figure that out in Google Schol ar.

Googl e Scholar will pull up abstracts as
well as full publications. That's why | like it.

Q And why did you start wi th FOLFI Rl NOX?

A Because, in reading the clains, | said
this is FOLFIRINOX but with the substitution of
| i posomal irinotecan.

Q Okay. So you chose to start with
FOLFI R NOX because of its simlarity to the clains
in the '552 patent, correct?

A That's right.

Q Besi des FOLFIRINOX -- sorry. One second.

So in running your search in
Googl e Schol ar, you had started with the clains of

the '552 patent to help you generate search terns,

correct?

A Vell, | needed to understand what the
patent was about. It was about treatnent, you know,
of pancreatic cancer. So | needed -- you know, |

needed to see what was being clai nmed.
And it's |ike, okay, now | understand
what's being clained. | didn't deal with the exact

dosages in ny search. | just wanted to understand
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t he substance of the patent. And know ng that was a
Merrimack patent, and I'mfamliar with Merrinack,
and | knew | was being retained in this matter, and
| knew that |psen owned the patent, it wasn't hard
for me to figure out this was a |iposomal irinotecan
pat ent .

"' mobviously very famliar with
irinotecan. And | needed to know exactly what the
status of irinotecan devel opnent was for pancreatic
cancer as of the priority date, and FOLFIRINOX is
what cones to m nd.

Q And FOLFI RINOX canme to m nd because |
believe you said it was the standard treatnent for
met astatic pancreatic cancer as of the filing
date -- sorry, as of the priority date for the '552
pat ent ?

A. No, it cane to m nd because it's the
standard treatnent today, and | needed to know when
it was first disclosed.

Q kay. So FOLFIRINOX is still the standard

treatnent today for netastatic pancreatic cancer,

correct?
A For the nobst part, yes. | nmean, sone
people wll prefer to use other reginens, of course,

including the clained reginen. But it's generally
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still the preferred regi men, not necessarily at the
original FOLFI RINOX doses. They've been nodified
over tinmne.

Q Do you know whether it was the standard --
whet her FOLFI RINOX was the standard as of 20157

A | didn't actually ook to see -- you know,
at treatnent guidelines exactly at that tine. |
actually don't know how to, you know, reliably
obtain old treatnent guidelines such as the NCCN
gui del i nes.

Sol can't tell you that it was the

standard. It was a standard.

Q Right. And so then at the tine, for
pur poses of your declaration, you were not able or
you did not consider the NC -- the 2015 NCCN

gui delines for netastatic pancreatic cancer?

A. | don't believe | reviewed that. |, you
know, may be wong. Maybe I -- you know, unless
it'"s inthe list of naterials | considered, | didn't

consider it for the purposes of ny declaration.

Q kay. And if those guidelines |isted
FOLFI RINOX as a preferred treatnent, what woul d that
tell you as a POSA as of 2015?

A It would tell nme that it had al ready been

adopted as the preferred treatnment in 2015.
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Q Okay. Besi des FOLFI RI NOX, what ot her
search terns, to the extent you recall, did you use
in your Google Schol ar searches?

A Well, | |ooked at reviews on the treatnent
of nmetastatic pancreatic cancer fromthat tine
period to see what people were witing about. And
generally, they were witing about FOLFIRI NOX and,
you know, the benefits and chall enges of using
FOLFI RI NOX.

| | ooked at other reginens that were
simlar to FOLFI RINOX, and | | ooked at other
regi mens that were being used in other
gastroi ntestinal malignancies. | |ooked at what was
known about |iposomal irinotecan at the tine.

And so | did a fairly conprehensive
eval uati on.

Q And were your searches in Google Patent
simlar in scope to the searches you ran in
Googl e Schol ar ?

A Yes. | also had the benefit that |'ve
al so been retained in a related district court case
on the -- on a different patent. And so | had
al ready done sone searches, albeit for a different
patent and a different priority date.

Q And what district court case is that? You
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said it's arelated district court case.
Wt hout disclosing anything confidential,
can you just let nme know what case that is?

A It's the case that's | psen agai nst
Conjupro. | don't know what the case nunber is.
And | testified in a claimconstruction
proceeding -- not in the proceeding, but | gave a
deposition in, you know, in the context of the claim
construction for that matter.

Q And when you say it's a related
proceedi ng, how was it rel ated?

A " msorry?

Q You had nentioned that it was a rel ated
case.

And so | guess ny question is, what nakes

it related to this | PR proceedi ng?

A It's the sane parties and the sanme drug.

Q It's just a different patent?

A Yes, and it's in district court in
New Jer sey.

Q Okay. Thank you.
And so after perform ng your searches, how
did you cone to select the specific references
you're relying on for your opinions?

A Well, my conclusion was that the
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FOLFI RI NOX regi men was wel | -established as a
regi men, and, therefore, it was an obvious starting
point for a POCSA, you know, to consider.

And | i posomal irinotecan was well -known as
a drug in devel opnment, and it was obvious to
substitute |liposonmal irinotecan for irinotecan.
nmean, that did not require, you know, nmuch cognitive
input to get to that point. It was just a pretty
sinple thing to, you know, to concl ude.

Q I n Paragraph 26, you specifically state
that the chall enged cl ai rs woul d be obvi ous over
certain references.

So | et me know when you're at that -- at

t hat paragraph because | have a few questions.

A It's Paragraph 267
Q Correct.
A. Yes, |'mthere.

Q So in Paragraph 26, you list that the
chal | enged cl ai ns woul d have been obvi ous over
Conroy, correct?

A Yes.

Q And what is Conroy?

A Conroy is a "New Engl and Journal of
Medi ci ne" paper that ascribes the results of an

investigator-initiated Phase 3 trial of FOLFI R NOX
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conpared to genctitabine.

Q I s Conroy considered to be one of the
preem nent, | guess, studies that nade FOLFI RI NOX a
drug that practitioners wanted to give to patients
with netastatic pancreatic cancer?

Is this kind of -- is the Conroy

publ i cation the sem nal publication for FOLFI RI NOX?

MR, SUH. Objection to form

You may answer.

THE WTNESS: Well, | don't know what you
mean by "the sem nal publication,” you know.

There are many sem nal publications that
|l ed up to the devel opnent of the FOLFI RI NOX
reginen. So it's a reginen. And the reginen
was taken forward, you know, and devel oped and
basically was the FOLFIRI reginmen with
oxaliplatin added to it.

And oxaliplatin was a known active agent

I n colorectal cancer, and FOLFIRI was the

standard reginen for col orectal cancer, and the

FOLFOX regi nen was a standard regi nen for

col orectal cancer.

So it's |like FOLFOX and FOLFI Rl got
t oget her and gave birth to FOLFOX - -
FOLFIRINOX. It also gave birth to its sibling,
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FOLFOXIRI. And then this regi nen was pushed
forward into pancreatic cancer as -- given the
dearth of effective treatnents for pancreatic
cancer.
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q And then in this paragraph you also |ist
Mahaset h, correct?
A Yes.
Q Wiy did you sel ect the Mahaseth
publ i cation?
A Mahaseth is a publication that explicitly
t eaches dropping the 5-fluorouracil bolus, which is
really the way FCOLFIRINOX is given today, well,
nodi fied FOLFIRINOX, and that's really the standard.
But it was that paper that was the first
paper to explicitly teach that.
Q (Audi o distortion.)
(St enographer clarification.)
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Dr. Ratain, you're able to hear ne?

A | can now.

Q kay. Please let ne know if there's any
hi ccups. | appreciate it.

A | didn't catch that, though

Q Pl ease |l et ne know if there's any
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interruptions or disruptions, and I will try my best
to figure out what's going on.

A Seens to be your head position.

Q kay. If we go -- (audio distortion).

(St enographer clarification.)
M5. MATTES: Let's go off the record for a
second.
(Wher eupon, a recess was taken
from9:39 am to 9:44 a.m)
M5. MATTES: W can go back on the record.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Before we took our break, Dr. Ratain, |
asked, "Wy did you sel ect the Mahaseth
publ i cati on?"

Do you recall that?

A | do.

Q And you stated, "Because it was a
publication that explicitly taught dropping the
5-fluorouracil bolus."

Do you renenber that?

A Yes.

Q Why were you | ooking at a publication that
was specifically teaching dropping the
5-fluorouracil bolus?

A. Because, one, when | read the
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speci fication, they nade a point of that, the
pat ent ees.

And, two, because | was aware that it's --
it's been dropped fromthe FCOLFI RI NOX regi nen by the
vast mgjority of clinicians.

Q kay. So the reasons why you were | ooking
for references that taught dropping the
5-fluorouracil bolus was because the '552 patent
specification made a point of that -- of that
nodi fication, as well as you had read about that
5-fluorouracil bolus having been dropped fromthe
FOLFI RI NOX regi mnen as well, correct?

MR, SUH. bjection to form-- I'msorry.

(bj ection to form

THE WTNESS: | need to understand the

evol ution of the nodern FOLFI RI NOX regi nen, the

ot her work that had been done suggesting

nodi fications to the reginmen since it was first

devel oped.

So | had to sort of develop all of that

hi story, so to speak. There's not a paper out

there that describes the history of the

FOLFIRINOX reginmen. So | basically had to

construct that up until the priority date and

understand the history there.
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Sone of that was described in the
specification itself as background. Sone of it
was described in the exanples, for exanple,
as -- you know, even though it was history.

So | needed to understand what was known
and what was done by the alleged inventors.

BY MS. MATTES:
Q kay. So | think I understand what your
t hought process was then.

So then one of the reasons you were
| ooking for that specific nodification was because
the '552 patent specification had discussed the
background of FOLFI RI NOX and ot her ki nds of
nodi fi cati ons of FOLFI Rl NOX.

And one of those nodifications was the
removal of the 5-FU, or fluorouracil bolus dose,
correct?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: And | do note, as |I'mtaking
anot her | ook at the background, that the
background states that FOLFI RINOX was a
preferred option, but it doesn't say "the
preferred,” "a preferred" option since 2011.

And t he background al so notes that in

Colum 2, Lines 3 to 6, that nodified
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FOLFI RI NOX regi nens are often used, including
el i mnation of the 5-FU bol us.
So that was listed there, and, you know,
unfortunately, | couldn't rely on the list of
publications in the patent itself because it
was -- it would be like finding a needle in a
hayst ack.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Under st ood. Gkay. Going back to
Par agraph 26 of your expert declaration, you can
i magi ne | have simlar questions for the other
references cited here.

So you also |ist Bayever as a publication
you're relying on in support of your opinions,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And why did you sel ect Bayever?

A Because Bayever taught the use of
i posomal irinotecan in conbination with 5-FU and
| eucovorin, so taking the FOLFIRI regi men and
substituting in irinotecan -- substituting |i posonal
irinotecan for irinotecan.

Q kay. And then you have here the Saif
publ i cati on.

Why did you select the Saif publication?
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A It was -- when | was searching for
publ i cations that discussed |iposonal irinotecan, it
was one of the publications that canme up, so | read
every paper that discussed |iposomal irinotecan.

Q And of all those papers, you chose Bayever
and Saif, correct?

A And Ko.

Q And Ko, excuse ne, you're right.

So out of the references that you revi ewed
t hat di scussed |iposonmal irinotecan, you chose to
rely on Saif, Bayever, and Ko, correct?

A Yes. | don't think I mssed any prior art

that were relevant, but |1'd be happy to be

corrected.
There was a | ot of prior art.
Q I'"'mnot -- I'"mnot --
A There was a lot of prior art --
Q "' m not suggesting --
A -- in ny opinions. It was challenging to

narrow it down.

Q ' m not suggesting you m ssed anyt hi ng.
|"mjust trying to nake sure that |'m understandi ng
what your opinions are.

And then for Cantore, why did you sel ect

Cant ore?
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A | have to refresh ny nenory on Cantore. |
bel i eve that was one of the ones that was after the
2015 priority date.

It would be hel pful if I could | ook at
t hat docunent, Counsel.

(Exhi bit 1009 was marked for
I dentification.)
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Sure. You can definitely do that. In
case it's helpful to you, you have a Table of
Contents for your expert report -- oh, | see what
you' re saying, yes.

But it is Exhibit 1009, and it should be
in your box, if it's helpful.

A Thank you.

So this reginmen, Cantore, it discloses
just the use of two of the drugs, irinotecan and
oxaliplatin, but it's a much ol der reference. So
it's part of the ancestry, so to speak, of
FOLFI RINOX, and that's why | | ooked at it.

It also -- counsel asked nme are there any
references to specifically disclose an oxaliplatin
dose of 60 mlligranms per neter squared, and so |
found this reginen.

And so it's part of the history here, and
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it also has that specific dose.

Q And you were | ooking for the specific dose
of 60 mlligrans per neter squared of oxaliplatin,
because that's the dose -- the dose recited in
claiml of the '552 patent, correct?

A Counsel asked nme if there was -- were any
publications that disclosed it. | didn't feel it
was necessary because | knew that dose had been

used; for exanple, you know, the dose reduction in

Conr oy.

But counsel asked ne if there were any
publications along those lines. | don't -- wouldn't
have needed this reference. |It's not critical to ny
opinions. |If this reference had never been

publ i shed, it wouldn't change ny opinions in any
way, shape, or form

Q What do you nean when you reference -- or
what are you referring to when you reference the
"dose reduction in Conroy"?

A |"mreferencing the dose reduction that's
described in the protocol as a "dose reduction" and
explicitly taught in the protocol itself as well as
in the appendi x.

And so the protocol is, you know, critical

t o understandi ng any Phase 3 or, for that matter,
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any study. It's critical to review the protocol,
which is why nost top journals require that the
protocol be submtted at the tine of initia

subm ssion, and it's always published al ongsi de any
maj or paper. For nost journals, not all.

Certainly, New England Journal of Medicine does

t hat .

We're adjusting the tenperature in here,
in case you' re wondering what else is going on in
this room I'malittle cold.

Q And the Conroy protocol has a dose
adjustnent to 60 mlligrans per neter squared, is
what you're -- sorry. Strike that.

From what dose -- in the Conroy protocol,
from what dose is the dose adjusted to 60 mlligrans
per neter squared of oxaliplatin?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Are you asking what's the

starting dose?
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Correct.

A. The starting dose was 85, and
oxaliplatin --

Q And - -

A " msorry.

October 24, 2025
42
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Q No, continue. | did not nmean to cut you
off. Sonetimes, Zoom it's hard. You can't talk
over each other, so --

A Yes, it's common to reduce doses of
oxaliplatin, and it's notorious for causing
neurotoxicity. And so it's -- again, nmany
practitioners just choose to reduce it at the start
rather than waiting until the patient has trouble
wal ki ng. They prefer to prevent that problem by
using lower doses in the first place.

Q The Conroy protocol has the 85 mlligrans
per nmeter squared oxaliplatin as the starting dose,
correct?

A. Yes.

Q And then it instructs practitioners or
doctors to reduce that dose to 60 mlligrans per
net er squared, depending on certain -- | guess
certain toxicities that may occur in a patient,
correct?

A Right. It increases both the toxicity,
t he nyel osuppression, particularly the irinotecan,
as well as it's a -- you know, can cause severe,
di sabling neurotoxicity.

Q kay. Understood. You had stated earlier

that in addition -- |let ne start over.
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You had stated earlier that you had al so
reviewed the file history of the '552 patent to see

what references the exam ner had relied on as well.

Did 1l -- did | get that correctly?
A Yes. As part of a conprehensive search, |
wanted to make sure | wasn't mssing anything. |If

the exam ner had relied on sonething that | was
m ssing, hadn't considered yet, | wanted to make
sure | |looked at that as well.

And | needed to understand how this

patent -- which | viewed as very obvious at this
poi nt, you know, before | |ooked at the file
history -- how it had even been all owed.

Q Okay. And did you take into consideration
whet her any of the references you relied on were
al ready consi dered by the exam ner during
prosecution?
MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: | was pleased to see that
the exam ner's thinking was very simlar to ny
own, up until they got to the question of
unexpected results, where things fell apart,
fromny perspective, in the patent office.
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q Okay. Let's go to Paragraph 229 of your
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expert report. This is where you -- it's under the
section of your report called "Unpatentability of
the '552 Patent."

Let me know when you're there.

A ' mthere.

Q Okay. And so here is where you set forth
your opinions with respect to Gound 1, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And your opinions with respect to
Gound 1 seemto span from Paragraph 229 through --
"' m making sure we're on the sane page -- through
Par agr aph 307, correct, which takes you through
Page 120 of your declaration?

A Counsel, it seens to go through -- claiml
goes through -- ny discussion goes through

Par agr aph 264 on Page 108 on claim 1.

O you nean the whole -- and then I go
into other -- the other clains as well, yes. You're
correct.

Q Yeah, | was being -- | was being

conprehensive of all the challenged cl ai s.
But you are right. For purposes of
claim 11, your opinion goes through Paragraph 264.
A Ri ght.

Q | think we're on the sane page.
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A Yes, we are.

Q kay. Good. So these are long reports,
so | kind of |like to set the boundaries of what
we' re tal king about.

A There was a lot of prior art.

Q Yes. Ckay. So if we go back to -- since
we covered a | ot of pages, if we go back to this
Page 95 of your report, here is where you say
claim1 woul d have been obvi ous over Conroy, the
Conroy protocol, and Mahaseth, in conbination with
t he know edge and skill of the POSA, including
Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore.

Do you see that? |'mjust reading the
headi ng of -- the heading of A on that page.

A Yes.

Q kay. And --

MR, SUH. (bjection to form Sorry.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q So Conroy -- that's okay.

Conroy, Conroy protocol, Mhaseth,
Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore, are these the main

references you're relying on for your obviousness

opi ni on?
A Well, | nmean, quite frankly, | really only
need Conroy, but these others are -- you know, nake
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it very, very clear

Conroy protocol is very hel pful if one
needs to get to very specific doses, but it's very
obvious. A PCSA is well aware of how to reduce
doses for toxicity, including all the nodifications
t hat were made, the obvious nodifications by
Mahaset h, and, you know, the teachings of these
ot her references.

And then the |iposomal irinotecan
references, at |east one of those is inportant
because the POSA needs to be aware of |i posonal
i rinotecan and sonet hing about its properties, which
are very simlar, you know, to lipo- -- to
i rinotecan when given by a prol onged i nfusion.

Q Okay. Let's go to Paragraph 232 of your
report.

Here you state that the clained
invention -- excuse ne. Here you state that
"Claim1l woul d have been obvi ous over the prior art
at | east because the clainmed nethod of treatnent
i nvol ved adm ni stering an anti neopl asti c therapy
consisting of |iposonmal irinotecan, oxaliplatin, and
5-fluorouracil, the sane four-drug conbination as in
t he established gold standard FOLFI RI NOX regi nen for

first-line treatnent of nmetastatic pancreatic

47
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cancer."
Do you see that?

A | do.

Q kay. So is it your opinion that one of
t he reasons why the clained invention is obvious is
because the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen has the sane four
drugs as what's clained in the '552 patent?

A Well, if you consider |iposonal irinotecan

and irinotecan to be the sane drug with the |iposone
just representing a different way of adm nistering
i rinotecan, yes.
Q | see. Well, I'"mjust using your words.
You wote "the sane four-drug conbi nation."
So is it your opinion that those two drugs
are the sane drugs?
A Well, they're the sane drugs, so to speak.
They' re the sane active therapy.
In other words, the |iposone represents a
different way of admnistering irinotecan. |If the
i ri notecan had been adm ni stered as a 96- hour
i nfusion, for exanple, I would also say it's the
same four-drug regi men, even though it's a different
way of admi nistering irinotecan.
So I'"musing "drug" in a broad sense as

opposed to a pharmaceutical product.
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Q Ckay. So you're using "drug" as referring
to the active ingredient as opposed to what is
sonetines referred to as a "drug product"?

A Right. |I'mnot referring to the drug
product. I'mreferring to the active pharnmaceuti cal
i ngredi ent here.

Q Right. And |iposomal irinotecan has its
own distinct FDA | abeling, correct?

A Yes, and it's a distinct product, and it
has simlar but different properties fromfree
irinotecan. But they're certainly siblings or
father-child rel ationshi p.

Q What are the different properties between
| i posonmal irinotecan?

And if | say "free" -- should | say
"irinotecan"? O | don't want to confuse us on the
record.

So do you prefer "free irinotecan" or just
saying "irinotecan"?

A Well, | have an idea. Wy don't we
call -- to sinplify things, why don't we refer to
irinotecan as "irinotecan," and either for
| i posomal , either say "liposonal irinotecan" or
"Oni vyde. "

And I"mconfortable with that. That way,
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we won't get confused.

Q Sure.

A And so Onivyde is -- you know, has
di fferent pharnmacokinetics, and it results in
basically a sustained rel ease of irinotecan. And
t hat changes the schedule of irinotecan in a way
that basically nmeans that the potency per mlligram
of irinotecan is greater in the Onivyde product
because the effects of irinotecan are highly
dependent on schedul e.

But if you give a small anmount over a
period of tinme, that has a greater effect than
giving that sane total dose all at once. And so
that's the different properties.

And this is sonething |I've witten about
extensively in the past. | wote many -- the first
clinical trial | ever did was continuous infusion
chenot herapy of an anticancer drug, and | wote many
book chapters on that topic well before irinotecan
was di scover ed.

So the notion of giving drugs by sl ow
i nfusi on has been wel | -understood for decades.

Q When you say "highly dependent on

schedul e, " what does that nean?

A. In other words, there have been studies in
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t he past of giving irinotecan by prol onged infusion,
and you can only -- if you give a very small anount
every day, it's toxic, just because you' ve got the
drug around continuously, and, therefore, it has a
greater effect.

So | i posomal irinotecan has properties
simlar to prolonged infusion of irinotecan. And
what's unclear is whether |iposonmal irinotecan can
increase the efficacy of irinotecan. |[It's just not
entirely clear.

There's sone preclinical studies that
certainly suggest that. There was certainly
ent husiasm for that possibility, just |like there was
ent husi asm f or encapsul ati ng paclitaxel, and that
|l ed to the devel opnent of ABRAXANE.

But, you know, it's not yet been proven
that this fornulation or this schedule of giving
irinotecan, so to speak, is superior than the nore
conventional, historical approach.

Q Is that true as of today?

A Yes.

Q kay. And so that woul d have been true as
of August 21st, 2015, as well?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So let's keep going through your
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expert decl aration.

And so in Paragraph 233, here, you list
out the FOLFIRINOX regi nen as taught by Conroy,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And then you go on to explain why a POSA
woul d have been nodified -- excuse ne, why a POSA
woul d have been notivated to nodify the FOLFI RI NOX
reginen; is that right?

MR SUH  Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, that's what a --
that's what | discuss further, and there were
notivations to nodifying, including dosage
reducti ons.

That's al so described in one of the
references that | didn't cite but you kindly
provided in response in one of your briefs, the
Marsh reference. It also discusses all of the
nodi fications to FOLFI RINOX. And | appreciated
you providing that because it's a very nice
sumary.

BY MS. MATTES:

Q kay. And so, in your opinion, what

were -- what was the main -- or what were the

notivations that you're relying on -- actually,
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strike that. | want to start with the nodification.

What are the proposed nodifications to the
FOLFI RINOX regi men that you believe were obvious to
do?

A Wll, the two nodifications are to make it
work better and to make it less toxic. Those were
the -- the two goals of anybody nodifying a reginen.

Q So maybe | think |I confused you because
switched the use of ny words.

So what you're responding to is what were
a POSA' s notivation to nodify the FOLFI RI NOX

reginmen; is that correct?

A | thought that was what you asked ne.
Q I'd asked what were the nodifications, but
that's -- it's okay. W can start with notivation

So in your opinion, there were two
notivations to nodify the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen.
One was to reduce toxicity, correct?
A Yes.
Q kay. And the second was to nake a -- |
t hi nk you used the words "nake a better product”; is
that right?
A Vel |, nobody is getting cured with
FOLFI RINOX. So patients are all dying of netastatic

pancreatic cancer, and they're often -- sonetines
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they' re dying of side effects of treatnent. And --
but it was better than what we had before. W had
only gentitabine really. Erlotinib was approved for
pancreatic cancer, but nobody prescribed that.

And irinotecan was known to be an active
drug. O course, 5-FU and | eucovorin had sone
activity. But there was really not nuch you could
do with these patients other than generally enrol
themin a clinical trial

So FOLFI RINOX canme along, and it was
great, you know. The reginmen was effective if it
didn't kill you.

So -- but the challenge was reducing the
nmorbidity and nortality of FOLFIRINOX. And at the
sane tinme, it was good, but it wasn't great. You
still were going to die of your pancreatic cancer.

So that was really what -- the way a POSA
woul d | ook at that reginmen and the state-of-the-art
of pancreatic cancer at the August 2015 priority
dat e.

Q So, in your opinion, they would be | ooking
to -- excuse ne.

They woul d be | ooking to reduce toxicity
of the FOLFI RINOX regi nen, and then what would -- |

understand that they woul d be notivated to nmake
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sonet hi ng better

But what exactly -- | guess, what are the
criteria that a POSA woul d be | ooking at for that
second notivation?

MR. SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, there would be a
coupl e of approaches.

So, one, if you could add a drug that
didn't add to the side effects of FOLFI Rl NOX,
t hat woul d be one possibility.

You coul d give drugs such as
colony-stimulating factors to reduce the side
effects of FOLFIRINOX. That was w dely used
anyway.

And then |iposonmal irinotecan was anot her
attractive consideration because of the
suggestion in the preclinical studies, the
Bayever patent, that it was better than
I ri notecan.

And so the hypothesis that Onivyde -- or
It wasn't known as Onivyde then, but the
| i posomal irinotecan was better than irinotecan
was worth testing.

And, unfortunately, it's not been

rigorously tested. It's never been rigorously
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tested in any clinical trial to get the answer

to that question.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q What hasn't been vigorously -- rigorously
tested exactly?

A. Vell, for exanple, you know, the -- you
know, one could conpare in second-line therapy the
use of the approved |iposonma
irinotecan/5-FU | eucovorin reginen to the FOLFIR
reginen in a random zed trial. That's never been
done. The random zed trial only used FU | eucovorin
as the control arm

One coul d conpare the NALIRI FOX regi nen
that's the subject of the clains here in a
prospective random zed trial to the FOLFI Rl NOX
reginen. That's not been done.

One could conpare a |i posonal
i rinotecan-containing reginen to a
irinotecan-containing reginen in a different
di sease, such as col orectal cancer or gastric
cancer. That's never been done.

So there has been no rigorous testing of
the hypothesis. And such studies are generally done
by pharnmaceutical conpanies after they get their

drug approved to pronote the use of their product
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because many -- you know, to address concerns that
t he product doesn't -- you know, isn't worth the

extra cost, yet that's not been done.

Q | see what you're saying.

There hasn't been a study done that
directly conpares |iposomal irinotecan either alone
or in a conbination regimen agai nst irinotecan al one
or in a conparabl e conbination regi nen?

Am | under standi ng you correctly?

A Yes. O her than one very small trial
early in the devel opnent that was done in gastric
cancer, there's really been -- that's the only trial
"' maware of in which there was a random zati on.

And that trial was too small to be definitive, and
it was hard to interpret the results of that study.

So, really, there's not the trial that
ri gorous, rigorous oncologists are looking for to
sort of cut through marketing hype and everyt hi ng
el se. And, you know, you |look for -- at sone point,
you' ve just got to bite the bullet and do the trial,
and -- but there hasn't been an interest in doing
that, at |l east that |I'm aware of.

| don't know whet her the conpany has been
approached by investigators, but | certainly have

seen no such trial ever appear. And | even | ooked
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just recently to see if possibly such a trial was in
devel opnment on clinicaltrials.gov, and there isn't
any such trial.

Q You had referenced one very small trial
earlier.

Do you recall if that trial is the Roy
publication that you had included as part of your
expert decl aration?

It is-- 1 wll tell you in a second.
believe it is Exhibit 1055, so that should be in
your box.

(Exhi bit 1055 was marked for
i dentification.)

MR SUH. So objection to form

THE WTNESS: We will pull that exhibit.

Yes, that's the study.

BY MS. MATTES:

Q kay. And so this is the study that you
stated was too small to be definitive, and it was
hard to interpret the results of this study,
correct?

A That's right.

Q Ckay. You can put that study to the side.

| appreciate the explanation. This is

very hel pful to understand all of that.
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Is it fair to say that in your opinion, a
POSA, then, would be notivated by, one, reducing
toxicity in order to reduce side effects, and, two,
by the properties of |iposonmal irinotecan that were
known at the time of the priority date?

MR, SUH. (bjection to form

You nmay answer.

THE WTNESS: |'mnot sure. | didn't

fully understand the question.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Sure. You provided a | ot of explanation.
l"mtrying to just kind of figure out what your two
noti vations are for nodifying the FOLFI Rl NOX
regi men.

So to ne, it sounds |like you're saying a
POSA woul d have been notivated to nodify the regi nen
based on, one, wanting to reduce toxicity in the
formof reducing side effects; is that right?

A Yes.

Q kay. And then, two, they woul d have been
noti vated based on the properties of |iposonal
irinotecan that were known as of August 2015; is
that right?

A Well, that's -- yes, but that's if you

wanted to substitute |iposomal irinotecan.

59
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There were other nodifications one coul d,
in theory, make. | nean, if there was sone
prom si ng new ki nase i nhibitor or nonocl ona
anti body that, you know, wouldn't substantially
i ncrease side effects, and particularly, if you
reduce sone of the other doses, you could do that.

So, | nean, there were things -- | nean,
one of ny col | eagues was devel opi ng a regi nen where
trying to add paclitaxel to the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen
for use in gastric cancer but was reducing doses of
t he ot her drugs.

So | think there's lots of -- it's kind of
i ke cooking. And that's why these are recipes --
oncol ogi sts refer to themas "reci pes" -- where you
have your ingredients in your kitchen, and you have
to decide, you know, what to do. And if you're --
if the ingredients are seasonings and you' re cooking
a stew or soup, and you've got to taste as you go
along to make sure it doesn't get too salty or too
spicy, and you adjust it, it's the sanme thing with
t hese chenot her apy regi nens.

It's just one -- you know, sonetines in
clinical -- routine clinical practice, oncol ogists
just make these changes on their own. And there's

sone exanples of that in the literature, even, in
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regard to the NALIRI FOX regi men -- or the FOLFI Rl NOX
regi men, rather.

And t hen sonetinmes oncol ogists do this in
the context of rigorous clinical trials, and then
it's witten down and all tested prospectively.

Q | kind of like this cooking -- this
cooking analogy. It helps put your opinions in
perspective for ne.

One of the things you nentioned is, you
know, as you're going through this, or as you're
cooki ng, you would taste -- you would taste al ong
the way, or you would add a spice or add a
seasoni ng, and then you would kind of taste it to
see how it goes.

| guess, in your mnd, how does that apply
to this nodification? Does that nean -- sorry, go
ahead.

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, that's exactly what is

done in the Phase 1 trials that we're -- of the

conmbi nation. \Whether you're | ooking at the

Bayever patent or you're |ooking at the '552

patent, both of themwite a protocol where

you' re tasting as you go al ong.

And you go, well, we think we can get this
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dose in, but it mght nmake it too toxic. Well,

we want to put this new pepper | bought in, but

It mght make it too spicy.

So it's the sanme thing. [It's just like
cooking. Can we add this? Can we add this?
Well, how nmuch can we add? Do we have to cut
sonmet hing el se back if we want to add this?

Now, |'ve got this great new snoked
pepper, but, you know, |'mgoing to have to cut
t he Thai peppers down.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q And so when a person of skill in the art
makes one nodification, they would then test that
nodi fication to see howit -- howit works, correct,
bef or e nmaki ng anot her nodification?

A Well, that's generally -- that's called a
Phase 1 protocol. Wether your -- you know, so
particularly for Phase 1 conbinations, if you're
trying to determ ne a naxi num dose, a naxi num dose
for any conbination, there's actually an infinite
nunmber of possibilities, because if you turn up one
drug, you can add nore of a second drug or a third
dr ug.

So it's basically a cooking experinent as

opposed to an experinent where you're trying to find
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the maximal |y tol erated dose of a single drug.
That's |ike a nountain-clinbing expedition. Were
is the top of the nountain?

So -- but these are -- they're both,
they're both routine. Neither one tries to find an
opti mal dose. These clinical trials only define --
try and define a maxi numtol erated dose or set of
doses.

And as | said, with the conbination, if
you want to add |iposonmal irinotecan to oxaliplatin
and 5-FU-|l eucovorin, and you say, well, | want the
dose -- the conbination to be the maxi mum-- a
maxi mum dosage that people can tolerate but doesn't
kill anybody, well, there's an infinite nunber of
possibilities to do that.

Q So if a person of ordinary skill in the
art wanted to nodify the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen by
addi ng i posonal irinotecan -- or, excuse ne,
replacing irinotecan with |iposomal irinotecan, is
it your opinion, then, that there's a maxi num nunber

or an infinite nunber of possibilities as to what

t he dose --
A Vell, I'm--
Q -- would be used?

| guess |'mnot sure what --
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MR, SUH. (bjection to form
But go ahead.
THE WTNESS: |I'mtalking as a

mat hemati ci an, not as a practical matter.

As a practical matter, you know, you know

you're going to be -- you're developing a

regi men for physicians that -- you know, you're

not going to be using doses of

61. 7325 mlligrans. So as a practical matter,

you're going to use round nunbers, you know.

You're going to use a stepw se approach,
and because that's -- you know, if you canme up

Wi th sone very precise, weird nunber, everybody

woul d say, "Wiy are you doing that? That | ust

I's going to confuse people.” | was speaking

mat hematical ly.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Understood. So froma practi cal
perspective, if a person of skill in the art were to
nodi fy the FOLFI RINOX regi men by repl acing
irinotecan with Iiposomal irinotecan, what woul d be
t he next step?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q How woul d a - -
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A Vell, it depends what they knew. If
you' re asking ne what was known in 2015, in
August 2015, well, Bayever basically teaches you the
doses of |iposonmal irinotecan you can give with 5-FU
and | eucovorin, okay.

And, well, you could say, all right, how
did we get to a reginen that includes -- and then --
and let's just say we're trying to nodify
FOLFI RI NOX, so you have to add your oxaliplatin to
that. So you would say, okay, when they created
FOLFI R NOX, you know, they took the FOLFI Rl reginen,
and then they added oxaliplatin at 85 mlligrans per
nmeter squared. Well, we -- let's see if we can add
85 mlligrans per neter squared to Bayever.

And when they found that there was too
much toxicity, they said, okay, we can't do that.
And that -- part of that is al so because, you know,
the dose of irinotecan is going to be variable, too.

So you have to -- if you're -- you're
changi ng your doses of |iposomal irinotecan, you're
changi ng your doses of oxaliplatin. And so you
wite a protocol where you start conservatively, and
you figure out, okay, where do we want to get to
with the irinotecan, and how nuch oxaliplatin can we

get in?
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Q | may have mssed -- | just want to nake
sure | understood sonething that you just said.

You had said that when they -- when they
created FOLFI RINOX, they took -- |'msorry.

When they created FOLFI RINOX, they started
with, | guess, the FOLFIRI reginen, and they added
oxaliplatin at 85 mlligranms per neter squared,
correct --

A Yes. That is -- that it is --

Q -- for that regi nen? Ckay.

A That is FOLFIRINOX. It's FOLFIR --
Q Ckay.

A -- plus 85 per neter squared of

oxal i pl atin.

Q | see. And then you said, well, then
let's see if we can add 85 mllineters [sic] per
neter squared to Bayever, and then they found that
there was too nuch -- too nuch toxicity.

Do you recall saying that just now?

A Yes.
Q kay. | guess what -- where in the prior
art had soneone added 85 ml|ligrans per neter

squared of oxaliplatin to Bayever --
A Well, that was --

Q -- and found that there was too nmuch --
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A That was --
Q -- and found that there was too nuch
toxicity?
MR SUH (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: |'mreading from Exanple 3
in the patent. ay. It talks about the
target dose of oxaliplatin, 60 to 85 mlligrans
per meter squared.
BY MS. MATTES:
Q Right. But that's our '552 patent,
correct?
A Yes. No, | didn't say in the prior art.
Q So as of --

A | wasn't referring to prior art. You
asked ne -- you asked nme how -- how one woul d do
t hat .

Q Right. | see the confusion. Apol ogies.

| should have been nore clear.

| guess ny question was in the context of
as of August 2015, right, w thout know edge of our
clainmed invention, right, so as of August 2015 --
et me just go back to what mny original question was
SO we can start over again.

So I'lIl re-ask ny question with that point

of clarity.
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So as of August 21st, 2015, froma
practical perspective, if a POSA were to nodify the
FOLFI RINOX regi men by replacing irinotecan with
| i posomal irinotecan, what woul d be the next step
t hat a POSA woul d t ake?

MR, SUH. (bjection to form

THE WTNESS: As | said, they could start

wi th Bayever and then add oxaliplatin to it,

hopi ng that they could get an 85 mlligrans per
meter squared, exactly what was done here in

the -- in Exanple 3.

BY M5. MATTES:

Q And so if the results -- so when a PCSA
makes that nodification, adds oxaliplatin to
Bayever, they would have to test that conbination in
order to determ ne whether -- whether there were any
toxicity issues, correct?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Sure. That's the routine

experinmentation of any Phase 1 trial, and you

deci de what doses you want to start with, you
know, and you know you coul d be nore precise as
far as how you do your irinotecan dosing.

It's well-known that the toxicity of

i rinotecan i s highly dependent on UGI1Al

68
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genotype --
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Ri ght.

A -- so you mght do your genotyping before
you dose so you get, you know -- and so there's lots
of ways you can do it exactly, but the general
concept would be to take Bayever and hope you can
add in 85 per neter squared of oxaliplatin. And if
you can't, you can't. But, you know, you know t hat
60 mlligrams per neter squared is a conmonly used
dose, and that's fine, too.

MR, SUH. Excuse ne, Counsel. |'msorry,

Counsel . We've been going for nore than an

hour since the |ast break.

Is this a good tine for a break? Do you
want to ask --

M5. MATTES: | would like to just maybe
wap up this line, maybe a couple nore m nutes.

s that okay with you?

MR SUH.  Sure.
M5. MATTES: Ckay, great.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Let me just go back to my question before

so | can get back on track.

And, Dr. Ratain, Bayever doesn't discuss
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oxal iplatin, correct?

A It's not clained. | can't remenber
whether it discusses it. |1'd have to | ook at the
docunent to tell you whether it discussed.

Q Ckay. Do you recall whether Bayever
teaches a person of skill in the art to use
| i posomal irinotecan with oxaliplatin?

A |'d be happy to | ook at that docunent and
gi ve you an answer to that question.

(Exhi bit 1006 was marked for
I dentification.)
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Sure. If you pull out Exhibit 1006

A Wll, the sinple -- using the broadest
definition of "teach," the answer is yes.

Q What do you nean, "using the broadest
definition of 'teach' "?

A If you |l ook in the background, the third
paragraph, it describes FOLFOX. It describes
FOLFI RI NOX.

Q Ckay.

A So it teaches a POSA about the use of
oxaliplatin in the treatnment of pancreatic cancer.
It treats -- it teaches a POSA about the use of

oxaliplatin in conbination with irinotecan, and not
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that a POSA needed this teachi ng because Conroy was
publ i shed in 2011.

Soit's all in there, and, you know, so it
t eaches that.

Q Bayever does not expressly recite the use
of a conbination therapy using |iposonmal irinotecan
with oxaliplatin, correct?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: No, but it would -- it's
obvious to do that if a POSA is aware of

| i posomal irinotecan.

BY MS. MATTES:

Q But Bayever expressly doesn't disclose
that, correct?

A Correct.

M5. MATTES: GCkay. | think we can take a
break. Thank you.
THE W TNESS: Thank you.
(Wher eupon, a recess was taken
from10:39 a.m to 10:50 a.m)
M5. MATTES: W can go back on the record.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Dr. Ratain, before the break, we were in

your expert declaration.

Can you put that in front of you,
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pl ease --
A It is.
Q -- if you don't have it.
A | have it.

Q Geat. So we were around Paragraph 234.

|'"d like to talk to you about the proposed
nodi fications to the FOLFI RINOX regi nen that you
suggest a POSA woul d nake.

Can you -- would you agree that there are

four nodifications that, in your opinion, a PCSA
woul d make to the FOLFI RINOX reginen in order to
arrive at the clained invention?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, you would substitute

the |iposomal irinotecan for irinotecan, and

you' d al so obviously have to identify the dose

of the liposonal irinotecan.
You woul d drop the 5-FU bol us, and,

mean, the |lower oxaliplatin dose is actually

part of the FOLFIRI NOX regi nen, but here in the

claim they're starting with it instead of

waiting for the toxicity to devel op, as Conroy

did, which it pretty nuch al ways does,
requi ri ng dose reduction.

So it's really dropping the 5-FU bol us
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that others were already doi ng, being

conservative on the oxaliplatin dose. And then

t he biggest issue was substituting the

| i posomal irinotecan for irinotecan and

figuring out, you know, what dose was an

appropriate starting dose in the absence of any

UGT1Al genot ype.

BY MS. MATTES:

Q kay. So | think, to summarize, one of
the nodifications would be to replace irinotecan
with |iposomal irinotecan, correct?

A Yes.

Q And then after that, you would have to
figure out what dose of |iposomal irinotecan you
woul d use, correct?

A Yes, for patients for whom you were not
doi ng the genotyping, which is, you know, a pretty
iffy proposition.

Q kay. And then you would -- then the
third nodification would be to reduce oxaliplatin,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And then the fourth nodification wuld be
to drop the 5-fluorouracil bolus, correct?

A. Correct.
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Q In your opinion, is there a particular
sequence within which a POSA woul d make t hese
nodi fi cati ons?

A Well, I think -- look, I think, you know,
droppi ng the 5-FU bolus was pretty straightforward
because people didn't think it really added anything
to the efficacy. It just added toxicity. That was
pretty straightforward.

And | think reducing the oxaliplatin dose
was pretty, pretty comon, and peopl e were doi ng
that in clinical practice anyway.

And so, as | said, the nost chall enging
i ssue was plugging in the |liposomal irinotecan in
t he context of no genotyping.

And so that would be the nost chall enging.
And a POSA woul d have expected that the right dose
of irinotecan depended on UGI1Al genotype, with the
nost profound effect being in UGT1Al poor
nmet abol i zers, which is about 15 percent of the U S.
popul ati on.

And so that was the biggest chall enge.

And if you're doing a Phase 1 trial and you don't do
genot ypi ng, obviously, each patient you treat,
there's a 15 percent chance that they're a poor

nmet abol i zer, and you could run into a | ot of
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toxicity and not figure it out until later that it
was because of the genotype.

Q And so, then, | guess in your opinion, the
sequence within which a PCSA woul d nake these
nodi fi cati ons doesn't matter?

MR, SUH. (bjection to form

THE WTNESS: What do you nean? |[|'m not
sure what you nean, "it doesn't matter."

| think you decide what you really care
about. You prioritize, and it depends what the

POSA is trying to do. If they're -- you know,

if a POSA says, ook, I'"'ma big believer in

oxaliplatin, I don't want to cut the
oxal i platin dose, and we can drop the 5-FU

bol us, no problem and | want to -- you know, |

want to use sonme irinotecan, but |I'mnot so

concerned about getting the maxi mal dose in,
just want to be conservative, because, again,
you know, it depends on what you're really
trying to do.

Are you trying to treat a patient? |Is the
patient frail?

So if you just sinply say what mght a
POSA do in clinical practice is one set of

guestions. Wat would a POSA do in devel opi ng
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a reginen that's appropriate for FDA approval

is a different set of questions.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Okay. And in your opinion, what is the
PCSA here | ooking to do?

A Vell, | think, legally, nmy understanding
is you have to consider both sets of options. |It's
clear in this case that the inventors were trying to
devel op a reci pe that would be, you know, eventually
suitable for FDA approval. That was the goal of the
i nventors.

But, you know, it's |ike sonebody opens a
restaurant and starts nmarketing their new stew,
okay. Their goal was to devel op a new restaurant
and have sone, you know, stew that they could
mar ket .

Q You had said that a POSA would be a big --
that if a -- sorry. Let nme start over again.

You had stated in your prior answer that
if a POSA was a big believer in oxaliplatin, he or
she may not want to cut the oxaliplatin dose.

Wy woul d a POSA be a big believer in
oxal i pl atin?

A Why woul d sonebody think that |ots of

things? | nean, you know, if you asked ne, why does
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our Secretary of HHS think certain things, |
couldn't really give you a good answer.
So people think all kinds of things.

Everybody has a right to an opinion. And, you know,

you m ght hear sonebody say sonething crazy, like, I
had a patient, | cut their oxaliplatin dose, and
they didn't do well. | nean, you know, you hear al

ki nds of crazy stuff from people.

Q Right. A PCSA would be trying to bal ance
reduci ng toxicity but making sure that the patient
was still being efficaciously treated, correct?

A The problemis none of these drugs were
ever optim zed, the dosages. Nobody really knows
what -- you know, whether nore is better is the real
I ssue.

So the standard approach was to try and
gi ve the nost you can because that was what
everybody did. And so, again, oxaliplatin was
notorious for the neurotoxicity.

So you've got two problens with
oxaliplatin. You' ve got both the fact it increases
the short-termtoxicity of the other drugs and
i ncreases the long-term and, therefore, you know
you're going to have to reduce it anyway, which is

why nost peopl e woul d be happy to cut the
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oxaliplatin and particularly if they wanted to nmake
sure they got enough of the irinotecan in.

Q If a POSA wanted to -- if a POSA wanted to
mai ntain the oxaliplatin dose of FOLFI RI NOX but
wanted to switch out |iposonmal irinotecan with
i rinotecan, what would -- | guess, what woul d that
POSA need to do to feel as though the anount of
oxaliplatin they're giving their patient satisfies
this need to still reduce toxicity?

| don't know if --

MR, SUH.  (Obj ection.

BY MS. MATTES:

Q Let me try to -- yeah, let ne rephrase
t hat questi on.

If the POSA's goal was to reduce toxicity,
however, they wanted to maintain the sanme anount --
they wanted to maxi m ze the anmount of oxaliplatin
that their patient was receiving, how woul d that
play into what they -- what decisions they nade
regarding |iposomal irinotecan or the dosing of
| i posormal irinotecan?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: They m ght have to give |ess

of the liposomal irinotecan, okay.

A PCSA -- but a POSA woul d know you end up
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having to cut the dose of the oxaliplatin
anyway based on readi ng Conroy. You know that,
you know, patients are getting doses reduced
right and left.

You al so know fromthe prior art that, you
know, such as described in Marsh that
practitioners are routinely cutting the dose in
ol der, frail patients just because. They know
that the patients are at greater risk for side
ef fects.

So it's very common to cut the oxaliplatin
dose. But if, hypothetically --
hypot hetically, oxaliplatin were a brand nane
product -- and | guess it was at the tine, but
if, hypothetically, Sanofi were devel opi ng
i posomal irinotecan, they m ght approach it
differently than Merrimack devel oping |i posonal
i ri notecan because Sanofi may not want to cut
their oxaliplatin dose for commercial reasons.

So it really depends on the context.

But | think the POSA, the typical POSA
woul d recogni ze you're going to need to cut the
oxal i platin dose anyway; let's just cut it now

so we don't have to think about it.
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BY MS. MATTES:

Q Wul dn't the POSA be concerned with the
reduction of oxaliplatin inpacting the efficacy of
the reginmen on the patient? Wuldn't they want to
al so maxi m ze efficacy?

MR, SUH. (bjection to form

THE WTNESS: It depends. |If the PCSA is
pl anning to conpare the regi nen to FOLFI RI NOX
and wanted an appl es-to-appl es conpari son, they
m ght .

If they're not planning to conpare it to
FOLFI RI NOX, they go, well, what do we care?
We're not going to conpare it to FOLFI Rl NOX
anyway.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Does Conroy teach reducing oxaliplatin in
all patients?

A A huge percentage of patients, not all.

Q It teaches reducing the dose of
oxaliplatin in patients who are experiencing certain
toxicities, right?

A Vell, what it teaches you is that you're
going to need to reduce the dose of oxaliplatin in
nost patients. So that's what it teaches you.

So you can -- you know, if you're on the
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hi ghway and you're following too closely to a car,
you know you probably shoul d sl ow down because you
don't want to get into a crash. You don't need to
wait for the crash to say, "I should have sl owed
down. "

So it's really anticipating the problem
and preventing it by cutting the dose. That's what
Conroy teaches. It teaches a POSA who under st ands
that the oxaliplatin dose isn't critical.

Q And so Conroy teaches reducing the
starting dose of oxaliplatin in patients once they
experience a certain toxicity, right?

A Conroy teaches, explicitly teaches
reducing the dose after toxicity, inplicitly teaches
reduci ng the dose before toxicity.

Q Where does -- how does Conroy inplicitly
teach that?

A By telling you the percentage of people
t hat had dose reductions, the dose intensity, those
ki nds of data; telling you that the popul ati on they
studi ed, which is a very constrai ned popul ati on, so
that if you want to study a less fit population, a
POSA woul d understand you need to reduce the doses.

Q So you're referencing the fact that the

dose intensity for oxaliplatin in Conroy was not
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100 percent, correct?

A It wasn't anywhere close to 100 percent,
yeabh.

Q It was 78 percent; is that right?

A |"d have to look at it to answer that
guestion. | can say that sounds about right.

(Exhi bit 1003 was marked for
I dentification.)
BY M5. MATTES:

Q | believe Conroy is Exhibit 1003, if you
want to take that out.

A Yes. So in answer to your question, so it
was -- the oxaliplatin nedian relative dose

intensity was 78 percent. That's nedian. That
nmeans half the patients had a dose intensity of |ess
than 78 percent. And each dose, when you reduce the
dose of oxaliplatin, according to protocol, that's a
30 percent dose reduction.

And so if you've got -- if you were to get
hal f your doses at the reduced dose, you would have
an 85 percent dose intensity.

So it's basically telling you | ess than
hal f the doses adm nistered were a full dose.

Q The 78 percent dose, nedian dose intensity

represents the dose intensity across all cycl es of
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the treatnment, correct?

A Ri ght.

Q Right. It's not just the first? It's not
for the first cycle of the treatnment, correct?

A No. The first cycle, this highly selected
group of patients, okay, who were younger than 76
and had a performance status zero of one, no cardiac
i schem a, and nearly normal bilirubin | evels were
not reduced the first cycle. But nore than half of
their cycles, they were dose-reduced.

Q So for the first starting cycle, all the
patients reported in the trial that Conroy reports
on were dosed with 85 mlligrans per neter squared
of oxaliplatin, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that's per the Conroy protocol, right?

A That is per the Conroy protocol, yes, for
that set of patients.

Q Right. And so then after that first cycle
of treatnent, there was a proportion of patients who
recei ved a reduced dose of oxaliplatin for various
reasons, correct?

A Yes. Al we know is that nore than half
of the cycles were adm nistered at a dose of

60 mlligrans per neter squared or |ess.
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Q Right. And you al so know t hat sone
patients received the full dose of 85 mlligrans per
nmeter squared as well in subsequent cycles after the
first cycle, correct?

A Vell, we don't know that. W actually
don't know that. |It's never -- | don't think it's
explicitly stated in the prior art that any patient,
you know, didn't -- were not dose-reduced.

Q Okay. So the 78 percent doesn't tell you
exactly the nunber of patients that were

dose-reduced, correct?

A It does not.
Q Ckay.
A It only teaches you that dose reduction is

likely. And Conroy also teaches you if you want to
adm ni ster FOLFIRINOX to a group of patients, a
broader group of patients than those described here,
that you have -- that you can't rely on the doses
here, basically. So --

Q Where does it say that?

A The | ast paragraph of the paper. It
inplies that. That's what a POSA --

Q That's on Page --

A Yeah, Page 1824, a POSA woul d under st and
fromthe | ast paragraph that the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen
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is only an option for the patients that are
descri bed in that paragraph.

Q And when it uses the term "FOLFI Rl NOX"
here, it's referring to the reginen that includes
the 85 mlligramper nmeter squared oxaliplatin dose,
correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Wien papers refer to the FOLFI RI NOX
regi men, a POSA woul d understand that the paper is
referring to the regimen that includes the
85 mlligrans per neter squared oxaliplatin starting
dose, right?

A Yes.

MR SUH.  Qbjection.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q kay. If the notivation for a POSA was to
reduce toxicity, and if replacing the irinotecan
with liposomal irinotecan achieved, achieved that
goal --

MR SUH  Objection to form
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q -- would a PCSA -- would a PCSA still nake
further nodifications?

A Al right. So what's the hypotheti cal

you' re asking ne?
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Q If a POSA, if their goal was to reduce
toxicity of FOLFIRINOX, and the repl acenent of
irinotecan with Iiposomal irinotecan achieved that
goal, would there be a notivation to nake any
further nodifications to the regi nen?

MR, SUH. (bjection to form

THE WTNESS: |t depends what group of

patients you wanted to treat.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q How so?

A Well, if you want to treat a broader group
of patients than was treated in Conroy, yes, you
woul d have to nake sure it was significantly safer
and you'd have to nake sure that it was safe in a
wi der range of patients.

So it would -- it would depend.

So, yes, a POSA would want to know what
the options were, and, you know, again, you know,
what's a good reginen for sonebody, you know, who is
ol der, who has a performance status of 2, for
exanpl e, or maybe has a biliary stent in.

These are all questions that arose or that
woul d ari se based on readi ng Conroy because you
don't know.

Q So you don't know until you nake the
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nodi fi cati on whether -- a POSA would -- let ne start
over.

A PCSA woul d not know until they make the
nodi ficati on whether or not they would be able to
achieve their goal, correct?

A. Vel |, and, again, the goal, what's the
goal? If the goal is to nake it -- to nake it |ess
toxic, well, you can always nmake it |ess toxic by
reducing a dose. That's easy.

So it depends what the goal is. If you
really want to say what's the optiml reginen, the
truly optimal reginen, you have to do what's never
been done, which is a random zed, dose-ranging trial
in patients, you know, in a consistent group of
peopl e, and control for UGT1Al genotype and ask the
gquestion, "Wat's the best dose?" And that's not a
si npl e experinent to do.

So at the end of the day, you can do what
was, you know, sort of this routine experinentation
where you, |like cooking, you can add a little of
this and add a little of this and subtract a little
of this, and that's what was -- that's pretty mnmuch
oncol ogy clinical trials.

Q And a POSA woul dn't know what the result

of that experinentation would be unl ess they
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experinmented in the first place, correct?

A It depends if they were trying to find an
optimal reginmen or a reginen that was sinply
effective, okay.

If they wanted to find a regi men that was
sinply effective, it's pretty, pretty sinple because
you know t hat 5-FU- | eucovorin are effective,
5-FU- I eucovorin plus oxaliplatin are effective. You
don't even need any |iposonmal irinotecan if you just
want an effective reginen.

If you want a reginen that's suitable for
FDA approval, you have to beat sonething. You have
to show superiority generally in a random zed
clinical trial, and, therefore, you're trying to set
a higher bar for yourself. You don't want to fai
in your clinical trial, so you're going to push it a
l[ittle further to try and find, you know, the best
regi men you can within financial constraints.

Q kay. So would a POSA have had any
understandi ng as to whether replacing 180 m !l ligrans
per neter squared of irinotecan with 60 mlligrans
net er squared of |iposomal irinotecan woul d have
achi eved the goal of reducing toxicity as of
August 20157

MR SUH  (Objection to form
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THE WTNESS: They woul d have to do the
si npl e experinent of adm nistering that.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q So they would have to test it, correct?
A Yes. That's the only way you can know
with certainty. | nean, you could cut the -- you

know, there's two ways of doing this.

One, you start with zero or sone | ow dose
and work your way up, and the other way is you start
at a dose that m ght work and work your way down.

They' re both, both reasonabl e approaches
t hat a POSA woul d use.

Q If a POSA first nodified the FOLFI R NOX
regi nen by |lowering the dose of oxaliplatin and that
achi eved the goal of reducing toxicity, would there

be a reason for a POSA to further nodify that

regi men?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Again, it depends on the
goal . You keep -- we keep tal king about the
goal .

The goal of the clainms is to treat
pancreatic cancer. |It's not to get FDA
approval. If all you want to do is treat

pancreatic cancer, it's easy.
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If you're trying to get FDA approval,
which is -- and so that's really what it cones
down to is, are you asking ne what a POSA woul d
do if they were working for a conpany or, you
know, contracted to a conpany to help the
conpany get FDA approval. O are you asking ne
what a POSA would do if all they want to do is
treat pancreatic cancer but use -- use
| i posomal irinotecan instead of irinotecan. |
mean, or if they just want to develop a, you
know, |ess toxic FOLFIRI NOX reginen and stil
treat pancreatic cancer.
Sol'malittle bit confused by your
gquesti on.
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q | guess I'mtrying to figure out where
you're comng from
So in your opinion, what is a POSA trying
to do here?
MR SUH  Objection to form
THE WTNESS: It depends what the POSA' s

goal is. If the goal -- the clained nethod is
not a method to treat pancreatic cancer with an
FDA- approved drug, okay.

It's not a nethod to treat pancreatic
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cancer and to get Onivyde approved by FDA
It's a nethod to sinply treat pancreatic
cancer, okay.

And so that's really very easy. One can
easily treat pancreatic cancer, and it's pretty
straightforward to say, well, we will cut the
oxal i pl ati n dose because we know that that has
to be cut anyway in many patients. W wl|
drop the 5-FU bol us because that was a common
nodi fication, and we will give a dose of
| i posomal irinotecan that the prior art teaches
is effective, and that's it. And as long as it
doesn't kill people, it's an effective
treatnment for pancreatic cancer.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q When you say "effective," what do you
mean? | n your opinion, what does it nean to be
effective in treating pancreatic cancer?
MR SUH  Objection to form
THE WTNESS: It neans to treat one or
nore synptons of the disease and/or to reduce
the size of the tunor or reduce the rate of
growt h of the tunor.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q And that's sonething that's easy to do?
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MR, SUH.  (Obj ection.

THE WTNESS: |It's easy to do with drugs
that are known to be active in patients who
have not had any prior chenotherapy, yes.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Do you consider prolonging life or life
expect -- excuse ne.

Do you consider prolonging |life expectancy
to al so be part of an effective pancreatic cancer
treat nent ?

A Well, sure. But that's -- |'ve never seen
t hat achi eved wi thout one of the other things I
nment i oned.

Q If a POSA's goal was to achieve a
treatnent that provides nore than a de minims
benefit, and lowering the dose of oxaliplatin in
FOLFI RI NOX achi eved that goal, would there be a
further reason to nodify the reginmen?

MR SUH  Objection to form

THE W TNESS: There are -- there are many
reasons to nodify a regi nen because you
would -- you would -- you know, if you just
want a treatnent, then, you know, FOLFIRINOX is
a safe and effective treatnent for pancreatic

cancer.
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The goal -- you know, a POSA is al ways
notivated to nodify a safe and effective
treatnment to make it better because it's not as
safe as it could be and it's not as effective
as it could be.

So we've gone through this fromthe
begi nning. You can al ways i nprove sonething
even better, okay. W have planes that can fly
us across oceans. Wiy woul d anybody be maki ng
supersonic aircraft now? Because it can be
better, spend less tine in the air.

So there's always a reason to make things
better, and there's always concern about trying
to make things better.

BY Ms. MATTES:
Q Let's go to -- sorry. | guess one nore
guestion before we switch gears.

So then it's your opinion that a POSA
woul d continue to nodify treatnent reginens even if
t hey achi eved their goal ?

MR SUH  Objection to form

THE WTNESS: The goal has not been
achi eved yet today. W don't have a curative
regi nen for nmetastatic pancreatic cancer, and

peopl e continue to devel op new regi nens for
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metastatic pancreatic cancer.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q If the goal were to achieve a treatnent
that provides nore than a de mnims benefit, it's
your opinion that a POSA woul d continue to nodify
treatnment even if that goal was achi eved?

A Yes.

Q Al right. Let's go to Paragraph 244 of
your report. Let me know when you're there.

A |"mhere. |'msorry.

(Exhi bit 1005 was marked for
i dentification.)
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Okay. | think you should probably al so
have Exhibit 1005 in hand, which is the Mahaseth
reference, in case needed. You may have pull ed that
al ready previously.

A. No, I've got it.

Q Okay. Al right, great.

And so here you tal k about the
nodi fication of renoving the 5-fluorouracil dose,
correct?

A The bol us.

Q Excuse ne, correct. So here you're

di scussing the renoval of the 5-fluorouracil bol us
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dose, correct?

A Yes.

Q And you state that a POSA woul d have known
to make that nodification in order to inprove the
toxicity profile, correct?

A It was one known -- one known
nodi fi cati on.

Q And you rely on Mahaseth as teaching that
nodi fication, right?

A As well as papers that -- other
publ i cations that have cited this paper.

Q Ckay. Fair enough.

I f you take the Mahaseth paper and have
that in front of you as well.
The nodi fied FOLFI RI NOX regi nen that

Mahaset h teaches includes a starting dose of

oxaliplatin at 85 mlligranms per neter squared,
correct?

A That's what they said.

Q The -- is the only nodification Mahaseth

made to the FOLFI RI NOX regi nen the renoval of the
5-fluorouracil bolus dose?

A. Yeah, | don't know whether the patients
they treated here m ght have been sonewhat different

in sonme way. There's sone earlier-stage patients,
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for exanple, Stage 2 and 3 patients, that woul d not
have been treated in Conroy.

So this was also a retrospective anal ysis.
So what -- basically, this reports on an experience
at Enory University where the group there just nmade
the nodification before they approved anyt hi ng.

They just said, we're going to get rid of the 5-FU
bolus. And then, later, it was decided, well, we
should pull all these patients that we did this in
and report how they did.

But the POSA did this outside of a
clinical trial because they thought it was nedically
appropriate, and so they just did --

Q And that's why you --

A Yes.

Q | didn't nean to cut you off, if you're
not finished with your answer.

A Well, | said they just did it. Starting
in, |looks |Iike, June 2010, they just started doing
it.

Q Ckay. And what they started to do was
renmove the 5-fluorouracil bolus dose, correct?

A That's what they said, yes.

Q Right. And if you go to Page -- it's 2 of
the exhibit but of the article it's 1312 -- | don't
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know whi ch nunbering you prefer -- where it says
" Chenot herapy, " right under there, it explains the
regi nen, the nodified FOLFI RI NOX regi nen that

Mahaseth used as part of their retrospective study,

correct?
A Vell, it's not the regi nen they used.
It's the reginmen that was -- it was patients who

received this reginmen were included in this report.

Q And the reginmen included oxaliplatin at
85 mlligrans per neter squared, correct?

A Well, for at |east one -- you know, the
popul ati on reported here is 60 patients who received
at | east one dose of nodified FOLFIRINOX. That's
what they say, as | said, includes Stage 2 and 3
patients as well as Stage 4 patients.

Q And are you readi ng that under "Patient

Characteristics,” where it said -- where it says,

N N N D NN P
a A W N B O © o0

"60 consecutive patients with PC were treated with
at | east one dose of nodified FOLFI RI NOX"?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And when it says here "nodified
FOLFIRINOX," it's referring to the regi men descri bed
under the Chenot herapy section that we were just

| ooki ng at, correct?

A. Yes.
2 ESQUIRE 800.211,DEFO (3370
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Q Right. And that's the reginmen with
85 mlligrans per neter squared of oxaliplatin,
right?

A That's correct.

Q Great. And the nodification that was nmade
to the FOLFI RINOX regi men was that the patients here
did not receive the bolus 5-fluorouracil, correct?

A That's right. You know, | just want to
check one thing in Conroy.

So in contrast to Conroy, they've nade one
ot her change here. They al so adm ni stered
pegfilgrastimto all patients in Mahaseth.

Q VWhat is -- I'mnot going to even try to
pronounce the word. What is pegfilgrastinf

A Its brand nane i s Neul ast a,
N-e-u-l-a-s-t-a. You mght have heard of that.

It's a PEGyl ated formof filgrastimgranul ocyte
colony-stimulating factor. And they did this
because they were still concerned about | ow bl ood
counts, neutropenia. And so they did this
preenptively as well.

So this was not done in Conroy. Conroy
nmakes a point of explicitly saying they didn't do
t hat .

98

Q So in addition to renpving the
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5-fluorouracil bolus dose, Mihaseth added anot her

conmponent called -- let me find the nane so |I don't
m spronounce it -- pegfilgrastim correct?

A Yes.

Q Ckay.

MR. SUH. Counsel, is this a good tine for
anot her break? W' ve gone for another hour.

M5. MATTES: |If you don't mnd, let ne
just finish ny questions with Mahaseth, and
then we can take a break --

MR, SUH. Sure.

M5. MATTES: -- if that works.

Thank you.

BY Ms. MATTES:

Q You state in Paragraph 244 of your expert
decl aration that the Mahaseth nodified regi nen was
wel | -tol erated and had an i nproved safety profile of
t he original FOLFI RI NOX regi nen, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that was with respect to neutropeni a,
fatigue, and vomting; is that right?

A Correct.

Q And you stated that the Mahaseth nodified
FOLFI RINOX regi nen al so nmai ntai ned the FOLFI RI NOX' s

overall efficacy, right?
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A. Vell, the nodified reginen is an effective
regimen, that's for sure. You can't say that it's
the sane, better, or worse than FOLFI RI NOX because
the patients are different, it was retrospective,
and you just can't draw that conclusion. All you
can say, it's effective treatnent.

Q The Mahaseth nodified FOLFI RI NOX regi nmen
was an effective treatnent for pancreatic cancer?

A Yes.

Q And so it would be your opinion that the
Mahaset h nodi fi ed FOLFI RI NOX regi men achieved its
goal of inproving the toxicity profile of the
FOLFI RI NOX regi nen, correct?

A That's what the -- that's what the paper
teaches, and, you know, you can't draw definitive

conclusions, but it's certainly an effective

treat ment.

Q And it would be a safe treatnent, too,
correct?

A "' msorry?

Q And it would be a well-tolerated or safe
treatnent as well, correct?

A. Yes. Yes, it was, you know, safer than
the treatnent adm nistered in Conroy.

M5. MATTES: GCkay. | think we can take
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our break now.
MR. SUH. Thank you.
(Wher eupon, a recess was taken
from1ll:41 a.m to 11:53 a.m)
M5. MATTES: COkay. W're back on the
record.
BY MS. MATTES:
Q Wel cone back, Dr. Ratain.

I"d Iike you to turn to Paragraph 242 of
your expert report. | just have a couple of
guesti ons.

In this paragraph, you state -- it's
towards the bottom of the page, "A POSA woul d have
been notivated to select a dose that had al ready
been used or tested.”

And then one of the citations in the
parent heti cal says, "See also Section VIII.H, also
di sclosing a 60-m|ligram per neter squared dose of
oxaliplatin."

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q So Section VIII.H if you | ook at your
Tabl e of Contents, refers to a publication you
entitled Masi.

Do you see that?
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A Yes.
(Exhi bit 1012 was marked for
I dentification.)
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q Ckay. And then if your attorneys don't
m nd passi ng you Exhibit 1012, which | believe
shoul d be the Masi publication.
Let me know when you have Masi in front of
you.
A | have Masi, but then | want to read
VIIl.H Oh, | see the problem
Let me just refresh.
Yeah, obviously, this is the wong
reference for that statenent.
Q kay. | just wanted to nake sure | wasn't
m ssing sonething in Masi because | didn't see you
di scuss anywhere in your report that Masi taught a
dose of 60 mlligrans per neter squared of

oxal i pl atin.

A No, you are correct.

Q Ckay.

A. There are other references that do, but
not that.

Q It's not your -- right.

So it's not your opinion that Masi teaches
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a dose of 60 mlligranms per neter squared of
oxal iplatin, correct?

A Correct.

Q kay. In the next sentence, you reference
Cant ore.

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q So you state, "A POSA woul d have
understood that other art, |ike Cantore, showed or
suggested that these | ower dose reginens, including
a 60-mlligramper neter squared dose of oxaliplatin
along with 60 mlligrans per neter squared
irinotecan, were found to be safe and effective in
nmet astati c pancreatic cancer patients,"” right?

A Yes.

Q And | believe Cantore is Exhibit 1009.
|"mnot sure if you have that in front of you from
bef ore.

A If we pulled it up before, it's still in
front of ne.

Here it is.

Q kay, perfect. Cantore was published
prior to the devel opnent of the FCOLFI RI NOX regi nen,
correct?

A. Yes.
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Q And Cantore concluded that future studies
shoul d try higher doses of irinotecan and
oxaliplatin for patients with advanced pancreatic
cancer, correct?

MR. SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: |'mnot sure if it says

t hat .

BY M5. MATTES:

Q If you go to the |ast page, the very | ast
sentence, it states, "Future studies should try
hi gher doses of irinotecan and oxaliplatin in such
patients."”

Correct?

A That's a hypothesis. But the point is
this reginen is effective, and if you're trying
to -- you know, that's one possible nodification,
and that nodification was used by Conroy. But
there's no question that a POSA woul d under st and
fromCantore that a dose of 60 mlligrans per neter
squared is effective.

So if the sinple goal is let's cone up
with an effective reginen, it can be part of an
effective reginen. It doesn't nmean that it's the
opti mal dose because we don't know what the optinma

dose is of any of these reginens.
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Q After conducting this study, Cantore

stated that they should try higher doses of

irinotecan and oxaliplatin, though, correct?

MR SUH (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Let ne nake it -- you know,
it would be obvious to try a higher dose of
I rinotecan and oxaliplatin based on sinply this
reference that, you know, just a suggestion
that -- you know, Cantore also notes in the
di scussi on on page -- on the precedi ng page,
first full paragraph, right-hand col um, the
| ast two sentences, they say, "In light of the
excellent tolerability of this reginen, dosages
coul d possibly be increased in future studies
in an effort to boost response.”

But then they add about experience in
colorectal cancer with oxaliplatin 85-mlligram
per nmeter squared and irinotecan 80 per neter
squared, and often G CFS support, 31 percent of
patients required dose reductions because of
toxicity.

So they're basically saying a higher dose
m ght be better, but the higher dose is
probably going to require dose reduction in

many, if not nost patients.
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BY Ms. MATTES:
Q What type of study is the Cantore

ref erence?

A |'"'msorry. Wat do you nean by "what type
of study"?
Q Is this -- | guess is this a Phase 2 trial

or a Phase 1 trial? Wat kind of trial is this?
MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: | would describe this as a
Phase 2 trial.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Is this a single-armtrial or a two-arm
trial?
A It's a single-armtrial.

Q And does it have a control group?

A The only control group would be historical
controls.
Q In your opinion, would this type of tria

provide a POSA with a strong inference that the
conbi nation of 60 mlligrans per neter squared of
oxaliplatin and 60 mlligranms per neter squared of
irinotecan would be a safe and effective treatnent?
MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: It is a safe and effective

treatnent. It doesn't provide any -- a POSA
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wi th any understanding that this is the best
treatnment or that this would be, you know,
anenable to a -- it would succeed in a Phase 3
trial or could garner FDA approval. But
there's no question it's a safe and effective
treat ment.

BY M5. MATTES:

© 00 N oo 0o A~ W N P
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Q | see what you're saying.
So it would not -- it would not provide a
POSA wi th an understanding as to whether or not this
regi men woul d succeed in a Phase 3 trial, correct?
A That's correct.
Q kay. You can put that to the side.
kay. So let's go back to Paragraph 235
of your expert report where you're discussing the
nodi fication of replacing irinotecan with |iposoma
irinotecan, and |let ne know when you're there.
A |"mhere. Do you want nme to read the
par agraph, or do you want to ask nme a question?
Q No, | have questions.
Is it your opinion that a POSA woul d have
been notivated to replace irinotecan with |iposonal

i ri notecan because of |iposomal irinotecan's

potential superior -- superiority over irinotecan?
A Well, | think that was one potenti al
@ 800.211.DEPO (3376)
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approach to trying to inprove the efficacy of

Conr oy.
Q Is it your opinion that as of August 2015,
a person of skill in the art would have known t hat

| i posomal irinotecan was superior to irinotecan?

A. Vell, the prior art disclosed evidence
that -- teaching that it was. Now, "know' is a --
"' mnot sure what you nean by "know." They woul d

have understood that there's prior art that teaches

t hat .

Wul d they be certain that that -- that
there's -- that those prior art statenents are
truthful? Well, no. But that doesn't nean that the

prior art didn't teach that.

Q So a POSA, as of August 2015, woul d have
had an understandi ng that |iposonmal irinotecan coul d
have been superior to irinotecan; is that right?

A They woul d see the evidence that would
suggest that it is better but know ng that at the
end of the day you won't know until you do the
conparative clinical trials, which, as | testified
to earlier, have not yet been done, show ng, indeed,
that it is superior to irinotecan.

Q Ckay. And when you -- you used the word

"superiority" in your declaration.
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And when you use that word with respect to
| i posomal irinotecan, you're referencing the
purported superiority of the conpound itself and
not -- and not in conbination with other agents,
correct?

A |'d have to take a | ook at the Bayever --
not the '552, but the other patent, because there's
a lot that's taught and disclosed in that patent
that | believe tal ks about the conbination with 5-FU
and | eucovorin.

Q Ckay. | guess maybe the easier question
woul d be, when you tal k about the superiority of
| i posomal irinotecan, what exactly are you referring
to?

A I"'mreferring to the preclinical
phar macol ogy that suggests that |iposomal irinotecan
is both nore effective and safer than irinotecan.

Q And when you tal k about the preclinical
phar macol ogy, which reference are you relying on?
Bayever ?

A Primarily Bayever. | can't renenber
whet her there nay be sone statenents to that effect
in sone of the other, you know, such as Saif or in
Ko as to what they said, but primarily Bayever.

Q And Bayever is Exhibit 1006, if you want
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to take that out.

And then can you direct ne to which
studi es or what portions of Bayever you're relying
on for your opinion that a POSA would -- a POSA nay
consi der |iposomal irinotecan to be superior to
i rinotecan?

A Well, Figure 1 is pretty conpelling. It
shows a pancreatic tunor nodel in which irinotecan
was ineffective and |iposonmal irinotecan was
effective.

Figure 2 shows greater accunul ation of the
active netabolite in tunors with the |iposonmal drug.

Those are the two data points that really
speak to the potential for great efficacy.

Q Okay. And as you said before, those are

both preclinical studies, correct?

A Those are preclinical studies, yes.

Q And are these tunor nodels in animals? In
m ce?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And so one of the possible superior
properties is inproved efficacy.
Is there anything el se that you're taking
into account besides that for your conclusion that

it could be superior?
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A This I'mlooking at. | thought there were

sone statenents al so about safety somewhere in here.
| don't see any discussion, any explicit

di scussion of safety in Bayever suggesting that it's

safer, you know. There's data in here but no

explicit statement that they feel it's safer, just

nore effective.

Q Ckay. If you'd go to Page 20 of Bayever,
which in the exhibit nunbering it's Page 21 of 66,
just so that we're on the sanme page.

A So 20 of the exhibit, you said?

Q Yes. It's really Exanple 5. | just don't
want to confuse the nunbering.

A kay. Al right. Al right. I'min --

Q Ri ght. The docunent says Page 20, but the
stanp at the bottom says 21 of 66, so it's

Exanpl e 5.

A Ckay.

Q Exanple 5 is a Phase 1 clinical study,
correct?

A Yes.

Q And so is Exanple 67

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then Exanple 7 is a -- is a

protocol for a planned Phase 3 trial, correct?
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A Yes.

Q Okay. So Bayever doesn't include any
Phase 2 trial results, right?

A No. Their Phase 1, in conbination with
FU- | eucovorin, was kind of a Phase 1-Phase 2 study.
| don't know what you would call it. | nean, |I'd
have to | ook at the protocol.

They note that there were 5 subjects with
pancreatic cancer out of the 16. They note that
there was a gastric cancer wwth a response and a
breast cancer with a response.

So it's really a pretty broad group of
pati ents.

Q Wul d a POCSA, based on the Phase 1 trial
results, be able to nake an inference about the
safety or efficacy of |iposonal irinotecan?

A. Vell, they would know it's a safe and
effective treatnent, sure. They wouldn't know that
it's going to get them FDA approval. It depends
what the control armis.

Q How woul d they know that it would be a
safe treatnent?

A It is safe. |It's safe. This describes
the safety. |In absolute sense, it's safe.

Is it the safest possible treatnment? No.
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Is it the best possible treatnment? No. But that's
not the objective of, you know, of the clains. The
claimis to find a safe and effective treatnent.
So this alone is a safe and effective
treat ment.
Q Does Bayever discuss dose equi val ency

bet ween | i posomal irinotecan and irinotecan?

A What do you nean by "dose equival ency"?
Q I f you have a dose of 180 milligrans per
met er squared of irinotecan, how -- do you know how

much |iposomal irinotecan to give to achieve the
same results?
MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE W TNESS:. What do you nean by "the
same results"?
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q To achieve the sane | evel of safety and
efficacy.
A Wel |, the goal of substituting |iposoma
irinotecan is to increase efficacy.
Q I s that your answer?
A. Well, that would be the notivation.
Q But how woul d you know how nuch |i posonal
irinotecan to give to achieve the sane results or

better results of irinotecan?
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A Sanme conpared to what?
Q I f you have a treatnent regi nen that doses

a patient with 180 mlligranms per neter squared of
irinotecan and you want to replace that with

| i posomal irinotecan, how do you know how nuch

| i posomal irinotecan to provide to that patient in
order to achieve the sane |evel of safety and
efficacy?

A You can never prove you have the sane

| evel of safety and efficacy, so | can't answer that

guesti on.

Q kay. I n Exanple 6 of Bayever, it
concl uded that the maxi numtol erated dose for
i posomal irinotecan was 80 mlligranms per neter
squared, correct?

A That's what the specification says.

Q kay. And that was the dose that they
carried into -- into one of the arns of their
Phase 3 trial in Exanple 7, correct?

A Well, in Exanple 7, they now say that
they're only going to give that dose to patients
that are UGT1Al -- that are not UGT1Al1*28
honbzygotes. So that's what they're saying there.

| don't know what they did in Exanple 6

related to UGI1Al st at us. | mean, UGTI1Al status has
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a huge effect on the tolerability of irinotecan.
And so a POSA woul d understand that and woul d assune
it would have a huge effect on the tolerability of
| i posomal irinotecan.
Soit's alittle difficult to interpret
t he dosages exactly.

Q For patients who are honobzygous for
UGT1A1*28, that arm suggests giving a reduced dose
of 60 mlligranms per neter squared, correct?

A That's right.

Q Right. And then if no toxicity is
observed, then it recommends increasing the dose of
| i posomal irinotecan, correct?

A Yes, it says did not experience any
drug-related toxicity. That seens virtually unheard
of .

Q That's what the protocol here suggests,

t hough, correct?

A Yes, but a POSA woul d understand that
because you're giving it with 5-FU | eucovori n,
you're going to have sone toxicity, even if it
didn't have any toxicity by itself.

Q Right. But the protocol here does state
that if there is no toxicity, the dose nay be

increased to 80 mlligrans per neter squared, right?
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A That's what it says.

Q kay. Do you know prior -- actually,
never m nd.

You can put Bayever to the side. And
let's pull out Exhibit 1008, which is Ko.
(Exhi bit 1008 was marked for
I dentification.)
THE WTNESS: Ckay. | have that.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Okay. And you rely on Ko in support of
your proposed nodification of replacing |iposonal
irinotecan -- excuse nme, replacing irinotecan with
| i posomal irinotecan, correct?

A | would say | don't need to rely on it,
but it's consistent with ny opinions.

Q And Ko is a Phase 2 study; is that right?

A Yes.

Q And it's a single-armtrial that was not
random zed; is that right?

A That's right.

Q Okay. And Ko studied |iposonmal irinotecan
as a nonot herapy, correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And it used a dose of |iposomal

irinotecan of 120 mlligranms per neter squared; is
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that right?

A. That was the initial dose, and then they
reduced it to 100 mlligranms per neter squared.

Q When was it reduced to 100 mlligrams per
net er squared?

A It said "subsequently anmended during the
second stage of the study."

Q kay. And did Ko allow for dose
escalation up to 150 mlligrans per neter squared of
| i posomal irinotecan if no toxicities were observed?

A It did.

Q And Ko did not conpare |iposonal
irinotecan to irinotecan in its study, correct? It
was just a one-arm study?

A That's right.

Q I f you go to the conclusion of Ko at the
end on Page 924, and |let ne know when you're there.
It's the | ast paragraph.

A " mthere.

Q Okay. And the very | ast sentence states,
"Moreover, given the energence of FOLFIRI NOX as a
front-line standard in patients with good
performance status, the utility of PEP02 in
irinotecan-pretreated patients, alone or in

conbi nation wth gentitabine, also nerits further
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i nvestigation."”
Do you see that?

A | do.

Q So a PCSA, based on Ko, would be notivated
to pursue a conbination therapy of |iposonal
irinotecan with gentitabine, correct, as a
second-1ine therapy?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: Well, that's what it says.

| don't understand why the authors thought that

PEPO2 1i posomal irinotecan would be effective

in patients who al ready had prior FCOLFI Rl NOX.

So | don't understand what they're saying
t here.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q But you agree that that's what they are
saying, that a -- that their recommendation is to
try |liposomal irinotecan in conbination with
gentitabi ne as a second-line therapy, correct?

MR SUH  Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, | understand that
that's what they're saying, but a POSA woul dn't
quite -- would be scratching their head saying,

"That doesn't make sense to ne."
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BY MS. MATTES:

Q And why do you say that?

A Wl |, because generally you woul dn't
retreat a patient with pancreatic cancer who has
just failed an irinotecan-based reginen with
i ri notecan because -- you know, and |I'm not aware of
any evi dence the conbination gentitabine and
irinotecan is effective in patients that have
already failed irinotecan.

| m ght be wong, but there's no
references in here to support it, and | actually
have never | ooked at that because it's not sonething
that | woul d ever have consi dered.

Q Right. And then why do you rely on Ko,
then, for your opinion here?

A | rely on Ko for the previous sentence,
"Addi tional studies nmay explore this drug's
potential role in the first-line setting as part of
conbi nation regi nens for advanced pancreatic
cancer."

And that's because Ko di scloses the fact
that |iposonmal irinotecan is an effective treatnent
for pancreatic cancer.

Q So you're relying on Ko's general

statenent to conbi nation regi nens for advanced
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pancreatic cancer, correct?

A. Yes, and for the fact that Ko denpbnstrates
that the drug works as a single agent in advanced
pancreatic cancer.

Q Ko does not expressly teach using
| i posomal irinotecan as part of the FOLFIRI NOX, as a
nodi fi ed FOLFI RI NOX regi nen, correct?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form

THE WTNESS: Well, Ko doesn't explicitly
teach that. A POSA woul d understand that the
st andard conbi nati on regi nen for advanced
pancreatic cancer is FOLFI RINOX and woul d
understand that Ko is saying, okay, we nmay have
a better irinotecan and that this drug may have
a potential role in the first-line setting and
as part of conbination reginens for advanced
pancreatic cancer.

Are they saying add it to gentitabine
first-line? Are they saying add it to
genti t abi ne and nab-paclitaxel first-line? O
are they saying substitute it for FOLFI Rl NOX,
iri notecan FOLFIRINOX, or all of the above?
It's hard to tell.

But the sinplest and nost pl ausi ble and

nost likely to succeed one of those three is
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just substituting, popping out the irinotecan
and popping in |iposomal irinotecan.
(Exhi bit 1007 was marked for
I dentification.)
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q You can put that to the side, and you can
pull out Saif, which is Exhibit 1007.
Do you have it in front of you,
Dr. Ratain?
A | do.
Q Okay. Saif reports on results fromthe
NAPOLI -1 study, correct?
A Yes.
Q Okay. And the NAPOLI-1 study was a tria

conducted wth |iposonmal irinotecan, 5-fluorouracil,

and | eucovorin, correct, in conbination?
A. Yes.
Q And oxaliplatin was not used in this

study, right?

A That's right.

Q kay. And Saif does not disclose the
dosi ng reginen that was used in the NAPOLI -1 study,
correct?

A That's right.

Q So a PCSA, based on Saif, would not know
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whi ch dosi ng regi nen achi eved the results reported
here; is that right?
A I'd have to | ook at the cited press
rel ease.
Q You did not include as one of the exhibits
you relied on the cited press rel ease, correct?
A | did not, no.
Q kay. So based at least on Saif alone, a
POSA woul d not know whi ch dosing regi nen achi eved
the results reported here?
A No, no, that's not why | -- that's not why
| cited this article.
Q That's not ny question.
My question is, based on Saif alone, a
POSA woul d not know whi ch dosing regi men achi eved
the results reported, correct?
A Not based on this docunent al one.
Q kay. You can put this to the side.
Can we turn to Paragraph 114 of your
declaration. 1It's on Page 46 of your expert
decl arati on.
Are you there?
A "' mthere.
Q kay. And if, actually, you'll turnto

the top of Page 47, in this section, you're talking
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about the Bayever reference; is that right?

A Yes.

Q kay. And the second full sentence from
the top of the page, you wite, "Bayever and
Fitzgerald are the sane inventors of the '552
Pat ent . "

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q Why did you nake that observation?

A | don't recall.

Q Was it relevant in any way to your
opi ni ons?

MR, SUH. (Objection to form
THE WTNESS: | just don't recall sitting
here today reading everything in a vacuum and
wi t hout reading the whole scope of ny report, |
can't tell you
M5. MATTES: Ckay. |If we can go off the
record for a second.
MR SUH.  Sure.
(Wher eupon, a recess was taken
from12:35 p.m to 12:44 p.m)
BY MS. MATTES:
Q Dr. Ratain, right before the break, | was

aski ng you about one of the sentences on the top of
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Page 32, | believe.

Are you there?

In ny report, you're tal king about?

Yes, yes, in your expert declaration.
Ckay.

That's not it. Sorry.

MR, SUH. Counsel, did you say Page 32?7 |

O > O »

think we left off on --
M5. MATTES: | did. But | neant -- it's
47. | apologize. | said the wong nunber.
BY Ms. MATTES:
Q And it was the statenment where you wote,
"Bayever and Fitzgerald are the sane naned i nventors
of the '552 Patent."

Do you see that?

A Yes.
Q | asked you if you thought -- if that
statenment or the -- excuse ne.

| asked you if the fact that Bayever and
Fitzgerald are the sanme as the nanmed inventors of

the '552 patent was relevant to your opinions in any

way.
Do you recall that?
A | do.
Q And you stated that you didn't recall; is
Z ESQUIRE oL DEno 0
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that right?
A | didn't recall sitting here just off the
top of ny head. | nean, and | would have to read

t hrough everything to give you a definitive answer
on that.

Q So do you have an opinion as to whether
it's not relevant to any of your opinions today?

A | have no opinion about that fact.

Q kay. In form ng your opinions, did you
consi der whether |iposomal irinotecan had nonli near
phar macoki neti cs?

A Vell, I'"'msure it does because irinotecan
has sonme nonl i near pharmacoki neti cs.

Q And did you consider whether oxaliplatin

had nonl i near phar macoki neti cs?

A No.
Q Do you know one way or the other whether
it does?

A Not off the top of ny head.
Q In form ng your opinions, did you consider
whet her | eucovorin has nonlinear pharnmacoki netics?
A. No, because it wouldn't nmatter. That's
pl enty of |eucovorin no nmatter what its
phar macoki netics are. It's just a vitamn.

Q And then the sane question for
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5-fl uorouracil.
Did you consi der whether 5-fluorouracil
has nonl i near pharmacoki netics?

A Well, it does, but it depends how you give
the drug. The bolus is really where you run into
probl ems with nonlinear pharnmacoki netics when you
give it by infusion. It really doesn't, except
perhaps if you had sonebody that's genetically B2b
deficient, and then you'll run into a problem
because they won't be able to netabolize the drug.

Q (kay. Thank you. You can put your report
to the side.

If you don't mnd pulling back out the
patent, the '552 patent | should say.

Let ne know when you have that in front of
you.

A | have it.

Q kay. If you go to Columm 30, Line 5.

Do you see here where it says "Arm 1 dose
nodi fications"?

A Yes.

Q kay. And here, it states that the

starting dose of Onivyde will be 60 mlligrans per
nmet er squared, 5-fluorouracil 2400 mlligrans per
nmet er squared, |eucovorin 400 mlligrans per neter
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squared, and oxaliplatin either 85 mlligranms per
nmeter squared or 60 mlligrans per neter squared.

Do you see that?

A Yes.

Q And so here, it's reporting on the
starting doses for each of these conponents, right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And it's your understandi ng that
these are the sane starting doses as recited in
claim1l of the '552 patent, correct?

MR SUH (Qbject to the form
THE WTNESS: Well, claiml1 of the '552 is
included within the doses listed in Colum 30,
Lines 5 through 7.
BY Ms. MATTES:

Q Right. And so claiml recites the sane
starting doses that is recited in Colum 30,
correct?

MR SUH  Objection to form
THE WTNESS: | couldn't quite hear that.
You had your finger over your nouth.
BY MS. MATTES:

Q Sorry. | apologize for that.

And so claim1l of the '552 patent recites

the sane starting doses that are recited in
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Colum 30 starting on Line 5, correct?

oxaliplatin will be either 85 or 60, and claim1

says 60.

A. Vell, Colum 30, Line 5, says that

M5. MATTES: | see. GCkay. Al right. |
don't have any further questions. So |
appreci ate your tine, Dr. Ratain.

MR, SUH. | don't have any questi ons.

The witness reserves the right to review
and sign.

M5. MATTES: O course.

(Wher eupon, the deposition was
concluded at 12:52 p.m Central
Dayl i ght Tine.)
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CSPC Pharmaceutical v. |psen

Case No. | PR2025-00505

| hereby certify that | have read the
f oregoi ng transcript of ny deposition, given on
Cct ober 24t h, 2025, at the place aforesaid,
consi sting of pages 1 through 128, inclusive, and |
do agai n subscri be and make oath that the sane is a
true, correct, and conplete transcript of ny
deposition so given as aforesaid, as it now appears.

Pl ease check one:

I made no corrections

Nunber of errata sheets submtted

MARK J. RATAIN, M D.

ALSO PRESENT:

SUBSCRI BED AND SWORN TO
before nme this __ day
of 2025.

Not ary Public
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CASE NAME
DEPCSI TI ON OF
DATE TAKEN

PAGE LI NE

DATE:
SI GNATURE

CORRECTI ON PAGE
CSPC Pharmaceutical v. Ipsen
Mark J. Ratain, MD.

Cct ober 24th, 2025

CHANGE
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CERTI FI CATE

The within and foregoi ng deposition of the
wi tness, MARK J. RATAIN, M D., conducted via Zoom
was taken before GREG S. WEI LAND, CSR, RDR, CRR
conmenci ng at 8:59 o'clock a.m, on the 24th day of
Cct ober, 2025.

The said witness was first duly sworn and
was then exam ned upon oral interrogatories; the
questi ons and answers were taken down in shorthand
by the undersi gned, acting as stenographer; and the
within and foregoing is a true, accurate and
compl ete record of all the questions asked of and
answers made by the aforenentioned wi tness at the
ti me and pl ace herei nabove referred to.

The signature of the w tness was not
wai ved and the deposition was submtted to the
deponent as per copy of the attached letter.

The undersigned is not interested in the
within case, nor of kin or counsel to any of the
parti es.

Wtness ny signature on this 26th day of

Cbt;:séjz:025.

GREG S. WEI LAND, CSR, RDR, CRR
Li cense No. 084-003472
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 1                (Witness sworn.)

 2        MS. MATTES:  Good morning, Dr. Ratain.  As

 3   I said before, my name is Catherine Mattes.

 4   I'm here today representing my client,

 5   Ipsen Biopharma, and we're here for an

 6   inter partes review proceeding for

 7   United States Patent Number 11,344,552.

 8        So thank you for joining today.

 9        MR. SUH:  I'm sorry.  Ms. Mattes, I just

10   wanted to make sure.  Are we going to be doing

11   appearances with the attorneys?

12        MS. MATTES:  Sure.  If you would like to,

13   you can.

14        With me here today who are participating,

15   who are also on the Zoom with me, are my

16   colleagues Angus Chen, Elizabeth Murphy, and

17   Ross Misskelley.

18        MR. SUH:  Okay.  So my name is Howard Suh

19   from the law firm of Fox Rothschild

20   representing petitioner.

21        With me is my colleague Dr. Joe Chen, also

22   with Fox Rothschild.

23        MS. MATTES:  Okay, great.  Thank you very

24   much.

25
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 1                   MARK J. RATAIN, M.D.

 2    after being first duly sworn, testified as follows:

 3                        EXAMINATION

 4   BY MS. MATTES:

 5        Q.   Dr. Ratain, you're appearing today via

 6   Zoom in Chicago; is that correct?

 7        A.   Yes.

 8        Q.   And besides the two attorneys sitting, I

 9   guess, to your right, is anybody else in the room

10   with you?

11        A.   Just the two attorneys.

12        Q.   And can you confirm that you can hear me

13   and see me okay?

14        A.   I can.  You know, occasionally, it

15   reverberates a little bit, but I think it will be

16   okay.  And if I don't hear you, I'll ask you to

17   repeat it.

18        Q.   Okay, great.  Sometimes I speak quickly,

19   so if you -- if it's coming across too quickly, let

20   me know, and I'll try to slow down.  And if my voice

21   ever drops, please also let me know.

22             Do you have -- do you have any documents,

23   notes, or other electronic devices with you other

24   than what's visible on camera?

25        A.   Just my phone.

0010

 1        Q.   Okay.  And besides the Zoom screen, are

 2   you looking at any other screens or laptops?

 3        A.   No.

 4        Q.   And do you understand that you should not

 5   be communicating with anybody else during the

 6   deposition, except for when you are on a break?

 7        A.   I do.

 8        Q.   And if we need to display -- this

 9   shouldn't be the case, but if we need to display

10   documents, you understand how screen sharing works?

11        A.   I do, but I probably would prefer to see

12   hard copies.  So if you do --

13        Q.   Okay.

14        A.   -- think you want to do something, I would

15   ask that you email it to the office here so that it

16   could be printed for me.

17        Q.   Okay.  That's fine.  I think that's a fair

18   request.

19             And so I see on the desk there's a box of

20   documents.  If -- I would like to represent that

21   those are the documents that are the exhibits that

22   came along with your expert declarations, minus a

23   few.  Some of the larger file history documents are

24   not included in there.

25             So if we're having -- during the course of
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 1   the deposition, if you feel the need to look at a

 2   specific document that, let's say, I haven't yet put

 3   in front of you or asked you to look at, you can

 4   know that you have that box available to you.  It

 5   should have the majority of the exhibits that came

 6   along with your declaration.

 7             Okay?

 8        A.   Thank you.

 9        Q.   So, Dr. Ratain, have you been deposed

10   before?

11        A.   Yes.

12        Q.   Approximately how many times have you been

13   deposed?

14        A.   I don't -- I can't give you a good number.

15        Q.   Is it more than ten?

16        A.   Yes.

17        Q.   More than 50?

18        A.   Maybe.

19        Q.   Okay.  And have most of those depositions

20   been in your capacity as an expert witness?

21        A.   Not all of them.  I've been a fact witness

22   maybe a couple times.

23        Q.   Okay.  And do you understand that you are

24   under oath today and that your testimony has the

25   same force and effect as it's given in open court?
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 1        A.   I do.

 2        Q.   And if you do not understand one of my

 3   questions today, will you please let me know?

 4        A.   Yes.

 5        Q.   And do you understand that if you answer a

 6   question, I will assume that you understood the

 7   question?

 8        A.   Yes.

 9        Q.   And if you need to take a break at any

10   time, please let me know.  However, if there's a

11   pending question, I'll just ask that you answer it

12   before we take a break.

13             Is that acceptable?

14        A.   Yes.

15        Q.   Is there any reason why you cannot give

16   truthful and accurate testimony today?

17        A.   No.

18        Q.   And have you had an opportunity to review

19   any documents or materials in order to prepare for

20   today's deposition?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   And would that include your two expert

23   declarations that you submitted as part of this

24   proceeding?

25        A.   Yes.
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 1        Q.   Have you ever had your -- I guess I asked

 2   you if you've been deposed before.

 3             But have you ever -- have you ever

 4   testified in court?

 5        A.   Yes.

 6        Q.   Have you ever had your testimony excluded

 7   or limited by a court in any way?

 8        A.   Some of my testimony has been excluded

 9   because it was deemed -- because part of the report

10   itself was deemed nonresponsive to -- it was, I

11   think, a surreply report.  And counsel had to, you

12   know, deal with the fact that some of the material

13   was deemed to be nonresponsive and, therefore, was

14   stricken from the report and, therefore, stricken

15   from the live testimony.

16        Q.   Okay.  Understood.  Have you ever been

17   disqualified as an expert in any proceeding?

18        A.   No.

19        Q.   No, okay.  So you understand, obviously,

20   that you've been retained as an expert witness for

21   purposes of this proceeding today?

22        A.   Yes.

23        Q.   And who retained you as an expert in this

24   matter?

25        A.   Fox Rothschild.
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 1        Q.   And you understand that you're being

 2   deposed today in your capacity as an expert witness?

 3        A.   Yes.

 4        Q.   And you've provided two written reports

 5   for purposes of this proceeding, correct?

 6        A.   Well, declarations.

 7        Q.   I'll rephrase.

 8             So you've provided two declarations in

 9   this case, correct?

10        A.   Yes.

11                       (Exhibit 1002 and Exhibit 1200

12                       were marked for identification.)

13   BY MS. MATTES:

14        Q.   And so we've premarked those as

15   Exhibits 1002 and Exhibit 1200.

16             So I would request that maybe your

17   attorneys place those before you so you have them

18   nearby because they're documents that we will be

19   referencing quite often today.

20             The folders should be labeled with the

21   exhibit numbers.  Please let me know if anything is

22   not there.

23             So, Dr. Ratain, do you have Exhibit 1002

24   in front of you?

25        A.   Yes.
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 1        Q.   And can you please just take a look

 2   through it and let me know, is this your declaration

 3   that's dated January 17th, 2025?

 4        A.   It appears to be.  I haven't checked every

 5   page, but assuming that there's no missing pages, it

 6   is.

 7        Q.   Okay.  And this is the first declaration

 8   you submitted in this proceeding, correct?

 9        A.   Yes.

10        Q.   And if you go to Page 126 of your expert

11   report, that's your signature on that page, correct?

12        A.   Yes.

13        Q.   And did you review this declaration before

14   you signed it?

15        A.   I did.

16        Q.   And was this declaration true and accurate

17   at the time you signed it?

18        A.   Yes.

19        Q.   And is it still true and accurate today?

20        A.   I don't recall whether there's anything in

21   here that might relate to specific number of

22   publications or something for that matter, but I

23   believe it's -- nothing has changed substantially.

24             I obviously have more publications.  My

25   curriculum vitae is not the same vitae, so ...
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 1        Q.   So outside of your curriculum vitae, in

 2   terms of the substance of the opinions that you're

 3   offering in this report, everything is still true

 4   and accurate today?

 5        A.   Yes.

 6        Q.   Is there anything that you would -- let me

 7   start over again.

 8             In preparation for today's deposition, did

 9   you review this expert declaration?

10        A.   I read it, yes.

11        Q.   Are there any changes or modifications

12   that come to mind or came to mind upon reviewing the

13   declaration for purposes of your deposition today?

14        A.   No.

15        Q.   Okay.  So do you also have Exhibit 1200 in

16   front of you?

17        A.   Yes.

18        Q.   And is this the second declaration that

19   you submitted in this case?

20        A.   It is.

21        Q.   And it's dated June 22nd, 2025?

22        A.   Yes.

23        Q.   And is that your signature on the last

24   page of the declaration?  I believe it's Page 6.

25        A.   It is.
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 1        Q.   Did you review this declaration before

 2   signing it?

 3        A.   Yes.

 4        Q.   And was this second declaration true and

 5   accurate when you signed it?

 6        A.   It was.

 7        Q.   And is it still true and accurate today?

 8        A.   Well, yes.  I mean, there's -- there's

 9   even additional evidence that would support that,

10   just as I -- based on the material in your brief, I

11   looked at two other documents in response to a

12   couple of the things that were submitted as part of

13   the -- either the discretionary denial brief or the

14   preliminary response brief.

15        Q.   And that's what's contained in this second

16   declaration, your response to materials provided in

17   the discretionary denial brief?

18        A.   No, it's just additional -- well, it's

19   additional materials related to "New Evidence

20   Further Rebuts Patent Owner's Unexpected Results

21   Arguments."

22        Q.   Right.  And that's the -- right.

23             And what you're referring to is what's

24   contained in your second expert declaration,

25   correct?
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 1        A.   Yes.

 2        Q.   Okay.  And since submitting these two

 3   declarations, have any of your opinions changed?

 4        A.   No.

 5        Q.   Okay.  Thank you.

 6             Your opinions are focused on the validity

 7   of United States Patent 11,344,552, correct?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             THE WITNESS:  Well, my opinions are

10        limited to the obviousness of the patent, the

11        opinions expressed in my declarations.

12   BY MS. MATTES:

13        Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.

14             And if I call the U.S. Patent 11,344,552

15   just the "'552 patent," that would be okay with you

16   for purposes of today?

17        A.   Yes.  You can even call it "the patent" to

18   save yourself some time.

19        Q.   "The patent."  Well, there are multiple

20   references that are patents, so I don't want to

21   confuse -- confuse the record.  So I'll stick to the

22   "'552 patent."

23             Is that all right with you?

24        A.   Sure.

25
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 1                       (Exhibit 1001 was marked for

 2                       identification.)

 3   BY MS. MATTES:

 4        Q.   And if your attorneys wouldn't mind

 5   presenting to you Exhibit 1001, which should be the

 6   '552 patent.

 7        A.   I have that.

 8        Q.   Great.  And is this the '552 patent that

 9   is the focus of your opinions?

10        A.   Well, again, it's got 82 pages, so I'm not

11   checking every page number, but it appears to be

12   every page of the patent.

13        Q.   Okay.  Dr. Ratain, what is your

14   understanding as to what the claimed invention of

15   the '552 patent is?

16        A.   Well, the claimed invention of the '552

17   patent is a method of treating advanced pancreatic

18   cancer.

19        Q.   And what is the -- what is the method that

20   is being claimed in this patent?

21        A.   Well, the claims specifically relate to a

22   specific recipe to treat metastatic pancreatic

23   cancer, adenocarcinoma of the pancreas, in patients

24   who have not previously received any chemotherapy.

25        Q.   And what is the recipe that is being
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 1   claimed?

 2        A.   The recipe that's being claimed is

 3   administration of four drugs every two weeks.  The

 4   specific drugs are liposomal irinotecan,

 5   oxaliplatin, leucovorin, and 5-fluorouracil.

 6             And the claim 1, which is the only

 7   independent claim -- I'm sorry, claim 1 and claim 12

 8   are the two independent claims.  They both have very

 9   specific dosages for the four drugs.

10        Q.   Okay.  And are those dosages also -- those

11   are listed in the claims you just cited, correct?

12        A.   Yes.

13        Q.   Okay.  And that's 60 milligrams per meter

14   squared of liposomal irinotecan, correct?

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   And then 60 milligrams per meter squared

17   of oxaliplatin?

18        A.   Yes.

19        Q.   And 200 milligrams per meter squared of

20   leucovorin?  Or, I guess, 400 milligrams per meter

21   squared of leucovorin, depending on the racemic --

22   whether it's an enantiomer or the racemic form; is

23   that right?

24        A.   Yes.

25        Q.   And then 2400 milligram per meter squared
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 1   of 5-fluorouracil, correct?

 2        A.   Yes.

 3        Q.   And is it your understanding that these

 4   are the starting doses of the claimed treatment?

 5        A.   They're the only doses of the claimed

 6   treatment.

 7        Q.   And so a person of skill in the art

 8   looking at this method would perform it by

 9   administering to patients starting doses of

10   60 milligrams per meter squared of liposomal

11   irinotecan, correct?

12             MR. SUH:  Object to form.

13             THE WITNESS:  To practice this claim, you

14        would administer these doses every two weeks

15        without delay or dosage reduction.

16   BY MS. MATTES:

17        Q.   Correct.  And so when patients would be

18   starting on this regimen, these would be the doses

19   that they would receive, correct?

20        A.   Yes, and then every two weeks thereafter.

21        Q.   Okay.  Understood.

22             Okay.  You can put this patent to the

23   side.  Thank you.

24             Now, if you take out Exhibit 1002, which

25   is your first expert declaration, and can you please
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 1   go to Paragraph 25.

 2        A.   I'm sorry.  What's the paragraph number?

 3        Q.   25.

 4        A.   25?

 5        Q.   Correct.  So here you write that you've

 6   been asked to consider whether claims 1 and 3

 7   through 15, "the challenged claims," of the '552

 8   patent are obvious in view of the prior art.

 9             Do you see that?

10        A.   That's -- that is what Paragraph 25 says,

11   yes.

12        Q.   Okay.  So I just want to confirm that you

13   were not asked to consider whether claim 2 of the

14   '552 patent is obvious in view of the prior art,

15   correct?

16        A.   That's correct.

17        Q.   And so you're not offering any opinions

18   with respect to whether claim 2 of the '552 patent

19   is obvious?

20        A.   I am not.

21        Q.   When you were asked to consider whether

22   the challenged claims of the '552 patent were

23   obvious, how did you go about -- what process did

24   you use?

25             MR. SUH:  Object to form.
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 1             THE WITNESS:  Well, I -- I began by

 2        looking at what the priority date was for the

 3        patent application, and I considered what a

 4        POSA would know as of that priority date and

 5        focused in on prior art to that and began my

 6        evaluation.

 7   BY MS. MATTES:

 8        Q.   What priority date did you use?

 9        A.   The earliest provisional application,

10   August 21st, 2015.

11        Q.   Okay.  So your opinions in your

12   declaration are as of at least August 21st, 2015,

13   correct?

14        A.   Yes.  I was also asked to assume the

15   possibility that the priority date might be later

16   and to consider other art as of that later date.

17        Q.   For purposes of ground -- if I say

18   "Ground 1," do you know what argument I'm talking

19   about?

20        A.   I do.

21        Q.   Okay.  So for purposes of your opinions

22   with respect to Ground 1, you're using the

23   August 21 -- I'm sorry, the August 5th, 2015, date,

24   correct?

25             Oh, I'm going to say that one more time.
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 1   I used the wrong date.

 2             So for purposes of your opinions for --

 3   with respect to Ground 1, you're using the

 4   August 21st, 2015, date, correct?

 5        A.   I believe that's the exact date that I

 6   used.  I'm looking for the -- I probably stated that

 7   somewhere in my report.  I just want to make sure.

 8   I know it's 2015 August, I just want to make sure --

 9        Q.   I did -- apologies.  I did not mean to

10   interrupt you.

11             I did not see it in the paragraphs

12   contained in your Ground 1 explanation.  However, if

13   you go to Paragraph 32 of your report, you do

14   state --

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   -- in that paragraph, "In this

17   declaration, my opinions are premised on the

18   perspective of a POSA at the time of the earliest

19   claim priority date for the '552 patents, which I

20   have been informed for this proceeding is

21   August 21st, 2015."

22             Do you see that?

23        A.   I do.  And the only --

24        Q.   Does that help?

25        A.   Yes, it was only Ground 3 that I was asked

0025

 1   to assume that the patent owner was not entitled to

 2   that August 21st, 2015, priority date.  And so

 3   that's the basis of Ground 3.

 4        Q.   Okay, good.  I just want to make sure

 5   we're all on the same page.

 6             So for Grounds 1 and Grounds 2, you're

 7   opining from the perspective of a POSA as of

 8   August 21st, 2015, correct?

 9        A.   Yes.

10        Q.   And for Ground 3, you're opining from the

11   perspective of a POSA as of the later filing date,

12   which is in November 2017, correct?

13        A.   That's correct.

14        Q.   All right.  And so before I asked how did

15   you begin your obviousness analysis, and you stated

16   that you looked at the priority date.  And then you

17   thought about what prior art was in existence at

18   that time, and you began there.

19             Is that right?

20        A.   Yes.

21             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

22   BY MS. MATTES:

23        Q.   And what process did you -- when you say

24   "prior art," what kinds of prior art were you

25   looking at?
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 1        A.   Well, I generally begin and use

 2   Google Scholar for my searches, and so I would have

 3   put in various search terms into Google Scholar.

 4             I would have constrained on the year.  It

 5   doesn't allow you to constrain on an exact month and

 6   day, so I don't know whether I would have had prior

 7   to 2015 or including 2015.

 8             I would generally start with prior to 2015

 9   since, therefore, anything that's there I know is

10   prior art.  And then I would generally also look at

11   2015 documents but making sure that they were

12   publicly available on or before August 21st.

13             I would also do a search in Google Patents

14   and, again, using a similar process.

15             And then I would also look at the file

16   history to see what the examiner considered.

17        Q.   In doing your Google Scholar search, you

18   referenced that you used search terms.

19             Do you recall what search terms you used?

20        A.   Well, I'm familiar with the FOLFIRINOX

21   regimen, so I certainly would have used that as a

22   search term because --

23        Q.   Why?

24        A.   -- because that is -- you know, that is

25   still the standard treatment for metastatic
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 1   pancreatic cancer, and I couldn't recall exactly

 2   when that was first disclosed, so I was able to

 3   figure that out in Google Scholar.

 4             Google Scholar will pull up abstracts as

 5   well as full publications.  That's why I like it.

 6        Q.   And why did you start with FOLFIRINOX?

 7        A.   Because, in reading the claims, I said

 8   this is FOLFIRINOX but with the substitution of

 9   liposomal irinotecan.

10        Q.   Okay.  So you chose to start with

11   FOLFIRINOX because of its similarity to the claims

12   in the '552 patent, correct?

13        A.   That's right.

14        Q.   Besides FOLFIRINOX -- sorry.  One second.

15             So in running your search in

16   Google Scholar, you had started with the claims of

17   the '552 patent to help you generate search terms,

18   correct?

19        A.   Well, I needed to understand what the

20   patent was about.  It was about treatment, you know,

21   of pancreatic cancer.  So I needed -- you know, I

22   needed to see what was being claimed.

23             And it's like, okay, now I understand

24   what's being claimed.  I didn't deal with the exact

25   dosages in my search.  I just wanted to understand
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 1   the substance of the patent.  And knowing that was a

 2   Merrimack patent, and I'm familiar with Merrimack,

 3   and I knew I was being retained in this matter, and

 4   I knew that Ipsen owned the patent, it wasn't hard

 5   for me to figure out this was a liposomal irinotecan

 6   patent.

 7             I'm obviously very familiar with

 8   irinotecan.  And I needed to know exactly what the

 9   status of irinotecan development was for pancreatic

10   cancer as of the priority date, and FOLFIRINOX is

11   what comes to mind.

12        Q.   And FOLFIRINOX came to mind because I

13   believe you said it was the standard treatment for

14   metastatic pancreatic cancer as of the filing

15   date -- sorry, as of the priority date for the '552

16   patent?

17        A.   No, it came to mind because it's the

18   standard treatment today, and I needed to know when

19   it was first disclosed.

20        Q.   Okay.  So FOLFIRINOX is still the standard

21   treatment today for metastatic pancreatic cancer,

22   correct?

23        A.   For the most part, yes.  I mean, some

24   people will prefer to use other regimens, of course,

25   including the claimed regimen.  But it's generally
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 1   still the preferred regimen, not necessarily at the

 2   original FOLFIRINOX doses.  They've been modified

 3   over time.

 4        Q.   Do you know whether it was the standard --

 5   whether FOLFIRINOX was the standard as of 2015?

 6        A.   I didn't actually look to see -- you know,

 7   at treatment guidelines exactly at that time.  I

 8   actually don't know how to, you know, reliably

 9   obtain old treatment guidelines such as the NCCN

10   guidelines.

11             So I can't tell you that it was the

12   standard.  It was a standard.

13        Q.   Right.  And so then at the time, for

14   purposes of your declaration, you were not able or

15   you did not consider the NC -- the 2015 NCCN

16   guidelines for metastatic pancreatic cancer?

17        A.   I don't believe I reviewed that.  I, you

18   know, may be wrong.  Maybe I -- you know, unless

19   it's in the list of materials I considered, I didn't

20   consider it for the purposes of my declaration.

21        Q.   Okay.  And if those guidelines listed

22   FOLFIRINOX as a preferred treatment, what would that

23   tell you as a POSA as of 2015?

24        A.   It would tell me that it had already been

25   adopted as the preferred treatment in 2015.
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 1        Q.   Okay.  Besides FOLFIRINOX, what other

 2   search terms, to the extent you recall, did you use

 3   in your Google Scholar searches?

 4        A.   Well, I looked at reviews on the treatment

 5   of metastatic pancreatic cancer from that time

 6   period to see what people were writing about.  And

 7   generally, they were writing about FOLFIRINOX and,

 8   you know, the benefits and challenges of using

 9   FOLFIRINOX.

10             I looked at other regimens that were

11   similar to FOLFIRINOX, and I looked at other

12   regimens that were being used in other

13   gastrointestinal malignancies.  I looked at what was

14   known about liposomal irinotecan at the time.

15             And so I did a fairly comprehensive

16   evaluation.

17        Q.   And were your searches in Google Patent

18   similar in scope to the searches you ran in

19   Google Scholar?

20        A.   Yes.  I also had the benefit that I've

21   also been retained in a related district court case

22   on the -- on a different patent.  And so I had

23   already done some searches, albeit for a different

24   patent and a different priority date.

25        Q.   And what district court case is that?  You
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 1   said it's a related district court case.

 2             Without disclosing anything confidential,

 3   can you just let me know what case that is?

 4        A.   It's the case that's Ipsen against

 5   Conjupro.  I don't know what the case number is.

 6   And I testified in a claim construction

 7   proceeding -- not in the proceeding, but I gave a

 8   deposition in, you know, in the context of the claim

 9   construction for that matter.

10        Q.   And when you say it's a related

11   proceeding, how was it related?

12        A.   I'm sorry?

13        Q.   You had mentioned that it was a related

14   case.

15             And so I guess my question is, what makes

16   it related to this IPR proceeding?

17        A.   It's the same parties and the same drug.

18        Q.   It's just a different patent?

19        A.   Yes, and it's in district court in

20   New Jersey.

21        Q.   Okay.  Thank you.

22             And so after performing your searches, how

23   did you come to select the specific references

24   you're relying on for your opinions?

25        A.   Well, my conclusion was that the
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 1   FOLFIRINOX regimen was well-established as a

 2   regimen, and, therefore, it was an obvious starting

 3   point for a POSA, you know, to consider.

 4             And liposomal irinotecan was well-known as

 5   a drug in development, and it was obvious to

 6   substitute liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan.  I

 7   mean, that did not require, you know, much cognitive

 8   input to get to that point.  It was just a pretty

 9   simple thing to, you know, to conclude.

10        Q.   In Paragraph 26, you specifically state

11   that the challenged claims would be obvious over

12   certain references.

13             So let me know when you're at that -- at

14   that paragraph because I have a few questions.

15        A.   It's Paragraph 26?

16        Q.   Correct.

17        A.   Yes, I'm there.

18        Q.   So in Paragraph 26, you list that the

19   challenged claims would have been obvious over

20   Conroy, correct?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   And what is Conroy?

23        A.   Conroy is a "New England Journal of

24   Medicine" paper that ascribes the results of an

25   investigator-initiated Phase 3 trial of FOLFIRINOX
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 1   compared to gemcitabine.

 2        Q.   Is Conroy considered to be one of the

 3   preeminent, I guess, studies that made FOLFIRINOX a

 4   drug that practitioners wanted to give to patients

 5   with metastatic pancreatic cancer?

 6             Is this kind of -- is the Conroy

 7   publication the seminal publication for FOLFIRINOX?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             You may answer.

10             THE WITNESS:  Well, I don't know what you

11        mean by "the seminal publication," you know.

12             There are many seminal publications that

13        led up to the development of the FOLFIRINOX

14        regimen.  So it's a regimen.  And the regimen

15        was taken forward, you know, and developed and

16        basically was the FOLFIRI regimen with

17        oxaliplatin added to it.

18             And oxaliplatin was a known active agent

19        in colorectal cancer, and FOLFIRI was the

20        standard regimen for colorectal cancer, and the

21        FOLFOX regimen was a standard regimen for

22        colorectal cancer.

23             So it's like FOLFOX and FOLFIRI got

24        together and gave birth to FOLFOX --

25        FOLFIRINOX.  It also gave birth to its sibling,
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 1        FOLFOXIRI.  And then this regimen was pushed

 2        forward into pancreatic cancer as -- given the

 3        dearth of effective treatments for pancreatic

 4        cancer.

 5   BY MS. MATTES:

 6        Q.   And then in this paragraph you also list

 7   Mahaseth, correct?

 8        A.   Yes.

 9        Q.   Why did you select the Mahaseth

10   publication?

11        A.   Mahaseth is a publication that explicitly

12   teaches dropping the 5-fluorouracil bolus, which is

13   really the way FOLFIRINOX is given today, well,

14   modified FOLFIRINOX, and that's really the standard.

15             But it was that paper that was the first

16   paper to explicitly teach that.

17        Q.   (Audio distortion.)

18               (Stenographer clarification.)

19   BY MS. MATTES:

20        Q.   Dr. Ratain, you're able to hear me?

21        A.   I can now.

22        Q.   Okay.  Please let me know if there's any

23   hiccups.  I appreciate it.

24        A.   I didn't catch that, though.

25        Q.   Please let me know if there's any
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 1   interruptions or disruptions, and I will try my best

 2   to figure out what's going on.

 3        A.   Seems to be your head position.

 4        Q.   Okay.  If we go -- (audio distortion).

 5               (Stenographer clarification.)

 6             MS. MATTES:  Let's go off the record for a

 7        second.

 8                       (Whereupon, a recess was taken

 9                       from 9:39 a.m. to 9:44 a.m.)

10             MS. MATTES:  We can go back on the record.

11   BY MS. MATTES:

12        Q.   Before we took our break, Dr. Ratain, I

13   asked, "Why did you select the Mahaseth

14   publication?"

15             Do you recall that?

16        A.   I do.

17        Q.   And you stated, "Because it was a

18   publication that explicitly taught dropping the

19   5-fluorouracil bolus."

20             Do you remember that?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   Why were you looking at a publication that

23   was specifically teaching dropping the

24   5-fluorouracil bolus?

25        A.   Because, one, when I read the
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 1   specification, they made a point of that, the

 2   patentees.

 3             And, two, because I was aware that it's --

 4   it's been dropped from the FOLFIRINOX regimen by the

 5   vast majority of clinicians.

 6        Q.   Okay.  So the reasons why you were looking

 7   for references that taught dropping the

 8   5-fluorouracil bolus was because the '552 patent

 9   specification made a point of that -- of that

10   modification, as well as you had read about that

11   5-fluorouracil bolus having been dropped from the

12   FOLFIRINOX regimen as well, correct?

13             MR. SUH:  Objection to form -- I'm sorry.

14        Objection to form.

15             THE WITNESS:  I need to understand the

16        evolution of the modern FOLFIRINOX regimen, the

17        other work that had been done suggesting

18        modifications to the regimen since it was first

19        developed.

20             So I had to sort of develop all of that

21        history, so to speak.  There's not a paper out

22        there that describes the history of the

23        FOLFIRINOX regimen.  So I basically had to

24        construct that up until the priority date and

25        understand the history there.
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 1             Some of that was described in the

 2        specification itself as background.  Some of it

 3        was described in the examples, for example,

 4        as -- you know, even though it was history.

 5             So I needed to understand what was known

 6        and what was done by the alleged inventors.

 7   BY MS. MATTES:

 8        Q.   Okay.  So I think I understand what your

 9   thought process was then.

10             So then one of the reasons you were

11   looking for that specific modification was because

12   the '552 patent specification had discussed the

13   background of FOLFIRINOX and other kinds of

14   modifications of FOLFIRINOX.

15             And one of those modifications was the

16   removal of the 5-FU, or fluorouracil bolus dose,

17   correct?

18             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

19             THE WITNESS:  And I do note, as I'm taking

20        another look at the background, that the

21        background states that FOLFIRINOX was a

22        preferred option, but it doesn't say "the

23        preferred," "a preferred" option since 2011.

24             And the background also notes that in

25        Column 2, Lines 3 to 6, that modified
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 1        FOLFIRINOX regimens are often used, including

 2        elimination of the 5-FU bolus.

 3             So that was listed there, and, you know,

 4        unfortunately, I couldn't rely on the list of

 5        publications in the patent itself because it

 6        was -- it would be like finding a needle in a

 7        haystack.

 8   BY MS. MATTES:

 9        Q.   Understood.  Okay.  Going back to

10   Paragraph 26 of your expert declaration, you can

11   imagine I have similar questions for the other

12   references cited here.

13             So you also list Bayever as a publication

14   you're relying on in support of your opinions,

15   correct?

16        A.   Yes.

17        Q.   And why did you select Bayever?

18        A.   Because Bayever taught the use of

19   liposomal irinotecan in combination with 5-FU and

20   leucovorin, so taking the FOLFIRI regimen and

21   substituting in irinotecan -- substituting liposomal

22   irinotecan for irinotecan.

23        Q.   Okay.  And then you have here the Saif

24   publication.

25             Why did you select the Saif publication?
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 1        A.   It was -- when I was searching for

 2   publications that discussed liposomal irinotecan, it

 3   was one of the publications that came up, so I read

 4   every paper that discussed liposomal irinotecan.

 5        Q.   And of all those papers, you chose Bayever

 6   and Saif, correct?

 7        A.   And Ko.

 8        Q.   And Ko, excuse me, you're right.

 9             So out of the references that you reviewed

10   that discussed liposomal irinotecan, you chose to

11   rely on Saif, Bayever, and Ko, correct?

12        A.   Yes.  I don't think I missed any prior art

13   that were relevant, but I'd be happy to be

14   corrected.

15             There was a lot of prior art.

16        Q.   I'm not -- I'm not --

17        A.   There was a lot of prior art --

18        Q.   I'm not suggesting --

19        A.   -- in my opinions.  It was challenging to

20   narrow it down.

21        Q.   I'm not suggesting you missed anything.

22   I'm just trying to make sure that I'm understanding

23   what your opinions are.

24             And then for Cantore, why did you select

25   Cantore?
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 1        A.   I have to refresh my memory on Cantore.  I

 2   believe that was one of the ones that was after the

 3   2015 priority date.

 4             It would be helpful if I could look at

 5   that document, Counsel.

 6                       (Exhibit 1009 was marked for

 7                       identification.)

 8   BY MS. MATTES:

 9        Q.   Sure.  You can definitely do that.  In

10   case it's helpful to you, you have a Table of

11   Contents for your expert report -- oh, I see what

12   you're saying, yes.

13             But it is Exhibit 1009, and it should be

14   in your box, if it's helpful.

15        A.   Thank you.

16             So this regimen, Cantore, it discloses

17   just the use of two of the drugs, irinotecan and

18   oxaliplatin, but it's a much older reference.  So

19   it's part of the ancestry, so to speak, of

20   FOLFIRINOX, and that's why I looked at it.

21             It also -- counsel asked me are there any

22   references to specifically disclose an oxaliplatin

23   dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared, and so I

24   found this regimen.

25             And so it's part of the history here, and
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 1   it also has that specific dose.

 2        Q.   And you were looking for the specific dose

 3   of 60 milligrams per meter squared of oxaliplatin,

 4   because that's the dose -- the dose recited in

 5   claim 1 of the '552 patent, correct?

 6        A.   Counsel asked me if there was -- were any

 7   publications that disclosed it.  I didn't feel it

 8   was necessary because I knew that dose had been

 9   used; for example, you know, the dose reduction in

10   Conroy.

11             But counsel asked me if there were any

12   publications along those lines.  I don't -- wouldn't

13   have needed this reference.  It's not critical to my

14   opinions.  If this reference had never been

15   published, it wouldn't change my opinions in any

16   way, shape, or form.

17        Q.   What do you mean when you reference -- or

18   what are you referring to when you reference the

19   "dose reduction in Conroy"?

20        A.   I'm referencing the dose reduction that's

21   described in the protocol as a "dose reduction" and

22   explicitly taught in the protocol itself as well as

23   in the appendix.

24             And so the protocol is, you know, critical

25   to understanding any Phase 3 or, for that matter,
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 1   any study.  It's critical to review the protocol,

 2   which is why most top journals require that the

 3   protocol be submitted at the time of initial

 4   submission, and it's always published alongside any

 5   major paper.  For most journals, not all.

 6   Certainly, New England Journal of Medicine does

 7   that.

 8             We're adjusting the temperature in here,

 9   in case you're wondering what else is going on in

10   this room.  I'm a little cold.

11        Q.   And the Conroy protocol has a dose

12   adjustment to 60 milligrams per meter squared, is

13   what you're -- sorry.  Strike that.

14             From what dose -- in the Conroy protocol,

15   from what dose is the dose adjusted to 60 milligrams

16   per meter squared of oxaliplatin?

17             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

18             THE WITNESS:  Are you asking what's the

19        starting dose?

20   BY MS. MATTES:

21        Q.   Correct.

22        A.   The starting dose was 85, and

23   oxaliplatin --

24        Q.   And --

25        A.   I'm sorry.
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 1        Q.   No, continue.  I did not mean to cut you

 2   off.  Sometimes, Zoom, it's hard.  You can't talk

 3   over each other, so --

 4        A.   Yes, it's common to reduce doses of

 5   oxaliplatin, and it's notorious for causing

 6   neurotoxicity.  And so it's -- again, many

 7   practitioners just choose to reduce it at the start

 8   rather than waiting until the patient has trouble

 9   walking.  They prefer to prevent that problem by

10   using lower doses in the first place.

11        Q.   The Conroy protocol has the 85 milligrams

12   per meter squared oxaliplatin as the starting dose,

13   correct?

14        A.   Yes.

15        Q.   And then it instructs practitioners or

16   doctors to reduce that dose to 60 milligrams per

17   meter squared, depending on certain -- I guess

18   certain toxicities that may occur in a patient,

19   correct?

20        A.   Right.  It increases both the toxicity,

21   the myelosuppression, particularly the irinotecan,

22   as well as it's a -- you know, can cause severe,

23   disabling neurotoxicity.

24        Q.   Okay.  Understood.  You had stated earlier

25   that in addition -- let me start over.
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 1             You had stated earlier that you had also

 2   reviewed the file history of the '552 patent to see

 3   what references the examiner had relied on as well.

 4             Did I -- did I get that correctly?

 5        A.   Yes.  As part of a comprehensive search, I

 6   wanted to make sure I wasn't missing anything.  If

 7   the examiner had relied on something that I was

 8   missing, hadn't considered yet, I wanted to make

 9   sure I looked at that as well.

10             And I needed to understand how this

11   patent -- which I viewed as very obvious at this

12   point, you know, before I looked at the file

13   history -- how it had even been allowed.

14        Q.   Okay.  And did you take into consideration

15   whether any of the references you relied on were

16   already considered by the examiner during

17   prosecution?

18             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

19             THE WITNESS:  I was pleased to see that

20        the examiner's thinking was very similar to my

21        own, up until they got to the question of

22        unexpected results, where things fell apart,

23        from my perspective, in the patent office.

24   BY MS. MATTES:

25        Q.   Okay.  Let's go to Paragraph 229 of your
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 1   expert report.  This is where you -- it's under the

 2   section of your report called "Unpatentability of

 3   the '552 Patent."

 4             Let me know when you're there.

 5        A.   I'm there.

 6        Q.   Okay.  And so here is where you set forth

 7   your opinions with respect to Ground 1, correct?

 8        A.   Yes.

 9        Q.   Okay.  And your opinions with respect to

10   Ground 1 seem to span from Paragraph 229 through --

11   I'm making sure we're on the same page -- through

12   Paragraph 307, correct, which takes you through

13   Page 120 of your declaration?

14        A.   Counsel, it seems to go through -- claim 1

15   goes through -- my discussion goes through

16   Paragraph 264 on Page 108 on claim 1.

17             Or you mean the whole -- and then I go

18   into other -- the other claims as well, yes.  You're

19   correct.

20        Q.   Yeah, I was being -- I was being

21   comprehensive of all the challenged claims.

22             But you are right.  For purposes of

23   claim 1, your opinion goes through Paragraph 264.

24        A.   Right.

25        Q.   I think we're on the same page.
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 1        A.   Yes, we are.

 2        Q.   Okay.  Good.  So these are long reports,

 3   so I kind of like to set the boundaries of what

 4   we're talking about.

 5        A.   There was a lot of prior art.

 6        Q.   Yes.  Okay.  So if we go back to -- since

 7   we covered a lot of pages, if we go back to this

 8   Page 95 of your report, here is where you say

 9   claim 1 would have been obvious over Conroy, the

10   Conroy protocol, and Mahaseth, in combination with

11   the knowledge and skill of the POSA, including

12   Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore.

13             Do you see that?  I'm just reading the

14   heading of -- the heading of A on that page.

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   Okay.  And --

17             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.  Sorry.

18   BY MS. MATTES:

19        Q.   So Conroy -- that's okay.

20             Conroy, Conroy protocol, Mahaseth,

21   Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore, are these the main

22   references you're relying on for your obviousness

23   opinion?

24        A.   Well, I mean, quite frankly, I really only

25   need Conroy, but these others are -- you know, make
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 1   it very, very clear.

 2             Conroy protocol is very helpful if one

 3   needs to get to very specific doses, but it's very

 4   obvious.  A POSA is well aware of how to reduce

 5   doses for toxicity, including all the modifications

 6   that were made, the obvious modifications by

 7   Mahaseth, and, you know, the teachings of these

 8   other references.

 9             And then the liposomal irinotecan

10   references, at least one of those is important

11   because the POSA needs to be aware of liposomal

12   irinotecan and something about its properties, which

13   are very similar, you know, to lipo- -- to

14   irinotecan when given by a prolonged infusion.

15        Q.   Okay.  Let's go to Paragraph 232 of your

16   report.

17             Here you state that the claimed

18   invention -- excuse me.  Here you state that

19   "Claim 1 would have been obvious over the prior art

20   at least because the claimed method of treatment

21   involved administering an antineoplastic therapy

22   consisting of liposomal irinotecan, oxaliplatin, and

23   5-fluorouracil, the same four-drug combination as in

24   the established gold standard FOLFIRINOX regimen for

25   first-line treatment of metastatic pancreatic
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 1   cancer."

 2             Do you see that?

 3        A.   I do.

 4        Q.   Okay.  So is it your opinion that one of

 5   the reasons why the claimed invention is obvious is

 6   because the FOLFIRINOX regimen has the same four

 7   drugs as what's claimed in the '552 patent?

 8        A.   Well, if you consider liposomal irinotecan

 9   and irinotecan to be the same drug with the liposome

10   just representing a different way of administering

11   irinotecan, yes.

12        Q.   I see.  Well, I'm just using your words.

13   You wrote "the same four-drug combination."

14             So is it your opinion that those two drugs

15   are the same drugs?

16        A.   Well, they're the same drugs, so to speak.

17   They're the same active therapy.

18             In other words, the liposome represents a

19   different way of administering irinotecan.  If the

20   irinotecan had been administered as a 96-hour

21   infusion, for example, I would also say it's the

22   same four-drug regimen, even though it's a different

23   way of administering irinotecan.

24             So I'm using "drug" in a broad sense as

25   opposed to a pharmaceutical product.
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 1        Q.   Okay.  So you're using "drug" as referring

 2   to the active ingredient as opposed to what is

 3   sometimes referred to as a "drug product"?

 4        A.   Right.  I'm not referring to the drug

 5   product.  I'm referring to the active pharmaceutical

 6   ingredient here.

 7        Q.   Right.  And liposomal irinotecan has its

 8   own distinct FDA labeling, correct?

 9        A.   Yes, and it's a distinct product, and it

10   has similar but different properties from free

11   irinotecan.  But they're certainly siblings or

12   father-child relationship.

13        Q.   What are the different properties between

14   liposomal irinotecan?

15             And if I say "free" -- should I say

16   "irinotecan"?  Or I don't want to confuse us on the

17   record.

18             So do you prefer "free irinotecan" or just

19   saying "irinotecan"?

20        A.   Well, I have an idea.  Why don't we

21   call -- to simplify things, why don't we refer to

22   irinotecan as "irinotecan," and either for

23   liposomal, either say "liposomal irinotecan" or

24   "Onivyde."

25             And I'm comfortable with that.  That way,
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 1   we won't get confused.

 2        Q.   Sure.

 3        A.   And so Onivyde is -- you know, has

 4   different pharmacokinetics, and it results in

 5   basically a sustained release of irinotecan.  And

 6   that changes the schedule of irinotecan in a way

 7   that basically means that the potency per milligram

 8   of irinotecan is greater in the Onivyde product

 9   because the effects of irinotecan are highly

10   dependent on schedule.

11             But if you give a small amount over a

12   period of time, that has a greater effect than

13   giving that same total dose all at once.  And so

14   that's the different properties.

15             And this is something I've written about

16   extensively in the past.  I wrote many -- the first

17   clinical trial I ever did was continuous infusion

18   chemotherapy of an anticancer drug, and I wrote many

19   book chapters on that topic well before irinotecan

20   was discovered.

21             So the notion of giving drugs by slow

22   infusion has been well-understood for decades.

23        Q.   When you say "highly dependent on

24   schedule," what does that mean?

25        A.   In other words, there have been studies in
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 1   the past of giving irinotecan by prolonged infusion,

 2   and you can only -- if you give a very small amount

 3   every day, it's toxic, just because you've got the

 4   drug around continuously, and, therefore, it has a

 5   greater effect.

 6             So liposomal irinotecan has properties

 7   similar to prolonged infusion of irinotecan.  And

 8   what's unclear is whether liposomal irinotecan can

 9   increase the efficacy of irinotecan.  It's just not

10   entirely clear.

11             There's some preclinical studies that

12   certainly suggest that.  There was certainly

13   enthusiasm for that possibility, just like there was

14   enthusiasm for encapsulating paclitaxel, and that

15   led to the development of ABRAXANE.

16             But, you know, it's not yet been proven

17   that this formulation or this schedule of giving

18   irinotecan, so to speak, is superior than the more

19   conventional, historical approach.

20        Q.   Is that true as of today?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   Okay.  And so that would have been true as

23   of August 21st, 2015, as well?

24        A.   Yes.

25        Q.   Okay.  So let's keep going through your
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 1   expert declaration.

 2             And so in Paragraph 233, here, you list

 3   out the FOLFIRINOX regimen as taught by Conroy,

 4   correct?

 5        A.   Yes.

 6        Q.   And then you go on to explain why a POSA

 7   would have been modified -- excuse me, why a POSA

 8   would have been motivated to modify the FOLFIRINOX

 9   regimen; is that right?

10             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

11             THE WITNESS:  Well, that's what a --

12        that's what I discuss further, and there were

13        motivations to modifying, including dosage

14        reductions.

15             That's also described in one of the

16        references that I didn't cite but you kindly

17        provided in response in one of your briefs, the

18        Marsh reference.  It also discusses all of the

19        modifications to FOLFIRINOX.  And I appreciated

20        you providing that because it's a very nice

21        summary.

22   BY MS. MATTES:

23        Q.   Okay.  And so, in your opinion, what

24   were -- what was the main -- or what were the

25   motivations that you're relying on -- actually,
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 1   strike that.  I want to start with the modification.

 2             What are the proposed modifications to the

 3   FOLFIRINOX regimen that you believe were obvious to

 4   do?

 5        A.   Well, the two modifications are to make it

 6   work better and to make it less toxic.  Those were

 7   the -- the two goals of anybody modifying a regimen.

 8        Q.   So maybe I think I confused you because I

 9   switched the use of my words.

10             So what you're responding to is what were

11   a POSA's motivation to modify the FOLFIRINOX

12   regimen; is that correct?

13        A.   I thought that was what you asked me.

14        Q.   I'd asked what were the modifications, but

15   that's -- it's okay.  We can start with motivation.

16             So in your opinion, there were two

17   motivations to modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen.

18             One was to reduce toxicity, correct?

19        A.   Yes.

20        Q.   Okay.  And the second was to make a -- I

21   think you used the words "make a better product"; is

22   that right?

23        A.   Well, nobody is getting cured with

24   FOLFIRINOX.  So patients are all dying of metastatic

25   pancreatic cancer, and they're often -- sometimes
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 1   they're dying of side effects of treatment.  And --

 2   but it was better than what we had before.  We had

 3   only gemcitabine really.  Erlotinib was approved for

 4   pancreatic cancer, but nobody prescribed that.

 5             And irinotecan was known to be an active

 6   drug.  Of course, 5-FU and leucovorin had some

 7   activity.  But there was really not much you could

 8   do with these patients other than generally enroll

 9   them in a clinical trial.

10             So FOLFIRINOX came along, and it was

11   great, you know.  The regimen was effective if it

12   didn't kill you.

13             So -- but the challenge was reducing the

14   morbidity and mortality of FOLFIRINOX.  And at the

15   same time, it was good, but it wasn't great.  You

16   still were going to die of your pancreatic cancer.

17             So that was really what -- the way a POSA

18   would look at that regimen and the state-of-the-art

19   of pancreatic cancer at the August 2015 priority

20   date.

21        Q.   So, in your opinion, they would be looking

22   to -- excuse me.

23             They would be looking to reduce toxicity

24   of the FOLFIRINOX regimen, and then what would -- I

25   understand that they would be motivated to make
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 1   something better.

 2             But what exactly -- I guess, what are the

 3   criteria that a POSA would be looking at for that

 4   second motivation?

 5             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 6             THE WITNESS:  Well, there would be a

 7        couple of approaches.

 8             So, one, if you could add a drug that

 9        didn't add to the side effects of FOLFIRINOX,

10        that would be one possibility.

11             You could give drugs such as

12        colony-stimulating factors to reduce the side

13        effects of FOLFIRINOX.  That was widely used

14        anyway.

15             And then liposomal irinotecan was another

16        attractive consideration because of the

17        suggestion in the preclinical studies, the

18        Bayever patent, that it was better than

19        irinotecan.

20             And so the hypothesis that Onivyde -- or

21        it wasn't known as Onivyde then, but the

22        liposomal irinotecan was better than irinotecan

23        was worth testing.

24             And, unfortunately, it's not been

25        rigorously tested.  It's never been rigorously
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 1        tested in any clinical trial to get the answer

 2        to that question.

 3   BY MS. MATTES:

 4        Q.   What hasn't been vigorously -- rigorously

 5   tested exactly?

 6        A.   Well, for example, you know, the -- you

 7   know, one could compare in second-line therapy the

 8   use of the approved liposomal

 9   irinotecan/5-FU/leucovorin regimen to the FOLFIRI

10   regimen in a randomized trial.  That's never been

11   done.  The randomized trial only used FU/leucovorin

12   as the control arm.

13             One could compare the NALIRIFOX regimen

14   that's the subject of the claims here in a

15   prospective randomized trial to the FOLFIRINOX

16   regimen.  That's not been done.

17             One could compare a liposomal

18   irinotecan-containing regimen to a

19   irinotecan-containing regimen in a different

20   disease, such as colorectal cancer or gastric

21   cancer.  That's never been done.

22             So there has been no rigorous testing of

23   the hypothesis.  And such studies are generally done

24   by pharmaceutical companies after they get their

25   drug approved to promote the use of their product
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 1   because many -- you know, to address concerns that

 2   the product doesn't -- you know, isn't worth the

 3   extra cost, yet that's not been done.

 4        Q.   I see what you're saying.

 5             There hasn't been a study done that

 6   directly compares liposomal irinotecan either alone

 7   or in a combination regimen against irinotecan alone

 8   or in a comparable combination regimen?

 9             Am I understanding you correctly?

10        A.   Yes.  Other than one very small trial

11   early in the development that was done in gastric

12   cancer, there's really been -- that's the only trial

13   I'm aware of in which there was a randomization.

14   And that trial was too small to be definitive, and

15   it was hard to interpret the results of that study.

16             So, really, there's not the trial that

17   rigorous, rigorous oncologists are looking for to

18   sort of cut through marketing hype and everything

19   else.  And, you know, you look for -- at some point,

20   you've just got to bite the bullet and do the trial,

21   and -- but there hasn't been an interest in doing

22   that, at least that I'm aware of.

23             I don't know whether the company has been

24   approached by investigators, but I certainly have

25   seen no such trial ever appear.  And I even looked
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 1   just recently to see if possibly such a trial was in

 2   development on clinicaltrials.gov, and there isn't

 3   any such trial.

 4        Q.   You had referenced one very small trial

 5   earlier.

 6             Do you recall if that trial is the Roy

 7   publication that you had included as part of your

 8   expert declaration?

 9             It is -- I will tell you in a second.  I

10   believe it is Exhibit 1055, so that should be in

11   your box.

12                       (Exhibit 1055 was marked for

13                       identification.)

14             MR. SUH:  So objection to form.

15             THE WITNESS:  We will pull that exhibit.

16             Yes, that's the study.

17   BY MS. MATTES:

18        Q.   Okay.  And so this is the study that you

19   stated was too small to be definitive, and it was

20   hard to interpret the results of this study,

21   correct?

22        A.   That's right.

23        Q.   Okay.  You can put that study to the side.

24             I appreciate the explanation.  This is

25   very helpful to understand all of that.
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 1             Is it fair to say that in your opinion, a

 2   POSA, then, would be motivated by, one, reducing

 3   toxicity in order to reduce side effects, and, two,

 4   by the properties of liposomal irinotecan that were

 5   known at the time of the priority date?

 6             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 7             You may answer.

 8             THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure.  I didn't

 9        fully understand the question.

10   BY MS. MATTES:

11        Q.   Sure.  You provided a lot of explanation.

12   I'm trying to just kind of figure out what your two

13   motivations are for modifying the FOLFIRINOX

14   regimen.

15             So to me, it sounds like you're saying a

16   POSA would have been motivated to modify the regimen

17   based on, one, wanting to reduce toxicity in the

18   form of reducing side effects; is that right?

19        A.   Yes.

20        Q.   Okay.  And then, two, they would have been

21   motivated based on the properties of liposomal

22   irinotecan that were known as of August 2015; is

23   that right?

24        A.   Well, that's -- yes, but that's if you

25   wanted to substitute liposomal irinotecan.
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 1             There were other modifications one could,

 2   in theory, make.  I mean, if there was some

 3   promising new kinase inhibitor or monoclonal

 4   antibody that, you know, wouldn't substantially

 5   increase side effects, and particularly, if you

 6   reduce some of the other doses, you could do that.

 7             So, I mean, there were things -- I mean,

 8   one of my colleagues was developing a regimen where

 9   trying to add paclitaxel to the FOLFIRINOX regimen

10   for use in gastric cancer but was reducing doses of

11   the other drugs.

12             So I think there's lots of -- it's kind of

13   like cooking.  And that's why these are recipes --

14   oncologists refer to them as "recipes" -- where you

15   have your ingredients in your kitchen, and you have

16   to decide, you know, what to do.  And if you're --

17   if the ingredients are seasonings and you're cooking

18   a stew or soup, and you've got to taste as you go

19   along to make sure it doesn't get too salty or too

20   spicy, and you adjust it, it's the same thing with

21   these chemotherapy regimens.

22             It's just one -- you know, sometimes in

23   clinical -- routine clinical practice, oncologists

24   just make these changes on their own.  And there's

25   some examples of that in the literature, even, in
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 1   regard to the NALIRIFOX regimen -- or the FOLFIRINOX

 2   regimen, rather.

 3             And then sometimes oncologists do this in

 4   the context of rigorous clinical trials, and then

 5   it's written down and all tested prospectively.

 6        Q.   I kind of like this cooking -- this

 7   cooking analogy.  It helps put your opinions in

 8   perspective for me.

 9             One of the things you mentioned is, you

10   know, as you're going through this, or as you're

11   cooking, you would taste -- you would taste along

12   the way, or you would add a spice or add a

13   seasoning, and then you would kind of taste it to

14   see how it goes.

15             I guess, in your mind, how does that apply

16   to this modification?  Does that mean -- sorry, go

17   ahead.

18             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

19             THE WITNESS:  Well, that's exactly what is

20        done in the Phase 1 trials that we're -- of the

21        combination.  Whether you're looking at the

22        Bayever patent or you're looking at the '552

23        patent, both of them write a protocol where

24        you're tasting as you go along.

25             And you go, well, we think we can get this
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 1        dose in, but it might make it too toxic.  Well,

 2        we want to put this new pepper I bought in, but

 3        it might make it too spicy.

 4             So it's the same thing.  It's just like

 5        cooking.  Can we add this?  Can we add this?

 6        Well, how much can we add?  Do we have to cut

 7        something else back if we want to add this?

 8             Now, I've got this great new smoked

 9        pepper, but, you know, I'm going to have to cut

10        the Thai peppers down.

11   BY MS. MATTES:

12        Q.   And so when a person of skill in the art

13   makes one modification, they would then test that

14   modification to see how it -- how it works, correct,

15   before making another modification?

16        A.   Well, that's generally -- that's called a

17   Phase 1 protocol.  Whether your -- you know, so

18   particularly for Phase 1 combinations, if you're

19   trying to determine a maximum dose, a maximum dose

20   for any combination, there's actually an infinite

21   number of possibilities, because if you turn up one

22   drug, you can add more of a second drug or a third

23   drug.

24             So it's basically a cooking experiment as

25   opposed to an experiment where you're trying to find
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 1   the maximally tolerated dose of a single drug.

 2   That's like a mountain-climbing expedition.  Where

 3   is the top of the mountain?

 4             So -- but these are -- they're both,

 5   they're both routine.  Neither one tries to find an

 6   optimal dose.  These clinical trials only define --

 7   try and define a maximum tolerated dose or set of

 8   doses.

 9             And as I said, with the combination, if

10   you want to add liposomal irinotecan to oxaliplatin

11   and 5-FU-leucovorin, and you say, well, I want the

12   dose -- the combination to be the maximum -- a

13   maximum dosage that people can tolerate but doesn't

14   kill anybody, well, there's an infinite number of

15   possibilities to do that.

16        Q.   So if a person of ordinary skill in the

17   art wanted to modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen by

18   adding liposomal irinotecan -- or, excuse me,

19   replacing irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan, is

20   it your opinion, then, that there's a maximum number

21   or an infinite number of possibilities as to what

22   the dose --

23        A.   Well, I'm --

24        Q.   -- would be used?

25             I guess I'm not sure what --
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 1             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 2             But go ahead.

 3             THE WITNESS:  I'm talking as a

 4        mathematician, not as a practical matter.

 5             As a practical matter, you know, you know

 6        you're going to be -- you're developing a

 7        regimen for physicians that -- you know, you're

 8        not going to be using doses of

 9        61.7325 milligrams.  So as a practical matter,

10        you're going to use round numbers, you know.

11             You're going to use a stepwise approach,

12        and because that's -- you know, if you came up

13        with some very precise, weird number, everybody

14        would say, "Why are you doing that?  That just

15        is going to confuse people."  I was speaking

16        mathematically.

17   BY MS. MATTES:

18        Q.   Understood.  So from a practical

19   perspective, if a person of skill in the art were to

20   modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen by replacing

21   irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan, what would be

22   the next step?

23             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

24   BY MS. MATTES:

25        Q.   How would a --
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 1        A.   Well, it depends what they knew.  If

 2   you're asking me what was known in 2015, in

 3   August 2015, well, Bayever basically teaches you the

 4   doses of liposomal irinotecan you can give with 5-FU

 5   and leucovorin, okay.

 6             And, well, you could say, all right, how

 7   did we get to a regimen that includes -- and then --

 8   and let's just say we're trying to modify

 9   FOLFIRINOX, so you have to add your oxaliplatin to

10   that.  So you would say, okay, when they created

11   FOLFIRINOX, you know, they took the FOLFIRI regimen,

12   and then they added oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per

13   meter squared.  Well, we -- let's see if we can add

14   85 milligrams per meter squared to Bayever.

15             And when they found that there was too

16   much toxicity, they said, okay, we can't do that.

17   And that -- part of that is also because, you know,

18   the dose of irinotecan is going to be variable, too.

19             So you have to -- if you're -- you're

20   changing your doses of liposomal irinotecan, you're

21   changing your doses of oxaliplatin.  And so you

22   write a protocol where you start conservatively, and

23   you figure out, okay, where do we want to get to

24   with the irinotecan, and how much oxaliplatin can we

25   get in?
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 1        Q.   I may have missed -- I just want to make

 2   sure I understood something that you just said.

 3             You had said that when they -- when they

 4   created FOLFIRINOX, they took -- I'm sorry.

 5             When they created FOLFIRINOX, they started

 6   with, I guess, the FOLFIRI regimen, and they added

 7   oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per meter squared,

 8   correct --

 9        A.   Yes.  That is -- that it is --

10        Q.   -- for that regimen?  Okay.

11        A.   That is FOLFIRINOX.  It's FOLFIRI --

12        Q.   Okay.

13        A.   -- plus 85 per meter squared of

14   oxaliplatin.

15        Q.   I see.  And then you said, well, then

16   let's see if we can add 85 millimeters [sic] per

17   meter squared to Bayever, and then they found that

18   there was too much -- too much toxicity.

19             Do you recall saying that just now?

20        A.   Yes.

21        Q.   Okay.  I guess what -- where in the prior

22   art had someone added 85 milligrams per meter

23   squared of oxaliplatin to Bayever --

24        A.   Well, that was --

25        Q.   -- and found that there was too much --
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 1        A.   That was --

 2        Q.   -- and found that there was too much

 3   toxicity?

 4             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 5             THE WITNESS:  I'm reading from Example 3

 6        in the patent.  Okay.  It talks about the

 7        target dose of oxaliplatin, 60 to 85 milligrams

 8        per meter squared.

 9   BY MS. MATTES:

10        Q.   Right.  But that's our '552 patent,

11   correct?

12        A.   Yes.  No, I didn't say in the prior art.

13        Q.   So as of --

14        A.   I wasn't referring to prior art.  You

15   asked me -- you asked me how -- how one would do

16   that.

17        Q.   Right.  I see the confusion.  Apologies.

18   I should have been more clear.

19             I guess my question was in the context of

20   as of August 2015, right, without knowledge of our

21   claimed invention, right, so as of August 2015 --

22   let me just go back to what my original question was

23   so we can start over again.

24             So I'll re-ask my question with that point

25   of clarity.
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 1             So as of August 21st, 2015, from a

 2   practical perspective, if a POSA were to modify the

 3   FOLFIRINOX regimen by replacing irinotecan with

 4   liposomal irinotecan, what would be the next step

 5   that a POSA would take?

 6             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 7             THE WITNESS:  As I said, they could start

 8        with Bayever and then add oxaliplatin to it,

 9        hoping that they could get an 85 milligrams per

10        meter squared, exactly what was done here in

11        the -- in Example 3.

12   BY MS. MATTES:

13        Q.   And so if the results -- so when a POSA

14   makes that modification, adds oxaliplatin to

15   Bayever, they would have to test that combination in

16   order to determine whether -- whether there were any

17   toxicity issues, correct?

18             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

19             THE WITNESS:  Sure.  That's the routine

20        experimentation of any Phase 1 trial, and you

21        decide what doses you want to start with, you

22        know, and you know you could be more precise as

23        far as how you do your irinotecan dosing.

24             It's well-known that the toxicity of

25        irinotecan is highly dependent on UGT1A1
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 1        genotype --

 2   BY MS. MATTES:

 3        Q.   Right.

 4        A.   -- so you might do your genotyping before

 5   you dose so you get, you know -- and so there's lots

 6   of ways you can do it exactly, but the general

 7   concept would be to take Bayever and hope you can

 8   add in 85 per meter squared of oxaliplatin.  And if

 9   you can't, you can't.  But, you know, you know that

10   60 milligrams per meter squared is a commonly used

11   dose, and that's fine, too.

12             MR. SUH:  Excuse me, Counsel.  I'm sorry,

13        Counsel.  We've been going for more than an

14        hour since the last break.

15             Is this a good time for a break?  Do you

16        want to ask --

17             MS. MATTES:  I would like to just maybe

18        wrap up this line, maybe a couple more minutes.

19        Is that okay with you?

20             MR. SUH:  Sure.

21             MS. MATTES:  Okay, great.

22   BY MS. MATTES:

23        Q.   Let me just go back to my question before

24   so I can get back on track.

25             And, Dr. Ratain, Bayever doesn't discuss
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 1   oxaliplatin, correct?

 2        A.   It's not claimed.  I can't remember

 3   whether it discusses it.  I'd have to look at the

 4   document to tell you whether it discussed.

 5        Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether Bayever

 6   teaches a person of skill in the art to use

 7   liposomal irinotecan with oxaliplatin?

 8        A.   I'd be happy to look at that document and

 9   give you an answer to that question.

10                       (Exhibit 1006 was marked for

11                       identification.)

12   BY MS. MATTES:

13        Q.   Sure.  If you pull out Exhibit 1006.

14        A.   Well, the simple -- using the broadest

15   definition of "teach," the answer is yes.

16        Q.   What do you mean, "using the broadest

17   definition of 'teach'"?

18        A.   If you look in the background, the third

19   paragraph, it describes FOLFOX.  It describes

20   FOLFIRINOX.

21        Q.   Okay.

22        A.   So it teaches a POSA about the use of

23   oxaliplatin in the treatment of pancreatic cancer.

24   It treats -- it teaches a POSA about the use of

25   oxaliplatin in combination with irinotecan, and not
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 1   that a POSA needed this teaching because Conroy was

 2   published in 2011.

 3             So it's all in there, and, you know, so it

 4   teaches that.

 5        Q.   Bayever does not expressly recite the use

 6   of a combination therapy using liposomal irinotecan

 7   with oxaliplatin, correct?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             THE WITNESS:  No, but it would -- it's

10        obvious to do that if a POSA is aware of

11        liposomal irinotecan.

12   BY MS. MATTES:

13        Q.   But Bayever expressly doesn't disclose

14   that, correct?

15        A.   Correct.

16             MS. MATTES:  Okay.  I think we can take a

17        break.  Thank you.

18             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

19                       (Whereupon, a recess was taken

20                       from 10:39 a.m. to 10:50 a.m.)

21             MS. MATTES:  We can go back on the record.

22   BY MS. MATTES:

23        Q.   Dr. Ratain, before the break, we were in

24   your expert declaration.

25             Can you put that in front of you,
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 1   please --

 2        A.   It is.

 3        Q.   -- if you don't have it.

 4        A.   I have it.

 5        Q.   Great.  So we were around Paragraph 234.

 6   I'd like to talk to you about the proposed

 7   modifications to the FOLFIRINOX regimen that you

 8   suggest a POSA would make.

 9             Can you -- would you agree that there are

10   four modifications that, in your opinion, a POSA

11   would make to the FOLFIRINOX regimen in order to

12   arrive at the claimed invention?

13             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

14             THE WITNESS:  Well, you would substitute

15        the liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan, and

16        you'd also obviously have to identify the dose

17        of the liposomal irinotecan.

18             You would drop the 5-FU bolus, and, I

19        mean, the lower oxaliplatin dose is actually

20        part of the FOLFIRINOX regimen, but here in the

21        claim, they're starting with it instead of

22        waiting for the toxicity to develop, as Conroy

23        did, which it pretty much always does,

24        requiring dose reduction.

25             So it's really dropping the 5-FU bolus
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 1        that others were already doing, being

 2        conservative on the oxaliplatin dose.  And then

 3        the biggest issue was substituting the

 4        liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan and

 5        figuring out, you know, what dose was an

 6        appropriate starting dose in the absence of any

 7        UGT1A1 genotype.

 8   BY MS. MATTES:

 9        Q.   Okay.  So I think, to summarize, one of

10   the modifications would be to replace irinotecan

11   with liposomal irinotecan, correct?

12        A.   Yes.

13        Q.   And then after that, you would have to

14   figure out what dose of liposomal irinotecan you

15   would use, correct?

16        A.   Yes, for patients for whom you were not

17   doing the genotyping, which is, you know, a pretty

18   iffy proposition.

19        Q.   Okay.  And then you would -- then the

20   third modification would be to reduce oxaliplatin,

21   correct?

22        A.   Yes.

23        Q.   And then the fourth modification would be

24   to drop the 5-fluorouracil bolus, correct?

25        A.   Correct.
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 1        Q.   In your opinion, is there a particular

 2   sequence within which a POSA would make these

 3   modifications?

 4        A.   Well, I think -- look, I think, you know,

 5   dropping the 5-FU bolus was pretty straightforward

 6   because people didn't think it really added anything

 7   to the efficacy.  It just added toxicity.  That was

 8   pretty straightforward.

 9             And I think reducing the oxaliplatin dose

10   was pretty, pretty common, and people were doing

11   that in clinical practice anyway.

12             And so, as I said, the most challenging

13   issue was plugging in the liposomal irinotecan in

14   the context of no genotyping.

15             And so that would be the most challenging.

16   And a POSA would have expected that the right dose

17   of irinotecan depended on UGT1A1 genotype, with the

18   most profound effect being in UGT1A1 poor

19   metabolizers, which is about 15 percent of the U.S.

20   population.

21             And so that was the biggest challenge.

22   And if you're doing a Phase 1 trial and you don't do

23   genotyping, obviously, each patient you treat,

24   there's a 15 percent chance that they're a poor

25   metabolizer, and you could run into a lot of
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 1   toxicity and not figure it out until later that it

 2   was because of the genotype.

 3        Q.   And so, then, I guess in your opinion, the

 4   sequence within which a POSA would make these

 5   modifications doesn't matter?

 6             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 7             THE WITNESS:  What do you mean?  I'm not

 8        sure what you mean, "it doesn't matter."

 9             I think you decide what you really care

10        about.  You prioritize, and it depends what the

11        POSA is trying to do.  If they're -- you know,

12        if a POSA says, look, I'm a big believer in

13        oxaliplatin, I don't want to cut the

14        oxaliplatin dose, and we can drop the 5-FU

15        bolus, no problem, and I want to -- you know, I

16        want to use some irinotecan, but I'm not so

17        concerned about getting the maximal dose in, I

18        just want to be conservative, because, again,

19        you know, it depends on what you're really

20        trying to do.

21             Are you trying to treat a patient?  Is the

22        patient frail?

23             So if you just simply say what might a

24        POSA do in clinical practice is one set of

25        questions.  What would a POSA do in developing
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 1        a regimen that's appropriate for FDA approval

 2        is a different set of questions.

 3   BY MS. MATTES:

 4        Q.   Okay.  And in your opinion, what is the

 5   POSA here looking to do?

 6        A.   Well, I think, legally, my understanding

 7   is you have to consider both sets of options.  It's

 8   clear in this case that the inventors were trying to

 9   develop a recipe that would be, you know, eventually

10   suitable for FDA approval.  That was the goal of the

11   inventors.

12             But, you know, it's like somebody opens a

13   restaurant and starts marketing their new stew,

14   okay.  Their goal was to develop a new restaurant

15   and have some, you know, stew that they could

16   market.

17        Q.   You had said that a POSA would be a big --

18   that if a -- sorry.  Let me start over again.

19             You had stated in your prior answer that

20   if a POSA was a big believer in oxaliplatin, he or

21   she may not want to cut the oxaliplatin dose.

22             Why would a POSA be a big believer in

23   oxaliplatin?

24        A.   Why would somebody think that lots of

25   things?  I mean, you know, if you asked me, why does

0077

 1   our Secretary of HHS think certain things, I

 2   couldn't really give you a good answer.

 3             So people think all kinds of things.

 4   Everybody has a right to an opinion.  And, you know,

 5   you might hear somebody say something crazy, like, I

 6   had a patient, I cut their oxaliplatin dose, and

 7   they didn't do well.  I mean, you know, you hear all

 8   kinds of crazy stuff from people.

 9        Q.   Right.  A POSA would be trying to balance

10   reducing toxicity but making sure that the patient

11   was still being efficaciously treated, correct?

12        A.   The problem is none of these drugs were

13   ever optimized, the dosages.  Nobody really knows

14   what -- you know, whether more is better is the real

15   issue.

16             So the standard approach was to try and

17   give the most you can because that was what

18   everybody did.  And so, again, oxaliplatin was

19   notorious for the neurotoxicity.

20             So you've got two problems with

21   oxaliplatin.  You've got both the fact it increases

22   the short-term toxicity of the other drugs and

23   increases the long-term, and, therefore, you know

24   you're going to have to reduce it anyway, which is

25   why most people would be happy to cut the
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 1   oxaliplatin and particularly if they wanted to make

 2   sure they got enough of the irinotecan in.

 3        Q.   If a POSA wanted to -- if a POSA wanted to

 4   maintain the oxaliplatin dose of FOLFIRINOX but

 5   wanted to switch out liposomal irinotecan with

 6   irinotecan, what would -- I guess, what would that

 7   POSA need to do to feel as though the amount of

 8   oxaliplatin they're giving their patient satisfies

 9   this need to still reduce toxicity?

10             I don't know if --

11             MR. SUH:  Objection.

12   BY MS. MATTES:

13        Q.   Let me try to -- yeah, let me rephrase

14   that question.

15             If the POSA's goal was to reduce toxicity,

16   however, they wanted to maintain the same amount --

17   they wanted to maximize the amount of oxaliplatin

18   that their patient was receiving, how would that

19   play into what they -- what decisions they made

20   regarding liposomal irinotecan or the dosing of

21   liposomal irinotecan?

22             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

23             THE WITNESS:  They might have to give less

24        of the liposomal irinotecan, okay.

25             A POSA -- but a POSA would know you end up
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 1   having to cut the dose of the oxaliplatin

 2   anyway based on reading Conroy.  You know that,

 3   you know, patients are getting doses reduced

 4   right and left.

 5        You also know from the prior art that, you

 6   know, such as described in Marsh that

 7   practitioners are routinely cutting the dose in

 8   older, frail patients just because.  They know

 9   that the patients are at greater risk for side

10   effects.

11        So it's very common to cut the oxaliplatin

12   dose.  But if, hypothetically --

13   hypothetically, oxaliplatin were a brand name

14   product -- and I guess it was at the time, but

15   if, hypothetically, Sanofi were developing

16   liposomal irinotecan, they might approach it

17   differently than Merrimack developing liposomal

18   irinotecan because Sanofi may not want to cut

19   their oxaliplatin dose for commercial reasons.

20        So it really depends on the context.

21        But I think the POSA, the typical POSA

22   would recognize you're going to need to cut the

23   oxaliplatin dose anyway; let's just cut it now

24   so we don't have to think about it.

25
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 1   BY MS. MATTES:

 2        Q.   Wouldn't the POSA be concerned with the

 3   reduction of oxaliplatin impacting the efficacy of

 4   the regimen on the patient?  Wouldn't they want to

 5   also maximize efficacy?

 6             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 7             THE WITNESS:  It depends.  If the POSA is

 8        planning to compare the regimen to FOLFIRINOX

 9        and wanted an apples-to-apples comparison, they

10        might.

11             If they're not planning to compare it to

12        FOLFIRINOX, they go, well, what do we care?

13        We're not going to compare it to FOLFIRINOX

14        anyway.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   Does Conroy teach reducing oxaliplatin in

17   all patients?

18        A.   A huge percentage of patients, not all.

19        Q.   It teaches reducing the dose of

20   oxaliplatin in patients who are experiencing certain

21   toxicities, right?

22        A.   Well, what it teaches you is that you're

23   going to need to reduce the dose of oxaliplatin in

24   most patients.  So that's what it teaches you.

25             So you can -- you know, if you're on the
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 1   highway and you're following too closely to a car,

 2   you know you probably should slow down because you

 3   don't want to get into a crash.  You don't need to

 4   wait for the crash to say, "I should have slowed

 5   down."

 6             So it's really anticipating the problem

 7   and preventing it by cutting the dose.  That's what

 8   Conroy teaches.  It teaches a POSA who understands

 9   that the oxaliplatin dose isn't critical.

10        Q.   And so Conroy teaches reducing the

11   starting dose of oxaliplatin in patients once they

12   experience a certain toxicity, right?

13        A.   Conroy teaches, explicitly teaches

14   reducing the dose after toxicity, implicitly teaches

15   reducing the dose before toxicity.

16        Q.   Where does -- how does Conroy implicitly

17   teach that?

18        A.   By telling you the percentage of people

19   that had dose reductions, the dose intensity, those

20   kinds of data; telling you that the population they

21   studied, which is a very constrained population, so

22   that if you want to study a less fit population, a

23   POSA would understand you need to reduce the doses.

24        Q.   So you're referencing the fact that the

25   dose intensity for oxaliplatin in Conroy was not
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 1   100 percent, correct?

 2        A.   It wasn't anywhere close to 100 percent,

 3   yeah.

 4        Q.   It was 78 percent; is that right?

 5        A.   I'd have to look at it to answer that

 6   question.  I can say that sounds about right.

 7                       (Exhibit 1003 was marked for

 8                       identification.)

 9   BY MS. MATTES:

10        Q.   I believe Conroy is Exhibit 1003, if you

11   want to take that out.

12        A.   Yes.  So in answer to your question, so it

13   was -- the oxaliplatin median relative dose

14   intensity was 78 percent.  That's median.  That

15   means half the patients had a dose intensity of less

16   than 78 percent.  And each dose, when you reduce the

17   dose of oxaliplatin, according to protocol, that's a

18   30 percent dose reduction.

19             And so if you've got -- if you were to get

20   half your doses at the reduced dose, you would have

21   an 85 percent dose intensity.

22             So it's basically telling you less than

23   half the doses administered were a full dose.

24        Q.   The 78 percent dose, median dose intensity

25   represents the dose intensity across all cycles of
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 1   the treatment, correct?

 2        A.   Right.

 3        Q.   Right.  It's not just the first?  It's not

 4   for the first cycle of the treatment, correct?

 5        A.   No.  The first cycle, this highly selected

 6   group of patients, okay, who were younger than 76

 7   and had a performance status zero of one, no cardiac

 8   ischemia, and nearly normal bilirubin levels were

 9   not reduced the first cycle.  But more than half of

10   their cycles, they were dose-reduced.

11        Q.   So for the first starting cycle, all the

12   patients reported in the trial that Conroy reports

13   on were dosed with 85 milligrams per meter squared

14   of oxaliplatin, correct?

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   And that's per the Conroy protocol, right?

17        A.   That is per the Conroy protocol, yes, for

18   that set of patients.

19        Q.   Right.  And so then after that first cycle

20   of treatment, there was a proportion of patients who

21   received a reduced dose of oxaliplatin for various

22   reasons, correct?

23        A.   Yes.  All we know is that more than half

24   of the cycles were administered at a dose of

25   60 milligrams per meter squared or less.
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 1        Q.   Right.  And you also know that some

 2   patients received the full dose of 85 milligrams per

 3   meter squared as well in subsequent cycles after the

 4   first cycle, correct?

 5        A.   Well, we don't know that.  We actually

 6   don't know that.  It's never -- I don't think it's

 7   explicitly stated in the prior art that any patient,

 8   you know, didn't -- were not dose-reduced.

 9        Q.   Okay.  So the 78 percent doesn't tell you

10   exactly the number of patients that were

11   dose-reduced, correct?

12        A.   It does not.

13        Q.   Okay.

14        A.   It only teaches you that dose reduction is

15   likely.  And Conroy also teaches you if you want to

16   administer FOLFIRINOX to a group of patients, a

17   broader group of patients than those described here,

18   that you have -- that you can't rely on the doses

19   here, basically.  So --

20        Q.   Where does it say that?

21        A.   The last paragraph of the paper.  It

22   implies that.  That's what a POSA --

23        Q.   That's on Page --

24        A.   Yeah, Page 1824, a POSA would understand

25   from the last paragraph that the FOLFIRINOX regimen
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 1   is only an option for the patients that are

 2   described in that paragraph.

 3        Q.   And when it uses the term "FOLFIRINOX"

 4   here, it's referring to the regimen that includes

 5   the 85 milligram per meter squared oxaliplatin dose,

 6   correct?

 7        A.   Yes.

 8        Q.   Okay.  When papers refer to the FOLFIRINOX

 9   regimen, a POSA would understand that the paper is

10   referring to the regimen that includes the

11   85 milligrams per meter squared oxaliplatin starting

12   dose, right?

13        A.   Yes.

14             MR. SUH:  Objection.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   Okay.  If the motivation for a POSA was to

17   reduce toxicity, and if replacing the irinotecan

18   with liposomal irinotecan achieved, achieved that

19   goal --

20             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

21   BY MS. MATTES:

22        Q.   -- would a POSA -- would a POSA still make

23   further modifications?

24        A.   All right.  So what's the hypothetical

25   you're asking me?
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 1        Q.   If a POSA, if their goal was to reduce

 2   toxicity of FOLFIRINOX, and the replacement of

 3   irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan achieved that

 4   goal, would there be a motivation to make any

 5   further modifications to the regimen?

 6             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 7             THE WITNESS:  It depends what group of

 8        patients you wanted to treat.

 9   BY MS. MATTES:

10        Q.   How so?

11        A.   Well, if you want to treat a broader group

12   of patients than was treated in Conroy, yes, you

13   would have to make sure it was significantly safer,

14   and you'd have to make sure that it was safe in a

15   wider range of patients.

16             So it would -- it would depend.

17             So, yes, a POSA would want to know what

18   the options were, and, you know, again, you know,

19   what's a good regimen for somebody, you know, who is

20   older, who has a performance status of 2, for

21   example, or maybe has a biliary stent in.

22             These are all questions that arose or that

23   would arise based on reading Conroy because you

24   don't know.

25        Q.   So you don't know until you make the
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 1   modification whether -- a POSA would -- let me start

 2   over.

 3             A POSA would not know until they make the

 4   modification whether or not they would be able to

 5   achieve their goal, correct?

 6        A.   Well, and, again, the goal, what's the

 7   goal?  If the goal is to make it -- to make it less

 8   toxic, well, you can always make it less toxic by

 9   reducing a dose.  That's easy.

10             So it depends what the goal is.  If you

11   really want to say what's the optimal regimen, the

12   truly optimal regimen, you have to do what's never

13   been done, which is a randomized, dose-ranging trial

14   in patients, you know, in a consistent group of

15   people, and control for UGT1A1 genotype and ask the

16   question, "What's the best dose?"  And that's not a

17   simple experiment to do.

18             So at the end of the day, you can do what

19   was, you know, sort of this routine experimentation

20   where you, like cooking, you can add a little of

21   this and add a little of this and subtract a little

22   of this, and that's what was -- that's pretty much

23   oncology clinical trials.

24        Q.   And a POSA wouldn't know what the result

25   of that experimentation would be unless they
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 1   experimented in the first place, correct?

 2        A.   It depends if they were trying to find an

 3   optimal regimen or a regimen that was simply

 4   effective, okay.

 5             If they wanted to find a regimen that was

 6   simply effective, it's pretty, pretty simple because

 7   you know that 5-FU-leucovorin are effective,

 8   5-FU-leucovorin plus oxaliplatin are effective.  You

 9   don't even need any liposomal irinotecan if you just

10   want an effective regimen.

11             If you want a regimen that's suitable for

12   FDA approval, you have to beat something.  You have

13   to show superiority generally in a randomized

14   clinical trial, and, therefore, you're trying to set

15   a higher bar for yourself.  You don't want to fail

16   in your clinical trial, so you're going to push it a

17   little further to try and find, you know, the best

18   regimen you can within financial constraints.

19        Q.   Okay.  So would a POSA have had any

20   understanding as to whether replacing 180 milligrams

21   per meter squared of irinotecan with 60 milligrams

22   meter squared of liposomal irinotecan would have

23   achieved the goal of reducing toxicity as of

24   August 2015?

25             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.
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 1             THE WITNESS:  They would have to do the

 2        simple experiment of administering that.

 3   BY MS. MATTES:

 4        Q.   So they would have to test it, correct?

 5        A.   Yes.  That's the only way you can know

 6   with certainty.  I mean, you could cut the -- you

 7   know, there's two ways of doing this.

 8             One, you start with zero or some low dose

 9   and work your way up, and the other way is you start

10   at a dose that might work and work your way down.

11             They're both, both reasonable approaches

12   that a POSA would use.

13        Q.   If a POSA first modified the FOLFIRINOX

14   regimen by lowering the dose of oxaliplatin and that

15   achieved the goal of reducing toxicity, would there

16   be a reason for a POSA to further modify that

17   regimen?

18             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

19             THE WITNESS:  Again, it depends on the

20        goal.  You keep -- we keep talking about the

21        goal.

22             The goal of the claims is to treat

23        pancreatic cancer.  It's not to get FDA

24        approval.  If all you want to do is treat

25        pancreatic cancer, it's easy.
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 1             If you're trying to get FDA approval,

 2        which is -- and so that's really what it comes

 3        down to is, are you asking me what a POSA would

 4        do if they were working for a company or, you

 5        know, contracted to a company to help the

 6        company get FDA approval.  Or are you asking me

 7        what a POSA would do if all they want to do is

 8        treat pancreatic cancer but use -- use

 9        liposomal irinotecan instead of irinotecan.  I

10        mean, or if they just want to develop a, you

11        know, less toxic FOLFIRINOX regimen and still

12        treat pancreatic cancer.

13             So I'm a little bit confused by your

14        question.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   I guess I'm trying to figure out where

17   you're coming from.

18             So in your opinion, what is a POSA trying

19   to do here?

20             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

21             THE WITNESS:  It depends what the POSA's

22        goal is.  If the goal -- the claimed method is

23        not a method to treat pancreatic cancer with an

24        FDA-approved drug, okay.

25             It's not a method to treat pancreatic

0091

 1        cancer and to get Onivyde approved by FDA.

 2        It's a method to simply treat pancreatic

 3        cancer, okay.

 4             And so that's really very easy.  One can

 5        easily treat pancreatic cancer, and it's pretty

 6        straightforward to say, well, we will cut the

 7        oxaliplatin dose because we know that that has

 8        to be cut anyway in many patients.  We will

 9        drop the 5-FU bolus because that was a common

10        modification, and we will give a dose of

11        liposomal irinotecan that the prior art teaches

12        is effective, and that's it.  And as long as it

13        doesn't kill people, it's an effective

14        treatment for pancreatic cancer.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   When you say "effective," what do you

17   mean?  In your opinion, what does it mean to be

18   effective in treating pancreatic cancer?

19             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

20             THE WITNESS:  It means to treat one or

21        more symptoms of the disease and/or to reduce

22        the size of the tumor or reduce the rate of

23        growth of the tumor.

24   BY MS. MATTES:

25        Q.   And that's something that's easy to do?
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 1             MR. SUH:  Objection.

 2             THE WITNESS:  It's easy to do with drugs

 3        that are known to be active in patients who

 4        have not had any prior chemotherapy, yes.

 5   BY MS. MATTES:

 6        Q.   Do you consider prolonging life or life

 7   expect -- excuse me.

 8             Do you consider prolonging life expectancy

 9   to also be part of an effective pancreatic cancer

10   treatment?

11        A.   Well, sure.  But that's -- I've never seen

12   that achieved without one of the other things I

13   mentioned.

14        Q.   If a POSA's goal was to achieve a

15   treatment that provides more than a de minimis

16   benefit, and lowering the dose of oxaliplatin in

17   FOLFIRINOX achieved that goal, would there be a

18   further reason to modify the regimen?

19             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

20             THE WITNESS:  There are -- there are many

21        reasons to modify a regimen because you

22        would -- you would -- you know, if you just

23        want a treatment, then, you know, FOLFIRINOX is

24        a safe and effective treatment for pancreatic

25        cancer.
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 1             The goal -- you know, a POSA is always

 2        motivated to modify a safe and effective

 3        treatment to make it better because it's not as

 4        safe as it could be and it's not as effective

 5        as it could be.

 6             So we've gone through this from the

 7        beginning.  You can always improve something

 8        even better, okay.  We have planes that can fly

 9        us across oceans.  Why would anybody be making

10        supersonic aircraft now?  Because it can be

11        better, spend less time in the air.

12             So there's always a reason to make things

13        better, and there's always concern about trying

14        to make things better.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   Let's go to -- sorry.  I guess one more

17   question before we switch gears.

18             So then it's your opinion that a POSA

19   would continue to modify treatment regimens even if

20   they achieved their goal?

21             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

22             THE WITNESS:  The goal has not been

23        achieved yet today.  We don't have a curative

24        regimen for metastatic pancreatic cancer, and

25        people continue to develop new regimens for
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 1        metastatic pancreatic cancer.

 2   BY MS. MATTES:

 3        Q.   If the goal were to achieve a treatment

 4   that provides more than a de minimis benefit, it's

 5   your opinion that a POSA would continue to modify

 6   treatment even if that goal was achieved?

 7        A.   Yes.

 8        Q.   All right.  Let's go to Paragraph 244 of

 9   your report.  Let me know when you're there.

10        A.   I'm here.  I'm sorry.

11                       (Exhibit 1005 was marked for

12                       identification.)

13   BY MS. MATTES:

14        Q.   Okay.  I think you should probably also

15   have Exhibit 1005 in hand, which is the Mahaseth

16   reference, in case needed.  You may have pulled that

17   already previously.

18        A.   No, I've got it.

19        Q.   Okay.  All right, great.

20             And so here you talk about the

21   modification of removing the 5-fluorouracil dose,

22   correct?

23        A.   The bolus.

24        Q.   Excuse me, correct.  So here you're

25   discussing the removal of the 5-fluorouracil bolus
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 1   dose, correct?

 2        A.   Yes.

 3        Q.   And you state that a POSA would have known

 4   to make that modification in order to improve the

 5   toxicity profile, correct?

 6        A.   It was one known -- one known

 7   modification.

 8        Q.   And you rely on Mahaseth as teaching that

 9   modification, right?

10        A.   As well as papers that -- other

11   publications that have cited this paper.

12        Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.

13             If you take the Mahaseth paper and have

14   that in front of you as well.

15             The modified FOLFIRINOX regimen that

16   Mahaseth teaches includes a starting dose of

17   oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per meter squared,

18   correct?

19        A.   That's what they said.

20        Q.   The -- is the only modification Mahaseth

21   made to the FOLFIRINOX regimen the removal of the

22   5-fluorouracil bolus dose?

23        A.   Yeah, I don't know whether the patients

24   they treated here might have been somewhat different

25   in some way.  There's some earlier-stage patients,
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 1   for example, Stage 2 and 3 patients, that would not

 2   have been treated in Conroy.

 3             So this was also a retrospective analysis.

 4   So what -- basically, this reports on an experience

 5   at Emory University where the group there just made

 6   the modification before they approved anything.

 7   They just said, we're going to get rid of the 5-FU

 8   bolus.  And then, later, it was decided, well, we

 9   should pull all these patients that we did this in

10   and report how they did.

11             But the POSA did this outside of a

12   clinical trial because they thought it was medically

13   appropriate, and so they just did --

14        Q.   And that's why you --

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   I didn't mean to cut you off, if you're

17   not finished with your answer.

18        A.   Well, I said they just did it.  Starting

19   in, looks like, June 2010, they just started doing

20   it.

21        Q.   Okay.  And what they started to do was

22   remove the 5-fluorouracil bolus dose, correct?

23        A.   That's what they said, yes.

24        Q.   Right.  And if you go to Page -- it's 2 of

25   the exhibit but of the article it's 1312 -- I don't
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 1   know which numbering you prefer -- where it says

 2   "Chemotherapy," right under there, it explains the

 3   regimen, the modified FOLFIRINOX regimen that

 4   Mahaseth used as part of their retrospective study,

 5   correct?

 6        A.   Well, it's not the regimen they used.

 7   It's the regimen that was -- it was patients who

 8   received this regimen were included in this report.

 9        Q.   And the regimen included oxaliplatin at

10   85 milligrams per meter squared, correct?

11        A.   Well, for at least one -- you know, the

12   population reported here is 60 patients who received

13   at least one dose of modified FOLFIRINOX.  That's

14   what they say, as I said, includes Stage 2 and 3

15   patients as well as Stage 4 patients.

16        Q.   And are you reading that under "Patient

17   Characteristics," where it said -- where it says,

18   "60 consecutive patients with PC were treated with

19   at least one dose of modified FOLFIRINOX"?

20        A.   Yes.

21        Q.   Okay.  And when it says here "modified

22   FOLFIRINOX," it's referring to the regimen described

23   under the Chemotherapy section that we were just

24   looking at, correct?

25        A.   Yes.
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 1        Q.   Right.  And that's the regimen with

 2   85 milligrams per meter squared of oxaliplatin,

 3   right?

 4        A.   That's correct.

 5        Q.   Great.  And the modification that was made

 6   to the FOLFIRINOX regimen was that the patients here

 7   did not receive the bolus 5-fluorouracil, correct?

 8        A.   That's right.  You know, I just want to

 9   check one thing in Conroy.

10             So in contrast to Conroy, they've made one

11   other change here.  They also administered

12   pegfilgrastim to all patients in Mahaseth.

13        Q.   What is -- I'm not going to even try to

14   pronounce the word.  What is pegfilgrastim?

15        A.   Its brand name is Neulasta,

16   N-e-u-l-a-s-t-a.  You might have heard of that.

17   It's a PEGylated form of filgrastim granulocyte

18   colony-stimulating factor.  And they did this

19   because they were still concerned about low blood

20   counts, neutropenia.  And so they did this

21   preemptively as well.

22             So this was not done in Conroy.  Conroy

23   makes a point of explicitly saying they didn't do

24   that.

25        Q.   So in addition to removing the
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 1   5-fluorouracil bolus dose, Mahaseth added another

 2   component called -- let me find the name so I don't

 3   mispronounce it -- pegfilgrastim, correct?

 4        A.   Yes.

 5        Q.   Okay.

 6             MR. SUH:  Counsel, is this a good time for

 7        another break?  We've gone for another hour.

 8             MS. MATTES:  If you don't mind, let me

 9        just finish my questions with Mahaseth, and

10        then we can take a break --

11             MR. SUH:  Sure.

12             MS. MATTES:  -- if that works.

13             Thank you.

14   BY MS. MATTES:

15        Q.   You state in Paragraph 244 of your expert

16   declaration that the Mahaseth modified regimen was

17   well-tolerated and had an improved safety profile of

18   the original FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?

19        A.   Yes.

20        Q.   And that was with respect to neutropenia,

21   fatigue, and vomiting; is that right?

22        A.   Correct.

23        Q.   And you stated that the Mahaseth modified

24   FOLFIRINOX regimen also maintained the FOLFIRINOX's

25   overall efficacy, right?
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 1        A.   Well, the modified regimen is an effective

 2   regimen, that's for sure.  You can't say that it's

 3   the same, better, or worse than FOLFIRINOX because

 4   the patients are different, it was retrospective,

 5   and you just can't draw that conclusion.  All you

 6   can say, it's effective treatment.

 7        Q.   The Mahaseth modified FOLFIRINOX regimen

 8   was an effective treatment for pancreatic cancer?

 9        A.   Yes.

10        Q.   And so it would be your opinion that the

11   Mahaseth modified FOLFIRINOX regimen achieved its

12   goal of improving the toxicity profile of the

13   FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?

14        A.   That's what the -- that's what the paper

15   teaches, and, you know, you can't draw definitive

16   conclusions, but it's certainly an effective

17   treatment.

18        Q.   And it would be a safe treatment, too,

19   correct?

20        A.   I'm sorry?

21        Q.   And it would be a well-tolerated or safe

22   treatment as well, correct?

23        A.   Yes.  Yes, it was, you know, safer than

24   the treatment administered in Conroy.

25             MS. MATTES:  Okay.  I think we can take
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 1        our break now.

 2             MR. SUH:  Thank you.

 3                       (Whereupon, a recess was taken

 4                       from 11:41 a.m. to 11:53 a.m.)

 5             MS. MATTES:  Okay.  We're back on the

 6        record.

 7   BY MS. MATTES:

 8        Q.   Welcome back, Dr. Ratain.

 9             I'd like you to turn to Paragraph 242 of

10   your expert report.  I just have a couple of

11   questions.

12             In this paragraph, you state -- it's

13   towards the bottom of the page, "A POSA would have

14   been motivated to select a dose that had already

15   been used or tested."

16             And then one of the citations in the

17   parenthetical says, "See also Section VIII.H, also

18   disclosing a 60-milligram per meter squared dose of

19   oxaliplatin."

20             Do you see that?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   So Section VIII.H, if you look at your

23   Table of Contents, refers to a publication you

24   entitled Masi.

25             Do you see that?
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 1        A.   Yes.

 2                       (Exhibit 1012 was marked for

 3                       identification.)

 4   BY MS. MATTES:

 5        Q.   Okay.  And then if your attorneys don't

 6   mind passing you Exhibit 1012, which I believe

 7   should be the Masi publication.

 8             Let me know when you have Masi in front of

 9   you.

10        A.   I have Masi, but then I want to read

11   VIII.H.  Oh, I see the problem.

12             Let me just refresh.

13             Yeah, obviously, this is the wrong

14   reference for that statement.

15        Q.   Okay.  I just wanted to make sure I wasn't

16   missing something in Masi because I didn't see you

17   discuss anywhere in your report that Masi taught a

18   dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared of

19   oxaliplatin.

20        A.   No, you are correct.

21        Q.   Okay.

22        A.   There are other references that do, but

23   not that.

24        Q.   It's not your -- right.

25             So it's not your opinion that Masi teaches
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 1   a dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared of

 2   oxaliplatin, correct?

 3        A.   Correct.

 4        Q.   Okay.  In the next sentence, you reference

 5   Cantore.

 6             Do you see that?

 7        A.   Yes.

 8        Q.   So you state, "A POSA would have

 9   understood that other art, like Cantore, showed or

10   suggested that these lower dose regimens, including

11   a 60-milligram per meter squared dose of oxaliplatin

12   along with 60 milligrams per meter squared

13   irinotecan, were found to be safe and effective in

14   metastatic pancreatic cancer patients," right?

15        A.   Yes.

16        Q.   And I believe Cantore is Exhibit 1009.

17   I'm not sure if you have that in front of you from

18   before.

19        A.   If we pulled it up before, it's still in

20   front of me.

21             Here it is.

22        Q.   Okay, perfect.  Cantore was published

23   prior to the development of the FOLFIRINOX regimen,

24   correct?

25        A.   Yes.
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 1        Q.   And Cantore concluded that future studies

 2   should try higher doses of irinotecan and

 3   oxaliplatin for patients with advanced pancreatic

 4   cancer, correct?

 5             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 6             THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure if it says

 7        that.

 8   BY MS. MATTES:

 9        Q.   If you go to the last page, the very last

10   sentence, it states, "Future studies should try

11   higher doses of irinotecan and oxaliplatin in such

12   patients."

13             Correct?

14        A.   That's a hypothesis.  But the point is

15   this regimen is effective, and if you're trying

16   to -- you know, that's one possible modification,

17   and that modification was used by Conroy.  But

18   there's no question that a POSA would understand

19   from Cantore that a dose of 60 milligrams per meter

20   squared is effective.

21             So if the simple goal is let's come up

22   with an effective regimen, it can be part of an

23   effective regimen.  It doesn't mean that it's the

24   optimal dose because we don't know what the optimal

25   dose is of any of these regimens.
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 1        Q.   After conducting this study, Cantore

 2   stated that they should try higher doses of

 3   irinotecan and oxaliplatin, though, correct?

 4             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 5             THE WITNESS:  Let me make it -- you know,

 6        it would be obvious to try a higher dose of

 7        irinotecan and oxaliplatin based on simply this

 8        reference that, you know, just a suggestion

 9        that -- you know, Cantore also notes in the

10        discussion on page -- on the preceding page,

11        first full paragraph, right-hand column, the

12        last two sentences, they say, "In light of the

13        excellent tolerability of this regimen, dosages

14        could possibly be increased in future studies

15        in an effort to boost response."

16             But then they add about experience in

17        colorectal cancer with oxaliplatin 85-milligram

18        per meter squared and irinotecan 80 per meter

19        squared, and often G-CFS support, 31 percent of

20        patients required dose reductions because of

21        toxicity.

22             So they're basically saying a higher dose

23        might be better, but the higher dose is

24        probably going to require dose reduction in

25        many, if not most patients.
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 1   BY MS. MATTES:

 2        Q.   What type of study is the Cantore

 3   reference?

 4        A.   I'm sorry.  What do you mean by "what type

 5   of study"?

 6        Q.   Is this -- I guess is this a Phase 2 trial

 7   or a Phase 1 trial?  What kind of trial is this?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             THE WITNESS:  I would describe this as a

10        Phase 2 trial.

11   BY MS. MATTES:

12        Q.   Is this a single-arm trial or a two-arm

13   trial?

14        A.   It's a single-arm trial.

15        Q.   And does it have a control group?

16        A.   The only control group would be historical

17   controls.

18        Q.   In your opinion, would this type of trial

19   provide a POSA with a strong inference that the

20   combination of 60 milligrams per meter squared of

21   oxaliplatin and 60 milligrams per meter squared of

22   irinotecan would be a safe and effective treatment?

23             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

24             THE WITNESS:  It is a safe and effective

25        treatment.  It doesn't provide any -- a POSA
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 1        with any understanding that this is the best

 2        treatment or that this would be, you know,

 3        amenable to a -- it would succeed in a Phase 3

 4        trial or could garner FDA approval.  But

 5        there's no question it's a safe and effective

 6        treatment.

 7   BY MS. MATTES:

 8        Q.   I see what you're saying.

 9             So it would not -- it would not provide a

10   POSA with an understanding as to whether or not this

11   regimen would succeed in a Phase 3 trial, correct?

12        A.   That's correct.

13        Q.   Okay.  You can put that to the side.

14             Okay.  So let's go back to Paragraph 235

15   of your expert report where you're discussing the

16   modification of replacing irinotecan with liposomal

17   irinotecan, and let me know when you're there.

18        A.   I'm here.  Do you want me to read the

19   paragraph, or do you want to ask me a question?

20        Q.   No, I have questions.

21             Is it your opinion that a POSA would have

22   been motivated to replace irinotecan with liposomal

23   irinotecan because of liposomal irinotecan's

24   potential superior -- superiority over irinotecan?

25        A.   Well, I think that was one potential
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 1   approach to trying to improve the efficacy of

 2   Conroy.

 3        Q.   Is it your opinion that as of August 2015,

 4   a person of skill in the art would have known that

 5   liposomal irinotecan was superior to irinotecan?

 6        A.   Well, the prior art disclosed evidence

 7   that -- teaching that it was.  Now, "know" is a --

 8   I'm not sure what you mean by "know."  They would

 9   have understood that there's prior art that teaches

10   that.

11             Would they be certain that that -- that

12   there's -- that those prior art statements are

13   truthful?  Well, no.  But that doesn't mean that the

14   prior art didn't teach that.

15        Q.   So a POSA, as of August 2015, would have

16   had an understanding that liposomal irinotecan could

17   have been superior to irinotecan; is that right?

18        A.   They would see the evidence that would

19   suggest that it is better but knowing that at the

20   end of the day you won't know until you do the

21   comparative clinical trials, which, as I testified

22   to earlier, have not yet been done, showing, indeed,

23   that it is superior to irinotecan.

24        Q.   Okay.  And when you -- you used the word

25   "superiority" in your declaration.
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 1             And when you use that word with respect to

 2   liposomal irinotecan, you're referencing the

 3   purported superiority of the compound itself and

 4   not -- and not in combination with other agents,

 5   correct?

 6        A.   I'd have to take a look at the Bayever --

 7   not the '552, but the other patent, because there's

 8   a lot that's taught and disclosed in that patent

 9   that I believe talks about the combination with 5-FU

10   and leucovorin.

11        Q.   Okay.  I guess maybe the easier question

12   would be, when you talk about the superiority of

13   liposomal irinotecan, what exactly are you referring

14   to?

15        A.   I'm referring to the preclinical

16   pharmacology that suggests that liposomal irinotecan

17   is both more effective and safer than irinotecan.

18        Q.   And when you talk about the preclinical

19   pharmacology, which reference are you relying on?

20   Bayever?

21        A.   Primarily Bayever.  I can't remember

22   whether there may be some statements to that effect

23   in some of the other, you know, such as Saif or in

24   Ko as to what they said, but primarily Bayever.

25        Q.   And Bayever is Exhibit 1006, if you want
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 1   to take that out.

 2             And then can you direct me to which

 3   studies or what portions of Bayever you're relying

 4   on for your opinion that a POSA would -- a POSA may

 5   consider liposomal irinotecan to be superior to

 6   irinotecan?

 7        A.   Well, Figure 1 is pretty compelling.  It

 8   shows a pancreatic tumor model in which irinotecan

 9   was ineffective and liposomal irinotecan was

10   effective.

11             Figure 2 shows greater accumulation of the

12   active metabolite in tumors with the liposomal drug.

13             Those are the two data points that really

14   speak to the potential for great efficacy.

15        Q.   Okay.  And as you said before, those are

16   both preclinical studies, correct?

17        A.   Those are preclinical studies, yes.

18        Q.   And are these tumor models in animals?  In

19   mice?

20        A.   Yes.

21        Q.   Okay.  And so one of the possible superior

22   properties is improved efficacy.

23             Is there anything else that you're taking

24   into account besides that for your conclusion that

25   it could be superior?
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 1        A.   This I'm looking at.  I thought there were

 2   some statements also about safety somewhere in here.

 3             I don't see any discussion, any explicit

 4   discussion of safety in Bayever suggesting that it's

 5   safer, you know.  There's data in here but no

 6   explicit statement that they feel it's safer, just

 7   more effective.

 8        Q.   Okay.  If you'd go to Page 20 of Bayever,

 9   which in the exhibit numbering it's Page 21 of 66,

10   just so that we're on the same page.

11        A.   So 20 of the exhibit, you said?

12        Q.   Yes.  It's really Example 5.  I just don't

13   want to confuse the numbering.

14        A.   Okay.  All right.  All right.  I'm in --

15        Q.   Right.  The document says Page 20, but the

16   stamp at the bottom says 21 of 66, so it's

17   Example 5.

18        A.   Okay.

19        Q.   Example 5 is a Phase 1 clinical study,

20   correct?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   And so is Example 6?

23        A.   Yes.

24        Q.   Okay.  And then Example 7 is a -- is a

25   protocol for a planned Phase 3 trial, correct?
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 1        A.   Yes.

 2        Q.   Okay.  So Bayever doesn't include any

 3   Phase 2 trial results, right?

 4        A.   No.  Their Phase 1, in combination with

 5   FU-leucovorin, was kind of a Phase 1-Phase 2 study.

 6   I don't know what you would call it.  I mean, I'd

 7   have to look at the protocol.

 8             They note that there were 5 subjects with

 9   pancreatic cancer out of the 16.  They note that

10   there was a gastric cancer with a response and a

11   breast cancer with a response.

12             So it's really a pretty broad group of

13   patients.

14        Q.   Would a POSA, based on the Phase 1 trial

15   results, be able to make an inference about the

16   safety or efficacy of liposomal irinotecan?

17        A.   Well, they would know it's a safe and

18   effective treatment, sure.  They wouldn't know that

19   it's going to get them FDA approval.  It depends

20   what the control arm is.

21        Q.   How would they know that it would be a

22   safe treatment?

23        A.   It is safe.  It's safe.  This describes

24   the safety.  In absolute sense, it's safe.

25             Is it the safest possible treatment?  No.
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 1   Is it the best possible treatment?  No.  But that's

 2   not the objective of, you know, of the claims.  The

 3   claim is to find a safe and effective treatment.

 4             So this alone is a safe and effective

 5   treatment.

 6        Q.   Does Bayever discuss dose equivalency

 7   between liposomal irinotecan and irinotecan?

 8        A.   What do you mean by "dose equivalency"?

 9        Q.   If you have a dose of 180 milligrams per

10   meter squared of irinotecan, how -- do you know how

11   much liposomal irinotecan to give to achieve the

12   same results?

13             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

14             THE WITNESS:  What do you mean by "the

15        same results"?

16   BY MS. MATTES:

17        Q.   To achieve the same level of safety and

18   efficacy.

19        A.   Well, the goal of substituting liposomal

20   irinotecan is to increase efficacy.

21        Q.   Is that your answer?

22        A.   Well, that would be the motivation.

23        Q.   But how would you know how much liposomal

24   irinotecan to give to achieve the same results or

25   better results of irinotecan?
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 1        A.   Same compared to what?

 2        Q.   If you have a treatment regimen that doses

 3   a patient with 180 milligrams per meter squared of

 4   irinotecan and you want to replace that with

 5   liposomal irinotecan, how do you know how much

 6   liposomal irinotecan to provide to that patient in

 7   order to achieve the same level of safety and

 8   efficacy?

 9        A.   You can never prove you have the same

10   level of safety and efficacy, so I can't answer that

11   question.

12        Q.   Okay.  In Example 6 of Bayever, it

13   concluded that the maximum tolerated dose for

14   liposomal irinotecan was 80 milligrams per meter

15   squared, correct?

16        A.   That's what the specification says.

17        Q.   Okay.  And that was the dose that they

18   carried into -- into one of the arms of their

19   Phase 3 trial in Example 7, correct?

20        A.   Well, in Example 7, they now say that

21   they're only going to give that dose to patients

22   that are UGT1A1 -- that are not UGT1A1*28

23   homozygotes.  So that's what they're saying there.

24             I don't know what they did in Example 6

25   related to UGT1A1 status.  I mean, UGT1A1 status has
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 1   a huge effect on the tolerability of irinotecan.

 2   And so a POSA would understand that and would assume

 3   it would have a huge effect on the tolerability of

 4   liposomal irinotecan.

 5             So it's a little difficult to interpret

 6   the dosages exactly.

 7        Q.   For patients who are homozygous for

 8   UGT1A1*28, that arm suggests giving a reduced dose

 9   of 60 milligrams per meter squared, correct?

10        A.   That's right.

11        Q.   Right.  And then if no toxicity is

12   observed, then it recommends increasing the dose of

13   liposomal irinotecan, correct?

14        A.   Yes, it says did not experience any

15   drug-related toxicity.  That seems virtually unheard

16   of.

17        Q.   That's what the protocol here suggests,

18   though, correct?

19        A.   Yes, but a POSA would understand that

20   because you're giving it with 5-FU-leucovorin,

21   you're going to have some toxicity, even if it

22   didn't have any toxicity by itself.

23        Q.   Right.  But the protocol here does state

24   that if there is no toxicity, the dose may be

25   increased to 80 milligrams per meter squared, right?
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 1        A.   That's what it says.

 2        Q.   Okay.  Do you know prior -- actually,

 3   never mind.

 4             You can put Bayever to the side.  And

 5   let's pull out Exhibit 1008, which is Ko.

 6                       (Exhibit 1008 was marked for

 7                       identification.)

 8             THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I have that.

 9   BY MS. MATTES:

10        Q.   Okay.  And you rely on Ko in support of

11   your proposed modification of replacing liposomal

12   irinotecan -- excuse me, replacing irinotecan with

13   liposomal irinotecan, correct?

14        A.   I would say I don't need to rely on it,

15   but it's consistent with my opinions.

16        Q.   And Ko is a Phase 2 study; is that right?

17        A.   Yes.

18        Q.   And it's a single-arm trial that was not

19   randomized; is that right?

20        A.   That's right.

21        Q.   Okay.  And Ko studied liposomal irinotecan

22   as a monotherapy, correct?

23        A.   Yes.

24        Q.   Okay.  And it used a dose of liposomal

25   irinotecan of 120 milligrams per meter squared; is
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 1   that right?

 2        A.   That was the initial dose, and then they

 3   reduced it to 100 milligrams per meter squared.

 4        Q.   When was it reduced to 100 milligrams per

 5   meter squared?

 6        A.   It said "subsequently amended during the

 7   second stage of the study."

 8        Q.   Okay.  And did Ko allow for dose

 9   escalation up to 150 milligrams per meter squared of

10   liposomal irinotecan if no toxicities were observed?

11        A.   It did.

12        Q.   And Ko did not compare liposomal

13   irinotecan to irinotecan in its study, correct?  It

14   was just a one-arm study?

15        A.   That's right.

16        Q.   If you go to the conclusion of Ko at the

17   end on Page 924, and let me know when you're there.

18   It's the last paragraph.

19        A.   I'm there.

20        Q.   Okay.  And the very last sentence states,

21   "Moreover, given the emergence of FOLFIRINOX as a

22   front-line standard in patients with good

23   performance status, the utility of PEP02 in

24   irinotecan-pretreated patients, alone or in

25   combination with gemcitabine, also merits further
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 1   investigation."

 2             Do you see that?

 3        A.   I do.

 4        Q.   So a POSA, based on Ko, would be motivated

 5   to pursue a combination therapy of liposomal

 6   irinotecan with gemcitabine, correct, as a

 7   second-line therapy?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             THE WITNESS:  Well, that's what it says.

10        I don't understand why the authors thought that

11        PEP02 liposomal irinotecan would be effective

12        in patients who already had prior FOLFIRINOX.

13             So I don't understand what they're saying

14        there.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   But you agree that that's what they are

17   saying, that a -- that their recommendation is to

18   try liposomal irinotecan in combination with

19   gemcitabine as a second-line therapy, correct?

20             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

21             THE WITNESS:  Well, I understand that

22        that's what they're saying, but a POSA wouldn't

23        quite -- would be scratching their head saying,

24        "That doesn't make sense to me."

25
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 1   BY MS. MATTES:

 2        Q.   And why do you say that?

 3        A.   Well, because generally you wouldn't

 4   retreat a patient with pancreatic cancer who has

 5   just failed an irinotecan-based regimen with

 6   irinotecan because -- you know, and I'm not aware of

 7   any evidence the combination gemcitabine and

 8   irinotecan is effective in patients that have

 9   already failed irinotecan.

10             I might be wrong, but there's no

11   references in here to support it, and I actually

12   have never looked at that because it's not something

13   that I would ever have considered.

14        Q.   Right.  And then why do you rely on Ko,

15   then, for your opinion here?

16        A.   I rely on Ko for the previous sentence,

17   "Additional studies may explore this drug's

18   potential role in the first-line setting as part of

19   combination regimens for advanced pancreatic

20   cancer."

21             And that's because Ko discloses the fact

22   that liposomal irinotecan is an effective treatment

23   for pancreatic cancer.

24        Q.   So you're relying on Ko's general

25   statement to combination regimens for advanced
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 1   pancreatic cancer, correct?

 2        A.   Yes, and for the fact that Ko demonstrates

 3   that the drug works as a single agent in advanced

 4   pancreatic cancer.

 5        Q.   Ko does not expressly teach using

 6   liposomal irinotecan as part of the FOLFIRINOX, as a

 7   modified FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?

 8             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

 9             THE WITNESS:  Well, Ko doesn't explicitly

10        teach that.  A POSA would understand that the

11        standard combination regimen for advanced

12        pancreatic cancer is FOLFIRINOX and would

13        understand that Ko is saying, okay, we may have

14        a better irinotecan and that this drug may have

15        a potential role in the first-line setting and

16        as part of combination regimens for advanced

17        pancreatic cancer.

18             Are they saying add it to gemcitabine

19        first-line?  Are they saying add it to

20        gemcitabine and nab-paclitaxel first-line?  Or

21        are they saying substitute it for FOLFIRINOX,

22        irinotecan FOLFIRINOX, or all of the above?

23        It's hard to tell.

24             But the simplest and most plausible and

25        most likely to succeed one of those three is
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 1        just substituting, popping out the irinotecan

 2        and popping in liposomal irinotecan.

 3                       (Exhibit 1007 was marked for

 4                       identification.)

 5   BY MS. MATTES:

 6        Q.   You can put that to the side, and you can

 7   pull out Saif, which is Exhibit 1007.

 8             Do you have it in front of you,

 9   Dr. Ratain?

10        A.   I do.

11        Q.   Okay.  Saif reports on results from the

12   NAPOLI-1 study, correct?

13        A.   Yes.

14        Q.   Okay.  And the NAPOLI-1 study was a trial

15   conducted with liposomal irinotecan, 5-fluorouracil,

16   and leucovorin, correct, in combination?

17        A.   Yes.

18        Q.   And oxaliplatin was not used in this

19   study, right?

20        A.   That's right.

21        Q.   Okay.  And Saif does not disclose the

22   dosing regimen that was used in the NAPOLI-1 study,

23   correct?

24        A.   That's right.

25        Q.   So a POSA, based on Saif, would not know
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 1   which dosing regimen achieved the results reported

 2   here; is that right?

 3        A.   I'd have to look at the cited press

 4   release.

 5        Q.   You did not include as one of the exhibits

 6   you relied on the cited press release, correct?

 7        A.   I did not, no.

 8        Q.   Okay.  So based at least on Saif alone, a

 9   POSA would not know which dosing regimen achieved

10   the results reported here?

11        A.   No, no, that's not why I -- that's not why

12   I cited this article.

13        Q.   That's not my question.

14             My question is, based on Saif alone, a

15   POSA would not know which dosing regimen achieved

16   the results reported, correct?

17        A.   Not based on this document alone.

18        Q.   Okay.  You can put this to the side.

19             Can we turn to Paragraph 114 of your

20   declaration.  It's on Page 46 of your expert

21   declaration.

22             Are you there?

23        A.   I'm there.

24        Q.   Okay.  And if, actually, you'll turn to

25   the top of Page 47, in this section, you're talking
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 1   about the Bayever reference; is that right?

 2        A.   Yes.

 3        Q.   Okay.  And the second full sentence from

 4   the top of the page, you write, "Bayever and

 5   Fitzgerald are the same inventors of the '552

 6   Patent."

 7             Do you see that?

 8        A.   Yes.

 9        Q.   Why did you make that observation?

10        A.   I don't recall.

11        Q.   Was it relevant in any way to your

12   opinions?

13             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

14             THE WITNESS:  I just don't recall sitting

15        here today reading everything in a vacuum, and

16        without reading the whole scope of my report, I

17        can't tell you.

18             MS. MATTES:  Okay.  If we can go off the

19        record for a second.

20             MR. SUH:  Sure.

21                       (Whereupon, a recess was taken

22                       from 12:35 p.m. to 12:44 p.m.)

23   BY MS. MATTES:

24        Q.   Dr. Ratain, right before the break, I was

25   asking you about one of the sentences on the top of
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 1   Page 32, I believe.

 2             Are you there?

 3        A.   In my report, you're talking about?

 4        Q.   Yes, yes, in your expert declaration.

 5        A.   Okay.

 6        Q.   That's not it.  Sorry.

 7             MR. SUH:  Counsel, did you say Page 32?  I

 8        think we left off on --

 9             MS. MATTES:  I did.  But I meant -- it's

10        47.  I apologize.  I said the wrong number.

11   BY MS. MATTES:

12        Q.   And it was the statement where you wrote,

13   "Bayever and Fitzgerald are the same named inventors

14   of the '552 Patent."

15             Do you see that?

16        A.   Yes.

17        Q.   I asked you if you thought -- if that

18   statement or the -- excuse me.

19             I asked you if the fact that Bayever and

20   Fitzgerald are the same as the named inventors of

21   the '552 patent was relevant to your opinions in any

22   way.

23             Do you recall that?

24        A.   I do.

25        Q.   And you stated that you didn't recall; is
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 1   that right?

 2        A.   I didn't recall sitting here just off the

 3   top of my head.  I mean, and I would have to read

 4   through everything to give you a definitive answer

 5   on that.

 6        Q.   So do you have an opinion as to whether

 7   it's not relevant to any of your opinions today?

 8        A.   I have no opinion about that fact.

 9        Q.   Okay.  In forming your opinions, did you

10   consider whether liposomal irinotecan had nonlinear

11   pharmacokinetics?

12        A.   Well, I'm sure it does because irinotecan

13   has some nonlinear pharmacokinetics.

14        Q.   And did you consider whether oxaliplatin

15   had nonlinear pharmacokinetics?

16        A.   No.

17        Q.   Do you know one way or the other whether

18   it does?

19        A.   Not off the top of my head.

20        Q.   In forming your opinions, did you consider

21   whether leucovorin has nonlinear pharmacokinetics?

22        A.   No, because it wouldn't matter.  That's

23   plenty of leucovorin no matter what its

24   pharmacokinetics are.  It's just a vitamin.

25        Q.   And then the same question for
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 1   5-fluorouracil.

 2             Did you consider whether 5-fluorouracil

 3   has nonlinear pharmacokinetics?

 4        A.   Well, it does, but it depends how you give

 5   the drug.  The bolus is really where you run into

 6   problems with nonlinear pharmacokinetics when you

 7   give it by infusion.  It really doesn't, except

 8   perhaps if you had somebody that's genetically B2b

 9   deficient, and then you'll run into a problem

10   because they won't be able to metabolize the drug.

11        Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  You can put your report

12   to the side.

13             If you don't mind pulling back out the

14   patent, the '552 patent I should say.

15             Let me know when you have that in front of

16   you.

17        A.   I have it.

18        Q.   Okay.  If you go to Column 30, Line 5.

19             Do you see here where it says "Arm 1 dose

20   modifications"?

21        A.   Yes.

22        Q.   Okay.  And here, it states that the

23   starting dose of Onivyde will be 60 milligrams per

24   meter squared, 5-fluorouracil 2400 milligrams per

25   meter squared, leucovorin 400 milligrams per meter
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 1   squared, and oxaliplatin either 85 milligrams per

 2   meter squared or 60 milligrams per meter squared.

 3             Do you see that?

 4        A.   Yes.

 5        Q.   And so here, it's reporting on the

 6   starting doses for each of these components, right?

 7        A.   Yes.

 8        Q.   Okay.  And it's your understanding that

 9   these are the same starting doses as recited in

10   claim 1 of the '552 patent, correct?

11             MR. SUH:  Object to the form.

12             THE WITNESS:  Well, claim 1 of the '552 is

13        included within the doses listed in Column 30,

14        Lines 5 through 7.

15   BY MS. MATTES:

16        Q.   Right.  And so claim 1 recites the same

17   starting doses that is recited in Column 30,

18   correct?

19             MR. SUH:  Objection to form.

20             THE WITNESS:  I couldn't quite hear that.

21        You had your finger over your mouth.

22   BY MS. MATTES:

23        Q.   Sorry.  I apologize for that.

24             And so claim 1 of the '552 patent recites

25   the same starting doses that are recited in
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 1   Column 30 starting on Line 5, correct?

 2        A.   Well, Column 30, Line 5, says that

 3   oxaliplatin will be either 85 or 60, and claim 1

 4   says 60.

 5             MS. MATTES:  I see.  Okay.  All right.  I

 6        don't have any further questions.  So I

 7        appreciate your time, Dr. Ratain.

 8             MR. SUH:  I don't have any questions.

 9             The witness reserves the right to review

10        and sign.

11             MS. MATTES:  Of course.

12                       (Whereupon, the deposition was

13                       concluded at 12:52 p.m. Central

14                       Daylight Time.)
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 4             I hereby certify that I have read the

 5   foregoing transcript of my deposition, given on

 6   October 24th, 2025, at the place aforesaid,

 7   consisting of pages 1 through 128, inclusive, and I

 8   do again subscribe and make oath that the same is a

 9   true, correct, and complete transcript of my

10   deposition so given as aforesaid, as it now appears.

11        Please check one:

12        __________ I made no corrections

13        __________ Number of errata sheets submitted

14

                  ______________________________________

15                MARK J. RATAIN, M.D.

16

          ALSO PRESENT:________________________________

17

18

     SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO

19   before me this ____ day

     of ____________________  2025.

20

     _____________________________

21   Notary Public
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 1                   C E R T I F I C A T E

 2             The within and foregoing deposition of the

 3   witness, MARK J. RATAIN, M.D., conducted via Zoom,

 4   was taken before GREG S. WEILAND, CSR, RDR, CRR,

 5   commencing at 8:59 o'clock a.m., on the 24th day of

 6   October, 2025.

 7             The said witness was first duly sworn and

 8   was then examined upon oral interrogatories; the

 9   questions and answers were taken down in shorthand

10   by the undersigned, acting as stenographer; and the

11   within and foregoing is a true, accurate and

12   complete record of all the questions asked of and

13   answers made by the aforementioned witness at the

14   time and place hereinabove referred to.

15             The signature of the witness was not

16   waived and the deposition was submitted to the

17   deponent as per copy of the attached letter.

18             The undersigned is not interested in the

19   within case, nor of kin or counsel to any of the

20   parties.

21             Witness my signature on this 26th day of

22   October, 2025.

23

24

     ______________________________

25   GREG S. WEILAND, CSR, RDR, CRR
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        1                      (Witness sworn.)



        2              MS. MATTES:  Good morning, Dr. Ratain.  As



        3         I said before, my name is Catherine Mattes.



        4         I'm here today representing my client,



        5         Ipsen Biopharma, and we're here for an



        6         inter partes review proceeding for



        7         United States Patent Number 11,344,552.



        8              So thank you for joining today.



        9              MR. SUH:  I'm sorry.  Ms. Mattes, I just



       10         wanted to make sure.  Are we going to be doing



       11         appearances with the attorneys?



       12              MS. MATTES:  Sure.  If you would like to,



       13         you can.



       14              With me here today who are participating,



       15         who are also on the Zoom with me, are my



       16         colleagues Angus Chen, Elizabeth Murphy, and



       17         Ross Misskelley.



       18              MR. SUH:  Okay.  So my name is Howard Suh



       19         from the law firm of Fox Rothschild



       20         representing petitioner.



       21              With me is my colleague Dr. Joe Chen, also



       22         with Fox Rothschild.



       23              MS. MATTES:  Okay, great.  Thank you very



       24         much.



       25
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        1                    MARK J. RATAIN, M.D.



        2     after being first duly sworn, testified as follows:



        3                         EXAMINATION



        4    BY MS. MATTES:



        5         Q.   Dr. Ratain, you're appearing today via



        6    Zoom in Chicago; is that correct?



        7         A.   Yes.



        8         Q.   And besides the two attorneys sitting, I



        9    guess, to your right, is anybody else in the room



       10    with you?



       11         A.   Just the two attorneys.



       12         Q.   And can you confirm that you can hear me



       13    and see me okay?



       14         A.   I can.  You know, occasionally, it



       15    reverberates a little bit, but I think it will be



       16    okay.  And if I don't hear you, I'll ask you to



       17    repeat it.



       18         Q.   Okay, great.  Sometimes I speak quickly,



       19    so if you -- if it's coming across too quickly, let



       20    me know, and I'll try to slow down.  And if my voice



       21    ever drops, please also let me know.



       22              Do you have -- do you have any documents,



       23    notes, or other electronic devices with you other



       24    than what's visible on camera?



       25         A.   Just my phone.
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        1         Q.   Okay.  And besides the Zoom screen, are



        2    you looking at any other screens or laptops?



        3         A.   No.



        4         Q.   And do you understand that you should not



        5    be communicating with anybody else during the



        6    deposition, except for when you are on a break?



        7         A.   I do.



        8         Q.   And if we need to display -- this



        9    shouldn't be the case, but if we need to display



       10    documents, you understand how screen sharing works?



       11         A.   I do, but I probably would prefer to see



       12    hard copies.  So if you do --



       13         Q.   Okay.



       14         A.   -- think you want to do something, I would



       15    ask that you email it to the office here so that it



       16    could be printed for me.



       17         Q.   Okay.  That's fine.  I think that's a fair



       18    request.



       19              And so I see on the desk there's a box of



       20    documents.  If -- I would like to represent that



       21    those are the documents that are the exhibits that



       22    came along with your expert declarations, minus a



       23    few.  Some of the larger file history documents are



       24    not included in there.



       25              So if we're having -- during the course of
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        1    the deposition, if you feel the need to look at a



        2    specific document that, let's say, I haven't yet put



        3    in front of you or asked you to look at, you can



        4    know that you have that box available to you.  It



        5    should have the majority of the exhibits that came



        6    along with your declaration.



        7              Okay?



        8         A.   Thank you.



        9         Q.   So, Dr. Ratain, have you been deposed



       10    before?



       11         A.   Yes.



       12         Q.   Approximately how many times have you been



       13    deposed?



       14         A.   I don't -- I can't give you a good number.



       15         Q.   Is it more than ten?



       16         A.   Yes.



       17         Q.   More than 50?



       18         A.   Maybe.



       19         Q.   Okay.  And have most of those depositions



       20    been in your capacity as an expert witness?



       21         A.   Not all of them.  I've been a fact witness



       22    maybe a couple times.



       23         Q.   Okay.  And do you understand that you are



       24    under oath today and that your testimony has the



       25    same force and effect as it's given in open court?
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        1         A.   I do.



        2         Q.   And if you do not understand one of my



        3    questions today, will you please let me know?



        4         A.   Yes.



        5         Q.   And do you understand that if you answer a



        6    question, I will assume that you understood the



        7    question?



        8         A.   Yes.



        9         Q.   And if you need to take a break at any



       10    time, please let me know.  However, if there's a



       11    pending question, I'll just ask that you answer it



       12    before we take a break.



       13              Is that acceptable?



       14         A.   Yes.



       15         Q.   Is there any reason why you cannot give



       16    truthful and accurate testimony today?



       17         A.   No.



       18         Q.   And have you had an opportunity to review



       19    any documents or materials in order to prepare for



       20    today's deposition?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   And would that include your two expert



       23    declarations that you submitted as part of this



       24    proceeding?



       25         A.   Yes.
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        1         Q.   Have you ever had your -- I guess I asked



        2    you if you've been deposed before.



        3              But have you ever -- have you ever



        4    testified in court?



        5         A.   Yes.



        6         Q.   Have you ever had your testimony excluded



        7    or limited by a court in any way?



        8         A.   Some of my testimony has been excluded



        9    because it was deemed -- because part of the report



       10    itself was deemed nonresponsive to -- it was, I



       11    think, a surreply report.  And counsel had to, you



       12    know, deal with the fact that some of the material



       13    was deemed to be nonresponsive and, therefore, was



       14    stricken from the report and, therefore, stricken



       15    from the live testimony.



       16         Q.   Okay.  Understood.  Have you ever been



       17    disqualified as an expert in any proceeding?



       18         A.   No.



       19         Q.   No, okay.  So you understand, obviously,



       20    that you've been retained as an expert witness for



       21    purposes of this proceeding today?



       22         A.   Yes.



       23         Q.   And who retained you as an expert in this



       24    matter?



       25         A.   Fox Rothschild.
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        1         Q.   And you understand that you're being



        2    deposed today in your capacity as an expert witness?



        3         A.   Yes.



        4         Q.   And you've provided two written reports



        5    for purposes of this proceeding, correct?



        6         A.   Well, declarations.



        7         Q.   I'll rephrase.



        8              So you've provided two declarations in



        9    this case, correct?



       10         A.   Yes.



       11                        (Exhibit 1002 and Exhibit 1200



       12                        were marked for identification.)



       13    BY MS. MATTES:



       14         Q.   And so we've premarked those as



       15    Exhibits 1002 and Exhibit 1200.



       16              So I would request that maybe your



       17    attorneys place those before you so you have them



       18    nearby because they're documents that we will be



       19    referencing quite often today.



       20              The folders should be labeled with the



       21    exhibit numbers.  Please let me know if anything is



       22    not there.



       23              So, Dr. Ratain, do you have Exhibit 1002



       24    in front of you?



       25         A.   Yes.
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        1         Q.   And can you please just take a look



        2    through it and let me know, is this your declaration



        3    that's dated January 17th, 2025?



        4         A.   It appears to be.  I haven't checked every



        5    page, but assuming that there's no missing pages, it



        6    is.



        7         Q.   Okay.  And this is the first declaration



        8    you submitted in this proceeding, correct?



        9         A.   Yes.



       10         Q.   And if you go to Page 126 of your expert



       11    report, that's your signature on that page, correct?



       12         A.   Yes.



       13         Q.   And did you review this declaration before



       14    you signed it?



       15         A.   I did.



       16         Q.   And was this declaration true and accurate



       17    at the time you signed it?



       18         A.   Yes.



       19         Q.   And is it still true and accurate today?



       20         A.   I don't recall whether there's anything in



       21    here that might relate to specific number of



       22    publications or something for that matter, but I



       23    believe it's -- nothing has changed substantially.



       24              I obviously have more publications.  My



       25    curriculum vitae is not the same vitae, so ...
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        1         Q.   So outside of your curriculum vitae, in



        2    terms of the substance of the opinions that you're



        3    offering in this report, everything is still true



        4    and accurate today?



        5         A.   Yes.



        6         Q.   Is there anything that you would -- let me



        7    start over again.



        8              In preparation for today's deposition, did



        9    you review this expert declaration?



       10         A.   I read it, yes.



       11         Q.   Are there any changes or modifications



       12    that come to mind or came to mind upon reviewing the



       13    declaration for purposes of your deposition today?



       14         A.   No.



       15         Q.   Okay.  So do you also have Exhibit 1200 in



       16    front of you?



       17         A.   Yes.



       18         Q.   And is this the second declaration that



       19    you submitted in this case?



       20         A.   It is.



       21         Q.   And it's dated June 22nd, 2025?



       22         A.   Yes.



       23         Q.   And is that your signature on the last



       24    page of the declaration?  I believe it's Page 6.



       25         A.   It is.
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        1         Q.   Did you review this declaration before



        2    signing it?



        3         A.   Yes.



        4         Q.   And was this second declaration true and



        5    accurate when you signed it?



        6         A.   It was.



        7         Q.   And is it still true and accurate today?



        8         A.   Well, yes.  I mean, there's -- there's



        9    even additional evidence that would support that,



       10    just as I -- based on the material in your brief, I



       11    looked at two other documents in response to a



       12    couple of the things that were submitted as part of



       13    the -- either the discretionary denial brief or the



       14    preliminary response brief.



       15         Q.   And that's what's contained in this second



       16    declaration, your response to materials provided in



       17    the discretionary denial brief?



       18         A.   No, it's just additional -- well, it's



       19    additional materials related to "New Evidence



       20    Further Rebuts Patent Owner's Unexpected Results



       21    Arguments."



       22         Q.   Right.  And that's the -- right.



       23              And what you're referring to is what's



       24    contained in your second expert declaration,



       25    correct?
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        1         A.   Yes.



        2         Q.   Okay.  And since submitting these two



        3    declarations, have any of your opinions changed?



        4         A.   No.



        5         Q.   Okay.  Thank you.



        6              Your opinions are focused on the validity



        7    of United States Patent 11,344,552, correct?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              THE WITNESS:  Well, my opinions are



       10         limited to the obviousness of the patent, the



       11         opinions expressed in my declarations.



       12    BY MS. MATTES:



       13         Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.



       14              And if I call the U.S. Patent 11,344,552



       15    just the "'552 patent," that would be okay with you



       16    for purposes of today?



       17         A.   Yes.  You can even call it "the patent" to



       18    save yourself some time.



       19         Q.   "The patent."  Well, there are multiple



       20    references that are patents, so I don't want to



       21    confuse -- confuse the record.  So I'll stick to the



       22    "'552 patent."



       23              Is that all right with you?



       24         A.   Sure.



       25
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        1                        (Exhibit 1001 was marked for



        2                        identification.)



        3    BY MS. MATTES:



        4         Q.   And if your attorneys wouldn't mind



        5    presenting to you Exhibit 1001, which should be the



        6    '552 patent.



        7         A.   I have that.



        8         Q.   Great.  And is this the '552 patent that



        9    is the focus of your opinions?



       10         A.   Well, again, it's got 82 pages, so I'm not



       11    checking every page number, but it appears to be



       12    every page of the patent.



       13         Q.   Okay.  Dr. Ratain, what is your



       14    understanding as to what the claimed invention of



       15    the '552 patent is?



       16         A.   Well, the claimed invention of the '552



       17    patent is a method of treating advanced pancreatic



       18    cancer.



       19         Q.   And what is the -- what is the method that



       20    is being claimed in this patent?



       21         A.   Well, the claims specifically relate to a



       22    specific recipe to treat metastatic pancreatic



       23    cancer, adenocarcinoma of the pancreas, in patients



       24    who have not previously received any chemotherapy.



       25         Q.   And what is the recipe that is being
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        1    claimed?



        2         A.   The recipe that's being claimed is



        3    administration of four drugs every two weeks.  The



        4    specific drugs are liposomal irinotecan,



        5    oxaliplatin, leucovorin, and 5-fluorouracil.



        6              And the claim 1, which is the only



        7    independent claim -- I'm sorry, claim 1 and claim 12



        8    are the two independent claims.  They both have very



        9    specific dosages for the four drugs.



       10         Q.   Okay.  And are those dosages also -- those



       11    are listed in the claims you just cited, correct?



       12         A.   Yes.



       13         Q.   Okay.  And that's 60 milligrams per meter



       14    squared of liposomal irinotecan, correct?



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   And then 60 milligrams per meter squared



       17    of oxaliplatin?



       18         A.   Yes.



       19         Q.   And 200 milligrams per meter squared of



       20    leucovorin?  Or, I guess, 400 milligrams per meter



       21    squared of leucovorin, depending on the racemic --



       22    whether it's an enantiomer or the racemic form; is



       23    that right?



       24         A.   Yes.



       25         Q.   And then 2400 milligram per meter squared
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        1    of 5-fluorouracil, correct?



        2         A.   Yes.



        3         Q.   And is it your understanding that these



        4    are the starting doses of the claimed treatment?



        5         A.   They're the only doses of the claimed



        6    treatment.



        7         Q.   And so a person of skill in the art



        8    looking at this method would perform it by



        9    administering to patients starting doses of



       10    60 milligrams per meter squared of liposomal



       11    irinotecan, correct?



       12              MR. SUH:  Object to form.



       13              THE WITNESS:  To practice this claim, you



       14         would administer these doses every two weeks



       15         without delay or dosage reduction.



       16    BY MS. MATTES:



       17         Q.   Correct.  And so when patients would be



       18    starting on this regimen, these would be the doses



       19    that they would receive, correct?



       20         A.   Yes, and then every two weeks thereafter.



       21         Q.   Okay.  Understood.



       22              Okay.  You can put this patent to the



       23    side.  Thank you.



       24              Now, if you take out Exhibit 1002, which



       25    is your first expert declaration, and can you please
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        1    go to Paragraph 25.



        2         A.   I'm sorry.  What's the paragraph number?



        3         Q.   25.



        4         A.   25?



        5         Q.   Correct.  So here you write that you've



        6    been asked to consider whether claims 1 and 3



        7    through 15, "the challenged claims," of the '552



        8    patent are obvious in view of the prior art.



        9              Do you see that?



       10         A.   That's -- that is what Paragraph 25 says,



       11    yes.



       12         Q.   Okay.  So I just want to confirm that you



       13    were not asked to consider whether claim 2 of the



       14    '552 patent is obvious in view of the prior art,



       15    correct?



       16         A.   That's correct.



       17         Q.   And so you're not offering any opinions



       18    with respect to whether claim 2 of the '552 patent



       19    is obvious?



       20         A.   I am not.



       21         Q.   When you were asked to consider whether



       22    the challenged claims of the '552 patent were



       23    obvious, how did you go about -- what process did



       24    you use?



       25              MR. SUH:  Object to form.
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        1              THE WITNESS:  Well, I -- I began by



        2         looking at what the priority date was for the



        3         patent application, and I considered what a



        4         POSA would know as of that priority date and



        5         focused in on prior art to that and began my



        6         evaluation.



        7    BY MS. MATTES:



        8         Q.   What priority date did you use?



        9         A.   The earliest provisional application,



       10    August 21st, 2015.



       11         Q.   Okay.  So your opinions in your



       12    declaration are as of at least August 21st, 2015,



       13    correct?



       14         A.   Yes.  I was also asked to assume the



       15    possibility that the priority date might be later



       16    and to consider other art as of that later date.



       17         Q.   For purposes of ground -- if I say



       18    "Ground 1," do you know what argument I'm talking



       19    about?



       20         A.   I do.



       21         Q.   Okay.  So for purposes of your opinions



       22    with respect to Ground 1, you're using the



       23    August 21 -- I'm sorry, the August 5th, 2015, date,



       24    correct?



       25              Oh, I'm going to say that one more time.
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        1    I used the wrong date.



        2              So for purposes of your opinions for --



        3    with respect to Ground 1, you're using the



        4    August 21st, 2015, date, correct?



        5         A.   I believe that's the exact date that I



        6    used.  I'm looking for the -- I probably stated that



        7    somewhere in my report.  I just want to make sure.



        8    I know it's 2015 August, I just want to make sure --



        9         Q.   I did -- apologies.  I did not mean to



       10    interrupt you.



       11              I did not see it in the paragraphs



       12    contained in your Ground 1 explanation.  However, if



       13    you go to Paragraph 32 of your report, you do



       14    state --



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   -- in that paragraph, "In this



       17    declaration, my opinions are premised on the



       18    perspective of a POSA at the time of the earliest



       19    claim priority date for the '552 patents, which I



       20    have been informed for this proceeding is



       21    August 21st, 2015."



       22              Do you see that?



       23         A.   I do.  And the only --



       24         Q.   Does that help?



       25         A.   Yes, it was only Ground 3 that I was asked
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        1    to assume that the patent owner was not entitled to



        2    that August 21st, 2015, priority date.  And so



        3    that's the basis of Ground 3.



        4         Q.   Okay, good.  I just want to make sure



        5    we're all on the same page.



        6              So for Grounds 1 and Grounds 2, you're



        7    opining from the perspective of a POSA as of



        8    August 21st, 2015, correct?



        9         A.   Yes.



       10         Q.   And for Ground 3, you're opining from the



       11    perspective of a POSA as of the later filing date,



       12    which is in November 2017, correct?



       13         A.   That's correct.



       14         Q.   All right.  And so before I asked how did



       15    you begin your obviousness analysis, and you stated



       16    that you looked at the priority date.  And then you



       17    thought about what prior art was in existence at



       18    that time, and you began there.



       19              Is that right?



       20         A.   Yes.



       21              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       22    BY MS. MATTES:



       23         Q.   And what process did you -- when you say



       24    "prior art," what kinds of prior art were you



       25    looking at?
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        1         A.   Well, I generally begin and use



        2    Google Scholar for my searches, and so I would have



        3    put in various search terms into Google Scholar.



        4              I would have constrained on the year.  It



        5    doesn't allow you to constrain on an exact month and



        6    day, so I don't know whether I would have had prior



        7    to 2015 or including 2015.



        8              I would generally start with prior to 2015



        9    since, therefore, anything that's there I know is



       10    prior art.  And then I would generally also look at



       11    2015 documents but making sure that they were



       12    publicly available on or before August 21st.



       13              I would also do a search in Google Patents



       14    and, again, using a similar process.



       15              And then I would also look at the file



       16    history to see what the examiner considered.



       17         Q.   In doing your Google Scholar search, you



       18    referenced that you used search terms.



       19              Do you recall what search terms you used?



       20         A.   Well, I'm familiar with the FOLFIRINOX



       21    regimen, so I certainly would have used that as a



       22    search term because --



       23         Q.   Why?



       24         A.   -- because that is -- you know, that is



       25    still the standard treatment for metastatic
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        1    pancreatic cancer, and I couldn't recall exactly



        2    when that was first disclosed, so I was able to



        3    figure that out in Google Scholar.



        4              Google Scholar will pull up abstracts as



        5    well as full publications.  That's why I like it.



        6         Q.   And why did you start with FOLFIRINOX?



        7         A.   Because, in reading the claims, I said



        8    this is FOLFIRINOX but with the substitution of



        9    liposomal irinotecan.



       10         Q.   Okay.  So you chose to start with



       11    FOLFIRINOX because of its similarity to the claims



       12    in the '552 patent, correct?



       13         A.   That's right.



       14         Q.   Besides FOLFIRINOX -- sorry.  One second.



       15              So in running your search in



       16    Google Scholar, you had started with the claims of



       17    the '552 patent to help you generate search terms,



       18    correct?



       19         A.   Well, I needed to understand what the



       20    patent was about.  It was about treatment, you know,



       21    of pancreatic cancer.  So I needed -- you know, I



       22    needed to see what was being claimed.



       23              And it's like, okay, now I understand



       24    what's being claimed.  I didn't deal with the exact



       25    dosages in my search.  I just wanted to understand
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        1    the substance of the patent.  And knowing that was a



        2    Merrimack patent, and I'm familiar with Merrimack,



        3    and I knew I was being retained in this matter, and



        4    I knew that Ipsen owned the patent, it wasn't hard



        5    for me to figure out this was a liposomal irinotecan



        6    patent.



        7              I'm obviously very familiar with



        8    irinotecan.  And I needed to know exactly what the



        9    status of irinotecan development was for pancreatic



       10    cancer as of the priority date, and FOLFIRINOX is



       11    what comes to mind.



       12         Q.   And FOLFIRINOX came to mind because I



       13    believe you said it was the standard treatment for



       14    metastatic pancreatic cancer as of the filing



       15    date -- sorry, as of the priority date for the '552



       16    patent?



       17         A.   No, it came to mind because it's the



       18    standard treatment today, and I needed to know when



       19    it was first disclosed.



       20         Q.   Okay.  So FOLFIRINOX is still the standard



       21    treatment today for metastatic pancreatic cancer,



       22    correct?



       23         A.   For the most part, yes.  I mean, some



       24    people will prefer to use other regimens, of course,



       25    including the claimed regimen.  But it's generally
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        1    still the preferred regimen, not necessarily at the



        2    original FOLFIRINOX doses.  They've been modified



        3    over time.



        4         Q.   Do you know whether it was the standard --



        5    whether FOLFIRINOX was the standard as of 2015?



        6         A.   I didn't actually look to see -- you know,



        7    at treatment guidelines exactly at that time.  I



        8    actually don't know how to, you know, reliably



        9    obtain old treatment guidelines such as the NCCN



       10    guidelines.



       11              So I can't tell you that it was the



       12    standard.  It was a standard.



       13         Q.   Right.  And so then at the time, for



       14    purposes of your declaration, you were not able or



       15    you did not consider the NC -- the 2015 NCCN



       16    guidelines for metastatic pancreatic cancer?



       17         A.   I don't believe I reviewed that.  I, you



       18    know, may be wrong.  Maybe I -- you know, unless



       19    it's in the list of materials I considered, I didn't



       20    consider it for the purposes of my declaration.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And if those guidelines listed



       22    FOLFIRINOX as a preferred treatment, what would that



       23    tell you as a POSA as of 2015?



       24         A.   It would tell me that it had already been



       25    adopted as the preferred treatment in 2015.
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        1         Q.   Okay.  Besides FOLFIRINOX, what other



        2    search terms, to the extent you recall, did you use



        3    in your Google Scholar searches?



        4         A.   Well, I looked at reviews on the treatment



        5    of metastatic pancreatic cancer from that time



        6    period to see what people were writing about.  And



        7    generally, they were writing about FOLFIRINOX and,



        8    you know, the benefits and challenges of using



        9    FOLFIRINOX.



       10              I looked at other regimens that were



       11    similar to FOLFIRINOX, and I looked at other



       12    regimens that were being used in other



       13    gastrointestinal malignancies.  I looked at what was



       14    known about liposomal irinotecan at the time.



       15              And so I did a fairly comprehensive



       16    evaluation.



       17         Q.   And were your searches in Google Patent



       18    similar in scope to the searches you ran in



       19    Google Scholar?



       20         A.   Yes.  I also had the benefit that I've



       21    also been retained in a related district court case



       22    on the -- on a different patent.  And so I had



       23    already done some searches, albeit for a different



       24    patent and a different priority date.



       25         Q.   And what district court case is that?  You
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        1    said it's a related district court case.



        2              Without disclosing anything confidential,



        3    can you just let me know what case that is?



        4         A.   It's the case that's Ipsen against



        5    Conjupro.  I don't know what the case number is.



        6    And I testified in a claim construction



        7    proceeding -- not in the proceeding, but I gave a



        8    deposition in, you know, in the context of the claim



        9    construction for that matter.



       10         Q.   And when you say it's a related



       11    proceeding, how was it related?



       12         A.   I'm sorry?



       13         Q.   You had mentioned that it was a related



       14    case.



       15              And so I guess my question is, what makes



       16    it related to this IPR proceeding?



       17         A.   It's the same parties and the same drug.



       18         Q.   It's just a different patent?



       19         A.   Yes, and it's in district court in



       20    New Jersey.



       21         Q.   Okay.  Thank you.



       22              And so after performing your searches, how



       23    did you come to select the specific references



       24    you're relying on for your opinions?



       25         A.   Well, my conclusion was that the
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        1    FOLFIRINOX regimen was well-established as a



        2    regimen, and, therefore, it was an obvious starting



        3    point for a POSA, you know, to consider.



        4              And liposomal irinotecan was well-known as



        5    a drug in development, and it was obvious to



        6    substitute liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan.  I



        7    mean, that did not require, you know, much cognitive



        8    input to get to that point.  It was just a pretty



        9    simple thing to, you know, to conclude.



       10         Q.   In Paragraph 26, you specifically state



       11    that the challenged claims would be obvious over



       12    certain references.



       13              So let me know when you're at that -- at



       14    that paragraph because I have a few questions.



       15         A.   It's Paragraph 26?



       16         Q.   Correct.



       17         A.   Yes, I'm there.



       18         Q.   So in Paragraph 26, you list that the



       19    challenged claims would have been obvious over



       20    Conroy, correct?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   And what is Conroy?



       23         A.   Conroy is a "New England Journal of



       24    Medicine" paper that ascribes the results of an



       25    investigator-initiated Phase 3 trial of FOLFIRINOX
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        1    compared to gemcitabine.



        2         Q.   Is Conroy considered to be one of the



        3    preeminent, I guess, studies that made FOLFIRINOX a



        4    drug that practitioners wanted to give to patients



        5    with metastatic pancreatic cancer?



        6              Is this kind of -- is the Conroy



        7    publication the seminal publication for FOLFIRINOX?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              You may answer.



       10              THE WITNESS:  Well, I don't know what you



       11         mean by "the seminal publication," you know.



       12              There are many seminal publications that



       13         led up to the development of the FOLFIRINOX



       14         regimen.  So it's a regimen.  And the regimen



       15         was taken forward, you know, and developed and



       16         basically was the FOLFIRI regimen with



       17         oxaliplatin added to it.



       18              And oxaliplatin was a known active agent



       19         in colorectal cancer, and FOLFIRI was the



       20         standard regimen for colorectal cancer, and the



       21         FOLFOX regimen was a standard regimen for



       22         colorectal cancer.



       23              So it's like FOLFOX and FOLFIRI got



       24         together and gave birth to FOLFOX --



       25         FOLFIRINOX.  It also gave birth to its sibling,
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        1         FOLFOXIRI.  And then this regimen was pushed



        2         forward into pancreatic cancer as -- given the



        3         dearth of effective treatments for pancreatic



        4         cancer.



        5    BY MS. MATTES:



        6         Q.   And then in this paragraph you also list



        7    Mahaseth, correct?



        8         A.   Yes.



        9         Q.   Why did you select the Mahaseth



       10    publication?



       11         A.   Mahaseth is a publication that explicitly



       12    teaches dropping the 5-fluorouracil bolus, which is



       13    really the way FOLFIRINOX is given today, well,



       14    modified FOLFIRINOX, and that's really the standard.



       15              But it was that paper that was the first



       16    paper to explicitly teach that.



       17         Q.   (Audio distortion.)



       18                (Stenographer clarification.)



       19    BY MS. MATTES:



       20         Q.   Dr. Ratain, you're able to hear me?



       21         A.   I can now.



       22         Q.   Okay.  Please let me know if there's any



       23    hiccups.  I appreciate it.



       24         A.   I didn't catch that, though.



       25         Q.   Please let me know if there's any
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        1    interruptions or disruptions, and I will try my best



        2    to figure out what's going on.



        3         A.   Seems to be your head position.



        4         Q.   Okay.  If we go -- (audio distortion).



        5                (Stenographer clarification.)



        6              MS. MATTES:  Let's go off the record for a



        7         second.



        8                        (Whereupon, a recess was taken



        9                        from 9:39 a.m. to 9:44 a.m.)



       10              MS. MATTES:  We can go back on the record.



       11    BY MS. MATTES:



       12         Q.   Before we took our break, Dr. Ratain, I



       13    asked, "Why did you select the Mahaseth



       14    publication?"



       15              Do you recall that?



       16         A.   I do.



       17         Q.   And you stated, "Because it was a



       18    publication that explicitly taught dropping the



       19    5-fluorouracil bolus."



       20              Do you remember that?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   Why were you looking at a publication that



       23    was specifically teaching dropping the



       24    5-fluorouracil bolus?



       25         A.   Because, one, when I read the
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        1    specification, they made a point of that, the



        2    patentees.



        3              And, two, because I was aware that it's --



        4    it's been dropped from the FOLFIRINOX regimen by the



        5    vast majority of clinicians.



        6         Q.   Okay.  So the reasons why you were looking



        7    for references that taught dropping the



        8    5-fluorouracil bolus was because the '552 patent



        9    specification made a point of that -- of that



       10    modification, as well as you had read about that



       11    5-fluorouracil bolus having been dropped from the



       12    FOLFIRINOX regimen as well, correct?



       13              MR. SUH:  Objection to form -- I'm sorry.



       14         Objection to form.



       15              THE WITNESS:  I need to understand the



       16         evolution of the modern FOLFIRINOX regimen, the



       17         other work that had been done suggesting



       18         modifications to the regimen since it was first



       19         developed.



       20              So I had to sort of develop all of that



       21         history, so to speak.  There's not a paper out



       22         there that describes the history of the



       23         FOLFIRINOX regimen.  So I basically had to



       24         construct that up until the priority date and



       25         understand the history there.
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        1              Some of that was described in the



        2         specification itself as background.  Some of it



        3         was described in the examples, for example,



        4         as -- you know, even though it was history.



        5              So I needed to understand what was known



        6         and what was done by the alleged inventors.



        7    BY MS. MATTES:



        8         Q.   Okay.  So I think I understand what your



        9    thought process was then.



       10              So then one of the reasons you were



       11    looking for that specific modification was because



       12    the '552 patent specification had discussed the



       13    background of FOLFIRINOX and other kinds of



       14    modifications of FOLFIRINOX.



       15              And one of those modifications was the



       16    removal of the 5-FU, or fluorouracil bolus dose,



       17    correct?



       18              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       19              THE WITNESS:  And I do note, as I'm taking



       20         another look at the background, that the



       21         background states that FOLFIRINOX was a



       22         preferred option, but it doesn't say "the



       23         preferred," "a preferred" option since 2011.



       24              And the background also notes that in



       25         Column 2, Lines 3 to 6, that modified
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        1         FOLFIRINOX regimens are often used, including



        2         elimination of the 5-FU bolus.



        3              So that was listed there, and, you know,



        4         unfortunately, I couldn't rely on the list of



        5         publications in the patent itself because it



        6         was -- it would be like finding a needle in a



        7         haystack.



        8    BY MS. MATTES:



        9         Q.   Understood.  Okay.  Going back to



       10    Paragraph 26 of your expert declaration, you can



       11    imagine I have similar questions for the other



       12    references cited here.



       13              So you also list Bayever as a publication



       14    you're relying on in support of your opinions,



       15    correct?



       16         A.   Yes.



       17         Q.   And why did you select Bayever?



       18         A.   Because Bayever taught the use of



       19    liposomal irinotecan in combination with 5-FU and



       20    leucovorin, so taking the FOLFIRI regimen and



       21    substituting in irinotecan -- substituting liposomal



       22    irinotecan for irinotecan.



       23         Q.   Okay.  And then you have here the Saif



       24    publication.



       25              Why did you select the Saif publication?
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        1         A.   It was -- when I was searching for



        2    publications that discussed liposomal irinotecan, it



        3    was one of the publications that came up, so I read



        4    every paper that discussed liposomal irinotecan.



        5         Q.   And of all those papers, you chose Bayever



        6    and Saif, correct?



        7         A.   And Ko.



        8         Q.   And Ko, excuse me, you're right.



        9              So out of the references that you reviewed



       10    that discussed liposomal irinotecan, you chose to



       11    rely on Saif, Bayever, and Ko, correct?



       12         A.   Yes.  I don't think I missed any prior art



       13    that were relevant, but I'd be happy to be



       14    corrected.



       15              There was a lot of prior art.



       16         Q.   I'm not -- I'm not --



       17         A.   There was a lot of prior art --



       18         Q.   I'm not suggesting --



       19         A.   -- in my opinions.  It was challenging to



       20    narrow it down.



       21         Q.   I'm not suggesting you missed anything.



       22    I'm just trying to make sure that I'm understanding



       23    what your opinions are.



       24              And then for Cantore, why did you select



       25    Cantore?
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        1         A.   I have to refresh my memory on Cantore.  I



        2    believe that was one of the ones that was after the



        3    2015 priority date.



        4              It would be helpful if I could look at



        5    that document, Counsel.



        6                        (Exhibit 1009 was marked for



        7                        identification.)



        8    BY MS. MATTES:



        9         Q.   Sure.  You can definitely do that.  In



       10    case it's helpful to you, you have a Table of



       11    Contents for your expert report -- oh, I see what



       12    you're saying, yes.



       13              But it is Exhibit 1009, and it should be



       14    in your box, if it's helpful.



       15         A.   Thank you.



       16              So this regimen, Cantore, it discloses



       17    just the use of two of the drugs, irinotecan and



       18    oxaliplatin, but it's a much older reference.  So



       19    it's part of the ancestry, so to speak, of



       20    FOLFIRINOX, and that's why I looked at it.



       21              It also -- counsel asked me are there any



       22    references to specifically disclose an oxaliplatin



       23    dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared, and so I



       24    found this regimen.



       25              And so it's part of the history here, and
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        1    it also has that specific dose.



        2         Q.   And you were looking for the specific dose



        3    of 60 milligrams per meter squared of oxaliplatin,



        4    because that's the dose -- the dose recited in



        5    claim 1 of the '552 patent, correct?



        6         A.   Counsel asked me if there was -- were any



        7    publications that disclosed it.  I didn't feel it



        8    was necessary because I knew that dose had been



        9    used; for example, you know, the dose reduction in



       10    Conroy.



       11              But counsel asked me if there were any



       12    publications along those lines.  I don't -- wouldn't



       13    have needed this reference.  It's not critical to my



       14    opinions.  If this reference had never been



       15    published, it wouldn't change my opinions in any



       16    way, shape, or form.



       17         Q.   What do you mean when you reference -- or



       18    what are you referring to when you reference the



       19    "dose reduction in Conroy"?



       20         A.   I'm referencing the dose reduction that's



       21    described in the protocol as a "dose reduction" and



       22    explicitly taught in the protocol itself as well as



       23    in the appendix.



       24              And so the protocol is, you know, critical



       25    to understanding any Phase 3 or, for that matter,
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        1    any study.  It's critical to review the protocol,



        2    which is why most top journals require that the



        3    protocol be submitted at the time of initial



        4    submission, and it's always published alongside any



        5    major paper.  For most journals, not all.



        6    Certainly, New England Journal of Medicine does



        7    that.



        8              We're adjusting the temperature in here,



        9    in case you're wondering what else is going on in



       10    this room.  I'm a little cold.



       11         Q.   And the Conroy protocol has a dose



       12    adjustment to 60 milligrams per meter squared, is



       13    what you're -- sorry.  Strike that.



       14              From what dose -- in the Conroy protocol,



       15    from what dose is the dose adjusted to 60 milligrams



       16    per meter squared of oxaliplatin?



       17              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       18              THE WITNESS:  Are you asking what's the



       19         starting dose?



       20    BY MS. MATTES:



       21         Q.   Correct.



       22         A.   The starting dose was 85, and



       23    oxaliplatin --



       24         Q.   And --



       25         A.   I'm sorry.
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        1         Q.   No, continue.  I did not mean to cut you



        2    off.  Sometimes, Zoom, it's hard.  You can't talk



        3    over each other, so --



        4         A.   Yes, it's common to reduce doses of



        5    oxaliplatin, and it's notorious for causing



        6    neurotoxicity.  And so it's -- again, many



        7    practitioners just choose to reduce it at the start



        8    rather than waiting until the patient has trouble



        9    walking.  They prefer to prevent that problem by



       10    using lower doses in the first place.



       11         Q.   The Conroy protocol has the 85 milligrams



       12    per meter squared oxaliplatin as the starting dose,



       13    correct?



       14         A.   Yes.



       15         Q.   And then it instructs practitioners or



       16    doctors to reduce that dose to 60 milligrams per



       17    meter squared, depending on certain -- I guess



       18    certain toxicities that may occur in a patient,



       19    correct?



       20         A.   Right.  It increases both the toxicity,



       21    the myelosuppression, particularly the irinotecan,



       22    as well as it's a -- you know, can cause severe,



       23    disabling neurotoxicity.



       24         Q.   Okay.  Understood.  You had stated earlier



       25    that in addition -- let me start over.
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        1              You had stated earlier that you had also



        2    reviewed the file history of the '552 patent to see



        3    what references the examiner had relied on as well.



        4              Did I -- did I get that correctly?



        5         A.   Yes.  As part of a comprehensive search, I



        6    wanted to make sure I wasn't missing anything.  If



        7    the examiner had relied on something that I was



        8    missing, hadn't considered yet, I wanted to make



        9    sure I looked at that as well.



       10              And I needed to understand how this



       11    patent -- which I viewed as very obvious at this



       12    point, you know, before I looked at the file



       13    history -- how it had even been allowed.



       14         Q.   Okay.  And did you take into consideration



       15    whether any of the references you relied on were



       16    already considered by the examiner during



       17    prosecution?



       18              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       19              THE WITNESS:  I was pleased to see that



       20         the examiner's thinking was very similar to my



       21         own, up until they got to the question of



       22         unexpected results, where things fell apart,



       23         from my perspective, in the patent office.



       24    BY MS. MATTES:



       25         Q.   Okay.  Let's go to Paragraph 229 of your
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        1    expert report.  This is where you -- it's under the



        2    section of your report called "Unpatentability of



        3    the '552 Patent."



        4              Let me know when you're there.



        5         A.   I'm there.



        6         Q.   Okay.  And so here is where you set forth



        7    your opinions with respect to Ground 1, correct?



        8         A.   Yes.



        9         Q.   Okay.  And your opinions with respect to



       10    Ground 1 seem to span from Paragraph 229 through --



       11    I'm making sure we're on the same page -- through



       12    Paragraph 307, correct, which takes you through



       13    Page 120 of your declaration?



       14         A.   Counsel, it seems to go through -- claim 1



       15    goes through -- my discussion goes through



       16    Paragraph 264 on Page 108 on claim 1.



       17              Or you mean the whole -- and then I go



       18    into other -- the other claims as well, yes.  You're



       19    correct.



       20         Q.   Yeah, I was being -- I was being



       21    comprehensive of all the challenged claims.



       22              But you are right.  For purposes of



       23    claim 1, your opinion goes through Paragraph 264.



       24         A.   Right.



       25         Q.   I think we're on the same page.
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        1         A.   Yes, we are.



        2         Q.   Okay.  Good.  So these are long reports,



        3    so I kind of like to set the boundaries of what



        4    we're talking about.



        5         A.   There was a lot of prior art.



        6         Q.   Yes.  Okay.  So if we go back to -- since



        7    we covered a lot of pages, if we go back to this



        8    Page 95 of your report, here is where you say



        9    claim 1 would have been obvious over Conroy, the



       10    Conroy protocol, and Mahaseth, in combination with



       11    the knowledge and skill of the POSA, including



       12    Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore.



       13              Do you see that?  I'm just reading the



       14    heading of -- the heading of A on that page.



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   Okay.  And --



       17              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.  Sorry.



       18    BY MS. MATTES:



       19         Q.   So Conroy -- that's okay.



       20              Conroy, Conroy protocol, Mahaseth,



       21    Bayever, Saif, Ko, and Cantore, are these the main



       22    references you're relying on for your obviousness



       23    opinion?



       24         A.   Well, I mean, quite frankly, I really only



       25    need Conroy, but these others are -- you know, make
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        1    it very, very clear.



        2              Conroy protocol is very helpful if one



        3    needs to get to very specific doses, but it's very



        4    obvious.  A POSA is well aware of how to reduce



        5    doses for toxicity, including all the modifications



        6    that were made, the obvious modifications by



        7    Mahaseth, and, you know, the teachings of these



        8    other references.



        9              And then the liposomal irinotecan



       10    references, at least one of those is important



       11    because the POSA needs to be aware of liposomal



       12    irinotecan and something about its properties, which



       13    are very similar, you know, to lipo- -- to



       14    irinotecan when given by a prolonged infusion.



       15         Q.   Okay.  Let's go to Paragraph 232 of your



       16    report.



       17              Here you state that the claimed



       18    invention -- excuse me.  Here you state that



       19    "Claim 1 would have been obvious over the prior art



       20    at least because the claimed method of treatment



       21    involved administering an antineoplastic therapy



       22    consisting of liposomal irinotecan, oxaliplatin, and



       23    5-fluorouracil, the same four-drug combination as in



       24    the established gold standard FOLFIRINOX regimen for



       25    first-line treatment of metastatic pancreatic
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        1    cancer."



        2              Do you see that?



        3         A.   I do.



        4         Q.   Okay.  So is it your opinion that one of



        5    the reasons why the claimed invention is obvious is



        6    because the FOLFIRINOX regimen has the same four



        7    drugs as what's claimed in the '552 patent?



        8         A.   Well, if you consider liposomal irinotecan



        9    and irinotecan to be the same drug with the liposome



       10    just representing a different way of administering



       11    irinotecan, yes.



       12         Q.   I see.  Well, I'm just using your words.



       13    You wrote "the same four-drug combination."



       14              So is it your opinion that those two drugs



       15    are the same drugs?



       16         A.   Well, they're the same drugs, so to speak.



       17    They're the same active therapy.



       18              In other words, the liposome represents a



       19    different way of administering irinotecan.  If the



       20    irinotecan had been administered as a 96-hour



       21    infusion, for example, I would also say it's the



       22    same four-drug regimen, even though it's a different



       23    way of administering irinotecan.



       24              So I'm using "drug" in a broad sense as



       25    opposed to a pharmaceutical product.
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        1         Q.   Okay.  So you're using "drug" as referring



        2    to the active ingredient as opposed to what is



        3    sometimes referred to as a "drug product"?



        4         A.   Right.  I'm not referring to the drug



        5    product.  I'm referring to the active pharmaceutical



        6    ingredient here.



        7         Q.   Right.  And liposomal irinotecan has its



        8    own distinct FDA labeling, correct?



        9         A.   Yes, and it's a distinct product, and it



       10    has similar but different properties from free



       11    irinotecan.  But they're certainly siblings or



       12    father-child relationship.



       13         Q.   What are the different properties between



       14    liposomal irinotecan?



       15              And if I say "free" -- should I say



       16    "irinotecan"?  Or I don't want to confuse us on the



       17    record.



       18              So do you prefer "free irinotecan" or just



       19    saying "irinotecan"?



       20         A.   Well, I have an idea.  Why don't we



       21    call -- to simplify things, why don't we refer to



       22    irinotecan as "irinotecan," and either for



       23    liposomal, either say "liposomal irinotecan" or



       24    "Onivyde."



       25              And I'm comfortable with that.  That way,
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        1    we won't get confused.



        2         Q.   Sure.



        3         A.   And so Onivyde is -- you know, has



        4    different pharmacokinetics, and it results in



        5    basically a sustained release of irinotecan.  And



        6    that changes the schedule of irinotecan in a way



        7    that basically means that the potency per milligram



        8    of irinotecan is greater in the Onivyde product



        9    because the effects of irinotecan are highly



       10    dependent on schedule.



       11              But if you give a small amount over a



       12    period of time, that has a greater effect than



       13    giving that same total dose all at once.  And so



       14    that's the different properties.



       15              And this is something I've written about



       16    extensively in the past.  I wrote many -- the first



       17    clinical trial I ever did was continuous infusion



       18    chemotherapy of an anticancer drug, and I wrote many



       19    book chapters on that topic well before irinotecan



       20    was discovered.



       21              So the notion of giving drugs by slow



       22    infusion has been well-understood for decades.



       23         Q.   When you say "highly dependent on



       24    schedule," what does that mean?



       25         A.   In other words, there have been studies in
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        1    the past of giving irinotecan by prolonged infusion,



        2    and you can only -- if you give a very small amount



        3    every day, it's toxic, just because you've got the



        4    drug around continuously, and, therefore, it has a



        5    greater effect.



        6              So liposomal irinotecan has properties



        7    similar to prolonged infusion of irinotecan.  And



        8    what's unclear is whether liposomal irinotecan can



        9    increase the efficacy of irinotecan.  It's just not



       10    entirely clear.



       11              There's some preclinical studies that



       12    certainly suggest that.  There was certainly



       13    enthusiasm for that possibility, just like there was



       14    enthusiasm for encapsulating paclitaxel, and that



       15    led to the development of ABRAXANE.



       16              But, you know, it's not yet been proven



       17    that this formulation or this schedule of giving



       18    irinotecan, so to speak, is superior than the more



       19    conventional, historical approach.



       20         Q.   Is that true as of today?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   Okay.  And so that would have been true as



       23    of August 21st, 2015, as well?



       24         A.   Yes.



       25         Q.   Okay.  So let's keep going through your
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        1    expert declaration.



        2              And so in Paragraph 233, here, you list



        3    out the FOLFIRINOX regimen as taught by Conroy,



        4    correct?



        5         A.   Yes.



        6         Q.   And then you go on to explain why a POSA



        7    would have been modified -- excuse me, why a POSA



        8    would have been motivated to modify the FOLFIRINOX



        9    regimen; is that right?



       10              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       11              THE WITNESS:  Well, that's what a --



       12         that's what I discuss further, and there were



       13         motivations to modifying, including dosage



       14         reductions.



       15              That's also described in one of the



       16         references that I didn't cite but you kindly



       17         provided in response in one of your briefs, the



       18         Marsh reference.  It also discusses all of the



       19         modifications to FOLFIRINOX.  And I appreciated



       20         you providing that because it's a very nice



       21         summary.



       22    BY MS. MATTES:



       23         Q.   Okay.  And so, in your opinion, what



       24    were -- what was the main -- or what were the



       25    motivations that you're relying on -- actually,
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        1    strike that.  I want to start with the modification.



        2              What are the proposed modifications to the



        3    FOLFIRINOX regimen that you believe were obvious to



        4    do?



        5         A.   Well, the two modifications are to make it



        6    work better and to make it less toxic.  Those were



        7    the -- the two goals of anybody modifying a regimen.



        8         Q.   So maybe I think I confused you because I



        9    switched the use of my words.



       10              So what you're responding to is what were



       11    a POSA's motivation to modify the FOLFIRINOX



       12    regimen; is that correct?



       13         A.   I thought that was what you asked me.



       14         Q.   I'd asked what were the modifications, but



       15    that's -- it's okay.  We can start with motivation.



       16              So in your opinion, there were two



       17    motivations to modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen.



       18              One was to reduce toxicity, correct?



       19         A.   Yes.



       20         Q.   Okay.  And the second was to make a -- I



       21    think you used the words "make a better product"; is



       22    that right?



       23         A.   Well, nobody is getting cured with



       24    FOLFIRINOX.  So patients are all dying of metastatic



       25    pancreatic cancer, and they're often -- sometimes
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        1    they're dying of side effects of treatment.  And --



        2    but it was better than what we had before.  We had



        3    only gemcitabine really.  Erlotinib was approved for



        4    pancreatic cancer, but nobody prescribed that.



        5              And irinotecan was known to be an active



        6    drug.  Of course, 5-FU and leucovorin had some



        7    activity.  But there was really not much you could



        8    do with these patients other than generally enroll



        9    them in a clinical trial.



       10              So FOLFIRINOX came along, and it was



       11    great, you know.  The regimen was effective if it



       12    didn't kill you.



       13              So -- but the challenge was reducing the



       14    morbidity and mortality of FOLFIRINOX.  And at the



       15    same time, it was good, but it wasn't great.  You



       16    still were going to die of your pancreatic cancer.



       17              So that was really what -- the way a POSA



       18    would look at that regimen and the state-of-the-art



       19    of pancreatic cancer at the August 2015 priority



       20    date.



       21         Q.   So, in your opinion, they would be looking



       22    to -- excuse me.



       23              They would be looking to reduce toxicity



       24    of the FOLFIRINOX regimen, and then what would -- I



       25    understand that they would be motivated to make
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        1    something better.



        2              But what exactly -- I guess, what are the



        3    criteria that a POSA would be looking at for that



        4    second motivation?



        5              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        6              THE WITNESS:  Well, there would be a



        7         couple of approaches.



        8              So, one, if you could add a drug that



        9         didn't add to the side effects of FOLFIRINOX,



       10         that would be one possibility.



       11              You could give drugs such as



       12         colony-stimulating factors to reduce the side



       13         effects of FOLFIRINOX.  That was widely used



       14         anyway.



       15              And then liposomal irinotecan was another



       16         attractive consideration because of the



       17         suggestion in the preclinical studies, the



       18         Bayever patent, that it was better than



       19         irinotecan.



       20              And so the hypothesis that Onivyde -- or



       21         it wasn't known as Onivyde then, but the



       22         liposomal irinotecan was better than irinotecan



       23         was worth testing.



       24              And, unfortunately, it's not been



       25         rigorously tested.  It's never been rigorously
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        1         tested in any clinical trial to get the answer



        2         to that question.



        3    BY MS. MATTES:



        4         Q.   What hasn't been vigorously -- rigorously



        5    tested exactly?



        6         A.   Well, for example, you know, the -- you



        7    know, one could compare in second-line therapy the



        8    use of the approved liposomal



        9    irinotecan/5-FU/leucovorin regimen to the FOLFIRI



       10    regimen in a randomized trial.  That's never been



       11    done.  The randomized trial only used FU/leucovorin



       12    as the control arm.



       13              One could compare the NALIRIFOX regimen



       14    that's the subject of the claims here in a



       15    prospective randomized trial to the FOLFIRINOX



       16    regimen.  That's not been done.



       17              One could compare a liposomal



       18    irinotecan-containing regimen to a



       19    irinotecan-containing regimen in a different



       20    disease, such as colorectal cancer or gastric



       21    cancer.  That's never been done.



       22              So there has been no rigorous testing of



       23    the hypothesis.  And such studies are generally done



       24    by pharmaceutical companies after they get their



       25    drug approved to promote the use of their product
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        1    because many -- you know, to address concerns that



        2    the product doesn't -- you know, isn't worth the



        3    extra cost, yet that's not been done.



        4         Q.   I see what you're saying.



        5              There hasn't been a study done that



        6    directly compares liposomal irinotecan either alone



        7    or in a combination regimen against irinotecan alone



        8    or in a comparable combination regimen?



        9              Am I understanding you correctly?



       10         A.   Yes.  Other than one very small trial



       11    early in the development that was done in gastric



       12    cancer, there's really been -- that's the only trial



       13    I'm aware of in which there was a randomization.



       14    And that trial was too small to be definitive, and



       15    it was hard to interpret the results of that study.



       16              So, really, there's not the trial that



       17    rigorous, rigorous oncologists are looking for to



       18    sort of cut through marketing hype and everything



       19    else.  And, you know, you look for -- at some point,



       20    you've just got to bite the bullet and do the trial,



       21    and -- but there hasn't been an interest in doing



       22    that, at least that I'm aware of.



       23              I don't know whether the company has been



       24    approached by investigators, but I certainly have



       25    seen no such trial ever appear.  And I even looked
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        1    just recently to see if possibly such a trial was in



        2    development on clinicaltrials.gov, and there isn't



        3    any such trial.



        4         Q.   You had referenced one very small trial



        5    earlier.



        6              Do you recall if that trial is the Roy



        7    publication that you had included as part of your



        8    expert declaration?



        9              It is -- I will tell you in a second.  I



       10    believe it is Exhibit 1055, so that should be in



       11    your box.



       12                        (Exhibit 1055 was marked for



       13                        identification.)



       14              MR. SUH:  So objection to form.



       15              THE WITNESS:  We will pull that exhibit.



       16              Yes, that's the study.



       17    BY MS. MATTES:



       18         Q.   Okay.  And so this is the study that you



       19    stated was too small to be definitive, and it was



       20    hard to interpret the results of this study,



       21    correct?



       22         A.   That's right.



       23         Q.   Okay.  You can put that study to the side.



       24              I appreciate the explanation.  This is



       25    very helpful to understand all of that.
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        1              Is it fair to say that in your opinion, a



        2    POSA, then, would be motivated by, one, reducing



        3    toxicity in order to reduce side effects, and, two,



        4    by the properties of liposomal irinotecan that were



        5    known at the time of the priority date?



        6              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        7              You may answer.



        8              THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure.  I didn't



        9         fully understand the question.



       10    BY MS. MATTES:



       11         Q.   Sure.  You provided a lot of explanation.



       12    I'm trying to just kind of figure out what your two



       13    motivations are for modifying the FOLFIRINOX



       14    regimen.



       15              So to me, it sounds like you're saying a



       16    POSA would have been motivated to modify the regimen



       17    based on, one, wanting to reduce toxicity in the



       18    form of reducing side effects; is that right?



       19         A.   Yes.



       20         Q.   Okay.  And then, two, they would have been



       21    motivated based on the properties of liposomal



       22    irinotecan that were known as of August 2015; is



       23    that right?



       24         A.   Well, that's -- yes, but that's if you



       25    wanted to substitute liposomal irinotecan.
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        1              There were other modifications one could,



        2    in theory, make.  I mean, if there was some



        3    promising new kinase inhibitor or monoclonal



        4    antibody that, you know, wouldn't substantially



        5    increase side effects, and particularly, if you



        6    reduce some of the other doses, you could do that.



        7              So, I mean, there were things -- I mean,



        8    one of my colleagues was developing a regimen where



        9    trying to add paclitaxel to the FOLFIRINOX regimen



       10    for use in gastric cancer but was reducing doses of



       11    the other drugs.



       12              So I think there's lots of -- it's kind of



       13    like cooking.  And that's why these are recipes --



       14    oncologists refer to them as "recipes" -- where you



       15    have your ingredients in your kitchen, and you have



       16    to decide, you know, what to do.  And if you're --



       17    if the ingredients are seasonings and you're cooking



       18    a stew or soup, and you've got to taste as you go



       19    along to make sure it doesn't get too salty or too



       20    spicy, and you adjust it, it's the same thing with



       21    these chemotherapy regimens.



       22              It's just one -- you know, sometimes in



       23    clinical -- routine clinical practice, oncologists



       24    just make these changes on their own.  And there's



       25    some examples of that in the literature, even, in
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        1    regard to the NALIRIFOX regimen -- or the FOLFIRINOX



        2    regimen, rather.



        3              And then sometimes oncologists do this in



        4    the context of rigorous clinical trials, and then



        5    it's written down and all tested prospectively.



        6         Q.   I kind of like this cooking -- this



        7    cooking analogy.  It helps put your opinions in



        8    perspective for me.



        9              One of the things you mentioned is, you



       10    know, as you're going through this, or as you're



       11    cooking, you would taste -- you would taste along



       12    the way, or you would add a spice or add a



       13    seasoning, and then you would kind of taste it to



       14    see how it goes.



       15              I guess, in your mind, how does that apply



       16    to this modification?  Does that mean -- sorry, go



       17    ahead.



       18              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       19              THE WITNESS:  Well, that's exactly what is



       20         done in the Phase 1 trials that we're -- of the



       21         combination.  Whether you're looking at the



       22         Bayever patent or you're looking at the '552



       23         patent, both of them write a protocol where



       24         you're tasting as you go along.



       25              And you go, well, we think we can get this
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        1         dose in, but it might make it too toxic.  Well,



        2         we want to put this new pepper I bought in, but



        3         it might make it too spicy.



        4              So it's the same thing.  It's just like



        5         cooking.  Can we add this?  Can we add this?



        6         Well, how much can we add?  Do we have to cut



        7         something else back if we want to add this?



        8              Now, I've got this great new smoked



        9         pepper, but, you know, I'm going to have to cut



       10         the Thai peppers down.



       11    BY MS. MATTES:



       12         Q.   And so when a person of skill in the art



       13    makes one modification, they would then test that



       14    modification to see how it -- how it works, correct,



       15    before making another modification?



       16         A.   Well, that's generally -- that's called a



       17    Phase 1 protocol.  Whether your -- you know, so



       18    particularly for Phase 1 combinations, if you're



       19    trying to determine a maximum dose, a maximum dose



       20    for any combination, there's actually an infinite



       21    number of possibilities, because if you turn up one



       22    drug, you can add more of a second drug or a third



       23    drug.



       24              So it's basically a cooking experiment as



       25    opposed to an experiment where you're trying to find
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        1    the maximally tolerated dose of a single drug.



        2    That's like a mountain-climbing expedition.  Where



        3    is the top of the mountain?



        4              So -- but these are -- they're both,



        5    they're both routine.  Neither one tries to find an



        6    optimal dose.  These clinical trials only define --



        7    try and define a maximum tolerated dose or set of



        8    doses.



        9              And as I said, with the combination, if



       10    you want to add liposomal irinotecan to oxaliplatin



       11    and 5-FU-leucovorin, and you say, well, I want the



       12    dose -- the combination to be the maximum -- a



       13    maximum dosage that people can tolerate but doesn't



       14    kill anybody, well, there's an infinite number of



       15    possibilities to do that.



       16         Q.   So if a person of ordinary skill in the



       17    art wanted to modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen by



       18    adding liposomal irinotecan -- or, excuse me,



       19    replacing irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan, is



       20    it your opinion, then, that there's a maximum number



       21    or an infinite number of possibilities as to what



       22    the dose --



       23         A.   Well, I'm --



       24         Q.   -- would be used?



       25              I guess I'm not sure what --
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        1              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        2              But go ahead.



        3              THE WITNESS:  I'm talking as a



        4         mathematician, not as a practical matter.



        5              As a practical matter, you know, you know



        6         you're going to be -- you're developing a



        7         regimen for physicians that -- you know, you're



        8         not going to be using doses of



        9         61.7325 milligrams.  So as a practical matter,



       10         you're going to use round numbers, you know.



       11              You're going to use a stepwise approach,



       12         and because that's -- you know, if you came up



       13         with some very precise, weird number, everybody



       14         would say, "Why are you doing that?  That just



       15         is going to confuse people."  I was speaking



       16         mathematically.



       17    BY MS. MATTES:



       18         Q.   Understood.  So from a practical



       19    perspective, if a person of skill in the art were to



       20    modify the FOLFIRINOX regimen by replacing



       21    irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan, what would be



       22    the next step?



       23              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       24    BY MS. MATTES:



       25         Q.   How would a --
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        1         A.   Well, it depends what they knew.  If



        2    you're asking me what was known in 2015, in



        3    August 2015, well, Bayever basically teaches you the



        4    doses of liposomal irinotecan you can give with 5-FU



        5    and leucovorin, okay.



        6              And, well, you could say, all right, how



        7    did we get to a regimen that includes -- and then --



        8    and let's just say we're trying to modify



        9    FOLFIRINOX, so you have to add your oxaliplatin to



       10    that.  So you would say, okay, when they created



       11    FOLFIRINOX, you know, they took the FOLFIRI regimen,



       12    and then they added oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per



       13    meter squared.  Well, we -- let's see if we can add



       14    85 milligrams per meter squared to Bayever.



       15              And when they found that there was too



       16    much toxicity, they said, okay, we can't do that.



       17    And that -- part of that is also because, you know,



       18    the dose of irinotecan is going to be variable, too.



       19              So you have to -- if you're -- you're



       20    changing your doses of liposomal irinotecan, you're



       21    changing your doses of oxaliplatin.  And so you



       22    write a protocol where you start conservatively, and



       23    you figure out, okay, where do we want to get to



       24    with the irinotecan, and how much oxaliplatin can we



       25    get in?
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        1         Q.   I may have missed -- I just want to make



        2    sure I understood something that you just said.



        3              You had said that when they -- when they



        4    created FOLFIRINOX, they took -- I'm sorry.



        5              When they created FOLFIRINOX, they started



        6    with, I guess, the FOLFIRI regimen, and they added



        7    oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per meter squared,



        8    correct --



        9         A.   Yes.  That is -- that it is --



       10         Q.   -- for that regimen?  Okay.



       11         A.   That is FOLFIRINOX.  It's FOLFIRI --



       12         Q.   Okay.



       13         A.   -- plus 85 per meter squared of



       14    oxaliplatin.



       15         Q.   I see.  And then you said, well, then



       16    let's see if we can add 85 millimeters [sic] per



       17    meter squared to Bayever, and then they found that



       18    there was too much -- too much toxicity.



       19              Do you recall saying that just now?



       20         A.   Yes.



       21         Q.   Okay.  I guess what -- where in the prior



       22    art had someone added 85 milligrams per meter



       23    squared of oxaliplatin to Bayever --



       24         A.   Well, that was --



       25         Q.   -- and found that there was too much --
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        1         A.   That was --



        2         Q.   -- and found that there was too much



        3    toxicity?



        4              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        5              THE WITNESS:  I'm reading from Example 3



        6         in the patent.  Okay.  It talks about the



        7         target dose of oxaliplatin, 60 to 85 milligrams



        8         per meter squared.



        9    BY MS. MATTES:



       10         Q.   Right.  But that's our '552 patent,



       11    correct?



       12         A.   Yes.  No, I didn't say in the prior art.



       13         Q.   So as of --



       14         A.   I wasn't referring to prior art.  You



       15    asked me -- you asked me how -- how one would do



       16    that.



       17         Q.   Right.  I see the confusion.  Apologies.



       18    I should have been more clear.



       19              I guess my question was in the context of



       20    as of August 2015, right, without knowledge of our



       21    claimed invention, right, so as of August 2015 --



       22    let me just go back to what my original question was



       23    so we can start over again.



       24              So I'll re-ask my question with that point



       25    of clarity.
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        1              So as of August 21st, 2015, from a



        2    practical perspective, if a POSA were to modify the



        3    FOLFIRINOX regimen by replacing irinotecan with



        4    liposomal irinotecan, what would be the next step



        5    that a POSA would take?



        6              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        7              THE WITNESS:  As I said, they could start



        8         with Bayever and then add oxaliplatin to it,



        9         hoping that they could get an 85 milligrams per



       10         meter squared, exactly what was done here in



       11         the -- in Example 3.



       12    BY MS. MATTES:



       13         Q.   And so if the results -- so when a POSA



       14    makes that modification, adds oxaliplatin to



       15    Bayever, they would have to test that combination in



       16    order to determine whether -- whether there were any



       17    toxicity issues, correct?



       18              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       19              THE WITNESS:  Sure.  That's the routine



       20         experimentation of any Phase 1 trial, and you



       21         decide what doses you want to start with, you



       22         know, and you know you could be more precise as



       23         far as how you do your irinotecan dosing.



       24              It's well-known that the toxicity of



       25         irinotecan is highly dependent on UGT1A1
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        1         genotype --



        2    BY MS. MATTES:



        3         Q.   Right.



        4         A.   -- so you might do your genotyping before



        5    you dose so you get, you know -- and so there's lots



        6    of ways you can do it exactly, but the general



        7    concept would be to take Bayever and hope you can



        8    add in 85 per meter squared of oxaliplatin.  And if



        9    you can't, you can't.  But, you know, you know that



       10    60 milligrams per meter squared is a commonly used



       11    dose, and that's fine, too.



       12              MR. SUH:  Excuse me, Counsel.  I'm sorry,



       13         Counsel.  We've been going for more than an



       14         hour since the last break.



       15              Is this a good time for a break?  Do you



       16         want to ask --



       17              MS. MATTES:  I would like to just maybe



       18         wrap up this line, maybe a couple more minutes.



       19         Is that okay with you?



       20              MR. SUH:  Sure.



       21              MS. MATTES:  Okay, great.



       22    BY MS. MATTES:



       23         Q.   Let me just go back to my question before



       24    so I can get back on track.



       25              And, Dr. Ratain, Bayever doesn't discuss
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        1    oxaliplatin, correct?



        2         A.   It's not claimed.  I can't remember



        3    whether it discusses it.  I'd have to look at the



        4    document to tell you whether it discussed.



        5         Q.   Okay.  Do you recall whether Bayever



        6    teaches a person of skill in the art to use



        7    liposomal irinotecan with oxaliplatin?



        8         A.   I'd be happy to look at that document and



        9    give you an answer to that question.



       10                        (Exhibit 1006 was marked for



       11                        identification.)



       12    BY MS. MATTES:



       13         Q.   Sure.  If you pull out Exhibit 1006.



       14         A.   Well, the simple -- using the broadest



       15    definition of "teach," the answer is yes.



       16         Q.   What do you mean, "using the broadest



       17    definition of 'teach'"?



       18         A.   If you look in the background, the third



       19    paragraph, it describes FOLFOX.  It describes



       20    FOLFIRINOX.



       21         Q.   Okay.



       22         A.   So it teaches a POSA about the use of



       23    oxaliplatin in the treatment of pancreatic cancer.



       24    It treats -- it teaches a POSA about the use of



       25    oxaliplatin in combination with irinotecan, and not

�                                                                  71







        1    that a POSA needed this teaching because Conroy was



        2    published in 2011.



        3              So it's all in there, and, you know, so it



        4    teaches that.



        5         Q.   Bayever does not expressly recite the use



        6    of a combination therapy using liposomal irinotecan



        7    with oxaliplatin, correct?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              THE WITNESS:  No, but it would -- it's



       10         obvious to do that if a POSA is aware of



       11         liposomal irinotecan.



       12    BY MS. MATTES:



       13         Q.   But Bayever expressly doesn't disclose



       14    that, correct?



       15         A.   Correct.



       16              MS. MATTES:  Okay.  I think we can take a



       17         break.  Thank you.



       18              THE WITNESS:  Thank you.



       19                        (Whereupon, a recess was taken



       20                        from 10:39 a.m. to 10:50 a.m.)



       21              MS. MATTES:  We can go back on the record.



       22    BY MS. MATTES:



       23         Q.   Dr. Ratain, before the break, we were in



       24    your expert declaration.



       25              Can you put that in front of you,
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        1    please --



        2         A.   It is.



        3         Q.   -- if you don't have it.



        4         A.   I have it.



        5         Q.   Great.  So we were around Paragraph 234.



        6    I'd like to talk to you about the proposed



        7    modifications to the FOLFIRINOX regimen that you



        8    suggest a POSA would make.



        9              Can you -- would you agree that there are



       10    four modifications that, in your opinion, a POSA



       11    would make to the FOLFIRINOX regimen in order to



       12    arrive at the claimed invention?



       13              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       14              THE WITNESS:  Well, you would substitute



       15         the liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan, and



       16         you'd also obviously have to identify the dose



       17         of the liposomal irinotecan.



       18              You would drop the 5-FU bolus, and, I



       19         mean, the lower oxaliplatin dose is actually



       20         part of the FOLFIRINOX regimen, but here in the



       21         claim, they're starting with it instead of



       22         waiting for the toxicity to develop, as Conroy



       23         did, which it pretty much always does,



       24         requiring dose reduction.



       25              So it's really dropping the 5-FU bolus
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        1         that others were already doing, being



        2         conservative on the oxaliplatin dose.  And then



        3         the biggest issue was substituting the



        4         liposomal irinotecan for irinotecan and



        5         figuring out, you know, what dose was an



        6         appropriate starting dose in the absence of any



        7         UGT1A1 genotype.



        8    BY MS. MATTES:



        9         Q.   Okay.  So I think, to summarize, one of



       10    the modifications would be to replace irinotecan



       11    with liposomal irinotecan, correct?



       12         A.   Yes.



       13         Q.   And then after that, you would have to



       14    figure out what dose of liposomal irinotecan you



       15    would use, correct?



       16         A.   Yes, for patients for whom you were not



       17    doing the genotyping, which is, you know, a pretty



       18    iffy proposition.



       19         Q.   Okay.  And then you would -- then the



       20    third modification would be to reduce oxaliplatin,



       21    correct?



       22         A.   Yes.



       23         Q.   And then the fourth modification would be



       24    to drop the 5-fluorouracil bolus, correct?



       25         A.   Correct.
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        1         Q.   In your opinion, is there a particular



        2    sequence within which a POSA would make these



        3    modifications?



        4         A.   Well, I think -- look, I think, you know,



        5    dropping the 5-FU bolus was pretty straightforward



        6    because people didn't think it really added anything



        7    to the efficacy.  It just added toxicity.  That was



        8    pretty straightforward.



        9              And I think reducing the oxaliplatin dose



       10    was pretty, pretty common, and people were doing



       11    that in clinical practice anyway.



       12              And so, as I said, the most challenging



       13    issue was plugging in the liposomal irinotecan in



       14    the context of no genotyping.



       15              And so that would be the most challenging.



       16    And a POSA would have expected that the right dose



       17    of irinotecan depended on UGT1A1 genotype, with the



       18    most profound effect being in UGT1A1 poor



       19    metabolizers, which is about 15 percent of the U.S.



       20    population.



       21              And so that was the biggest challenge.



       22    And if you're doing a Phase 1 trial and you don't do



       23    genotyping, obviously, each patient you treat,



       24    there's a 15 percent chance that they're a poor



       25    metabolizer, and you could run into a lot of
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        1    toxicity and not figure it out until later that it



        2    was because of the genotype.



        3         Q.   And so, then, I guess in your opinion, the



        4    sequence within which a POSA would make these



        5    modifications doesn't matter?



        6              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        7              THE WITNESS:  What do you mean?  I'm not



        8         sure what you mean, "it doesn't matter."



        9              I think you decide what you really care



       10         about.  You prioritize, and it depends what the



       11         POSA is trying to do.  If they're -- you know,



       12         if a POSA says, look, I'm a big believer in



       13         oxaliplatin, I don't want to cut the



       14         oxaliplatin dose, and we can drop the 5-FU



       15         bolus, no problem, and I want to -- you know, I



       16         want to use some irinotecan, but I'm not so



       17         concerned about getting the maximal dose in, I



       18         just want to be conservative, because, again,



       19         you know, it depends on what you're really



       20         trying to do.



       21              Are you trying to treat a patient?  Is the



       22         patient frail?



       23              So if you just simply say what might a



       24         POSA do in clinical practice is one set of



       25         questions.  What would a POSA do in developing
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        1         a regimen that's appropriate for FDA approval



        2         is a different set of questions.



        3    BY MS. MATTES:



        4         Q.   Okay.  And in your opinion, what is the



        5    POSA here looking to do?



        6         A.   Well, I think, legally, my understanding



        7    is you have to consider both sets of options.  It's



        8    clear in this case that the inventors were trying to



        9    develop a recipe that would be, you know, eventually



       10    suitable for FDA approval.  That was the goal of the



       11    inventors.



       12              But, you know, it's like somebody opens a



       13    restaurant and starts marketing their new stew,



       14    okay.  Their goal was to develop a new restaurant



       15    and have some, you know, stew that they could



       16    market.



       17         Q.   You had said that a POSA would be a big --



       18    that if a -- sorry.  Let me start over again.



       19              You had stated in your prior answer that



       20    if a POSA was a big believer in oxaliplatin, he or



       21    she may not want to cut the oxaliplatin dose.



       22              Why would a POSA be a big believer in



       23    oxaliplatin?



       24         A.   Why would somebody think that lots of



       25    things?  I mean, you know, if you asked me, why does
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        1    our Secretary of HHS think certain things, I



        2    couldn't really give you a good answer.



        3              So people think all kinds of things.



        4    Everybody has a right to an opinion.  And, you know,



        5    you might hear somebody say something crazy, like, I



        6    had a patient, I cut their oxaliplatin dose, and



        7    they didn't do well.  I mean, you know, you hear all



        8    kinds of crazy stuff from people.



        9         Q.   Right.  A POSA would be trying to balance



       10    reducing toxicity but making sure that the patient



       11    was still being efficaciously treated, correct?



       12         A.   The problem is none of these drugs were



       13    ever optimized, the dosages.  Nobody really knows



       14    what -- you know, whether more is better is the real



       15    issue.



       16              So the standard approach was to try and



       17    give the most you can because that was what



       18    everybody did.  And so, again, oxaliplatin was



       19    notorious for the neurotoxicity.



       20              So you've got two problems with



       21    oxaliplatin.  You've got both the fact it increases



       22    the short-term toxicity of the other drugs and



       23    increases the long-term, and, therefore, you know



       24    you're going to have to reduce it anyway, which is



       25    why most people would be happy to cut the
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        1    oxaliplatin and particularly if they wanted to make



        2    sure they got enough of the irinotecan in.



        3         Q.   If a POSA wanted to -- if a POSA wanted to



        4    maintain the oxaliplatin dose of FOLFIRINOX but



        5    wanted to switch out liposomal irinotecan with



        6    irinotecan, what would -- I guess, what would that



        7    POSA need to do to feel as though the amount of



        8    oxaliplatin they're giving their patient satisfies



        9    this need to still reduce toxicity?



       10              I don't know if --



       11              MR. SUH:  Objection.



       12    BY MS. MATTES:



       13         Q.   Let me try to -- yeah, let me rephrase



       14    that question.



       15              If the POSA's goal was to reduce toxicity,



       16    however, they wanted to maintain the same amount --



       17    they wanted to maximize the amount of oxaliplatin



       18    that their patient was receiving, how would that



       19    play into what they -- what decisions they made



       20    regarding liposomal irinotecan or the dosing of



       21    liposomal irinotecan?



       22              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       23              THE WITNESS:  They might have to give less



       24         of the liposomal irinotecan, okay.



       25              A POSA -- but a POSA would know you end up
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        1         having to cut the dose of the oxaliplatin



        2         anyway based on reading Conroy.  You know that,



        3         you know, patients are getting doses reduced



        4         right and left.



        5              You also know from the prior art that, you



        6         know, such as described in Marsh that



        7         practitioners are routinely cutting the dose in



        8         older, frail patients just because.  They know



        9         that the patients are at greater risk for side



       10         effects.



       11              So it's very common to cut the oxaliplatin



       12         dose.  But if, hypothetically --



       13         hypothetically, oxaliplatin were a brand name



       14         product -- and I guess it was at the time, but



       15         if, hypothetically, Sanofi were developing



       16         liposomal irinotecan, they might approach it



       17         differently than Merrimack developing liposomal



       18         irinotecan because Sanofi may not want to cut



       19         their oxaliplatin dose for commercial reasons.



       20              So it really depends on the context.



       21              But I think the POSA, the typical POSA



       22         would recognize you're going to need to cut the



       23         oxaliplatin dose anyway; let's just cut it now



       24         so we don't have to think about it.



       25
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        1    BY MS. MATTES:



        2         Q.   Wouldn't the POSA be concerned with the



        3    reduction of oxaliplatin impacting the efficacy of



        4    the regimen on the patient?  Wouldn't they want to



        5    also maximize efficacy?



        6              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        7              THE WITNESS:  It depends.  If the POSA is



        8         planning to compare the regimen to FOLFIRINOX



        9         and wanted an apples-to-apples comparison, they



       10         might.



       11              If they're not planning to compare it to



       12         FOLFIRINOX, they go, well, what do we care?



       13         We're not going to compare it to FOLFIRINOX



       14         anyway.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   Does Conroy teach reducing oxaliplatin in



       17    all patients?



       18         A.   A huge percentage of patients, not all.



       19         Q.   It teaches reducing the dose of



       20    oxaliplatin in patients who are experiencing certain



       21    toxicities, right?



       22         A.   Well, what it teaches you is that you're



       23    going to need to reduce the dose of oxaliplatin in



       24    most patients.  So that's what it teaches you.



       25              So you can -- you know, if you're on the
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        1    highway and you're following too closely to a car,



        2    you know you probably should slow down because you



        3    don't want to get into a crash.  You don't need to



        4    wait for the crash to say, "I should have slowed



        5    down."



        6              So it's really anticipating the problem



        7    and preventing it by cutting the dose.  That's what



        8    Conroy teaches.  It teaches a POSA who understands



        9    that the oxaliplatin dose isn't critical.



       10         Q.   And so Conroy teaches reducing the



       11    starting dose of oxaliplatin in patients once they



       12    experience a certain toxicity, right?



       13         A.   Conroy teaches, explicitly teaches



       14    reducing the dose after toxicity, implicitly teaches



       15    reducing the dose before toxicity.



       16         Q.   Where does -- how does Conroy implicitly



       17    teach that?



       18         A.   By telling you the percentage of people



       19    that had dose reductions, the dose intensity, those



       20    kinds of data; telling you that the population they



       21    studied, which is a very constrained population, so



       22    that if you want to study a less fit population, a



       23    POSA would understand you need to reduce the doses.



       24         Q.   So you're referencing the fact that the



       25    dose intensity for oxaliplatin in Conroy was not
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        1    100 percent, correct?



        2         A.   It wasn't anywhere close to 100 percent,



        3    yeah.



        4         Q.   It was 78 percent; is that right?



        5         A.   I'd have to look at it to answer that



        6    question.  I can say that sounds about right.



        7                        (Exhibit 1003 was marked for



        8                        identification.)



        9    BY MS. MATTES:



       10         Q.   I believe Conroy is Exhibit 1003, if you



       11    want to take that out.



       12         A.   Yes.  So in answer to your question, so it



       13    was -- the oxaliplatin median relative dose



       14    intensity was 78 percent.  That's median.  That



       15    means half the patients had a dose intensity of less



       16    than 78 percent.  And each dose, when you reduce the



       17    dose of oxaliplatin, according to protocol, that's a



       18    30 percent dose reduction.



       19              And so if you've got -- if you were to get



       20    half your doses at the reduced dose, you would have



       21    an 85 percent dose intensity.



       22              So it's basically telling you less than



       23    half the doses administered were a full dose.



       24         Q.   The 78 percent dose, median dose intensity



       25    represents the dose intensity across all cycles of
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        1    the treatment, correct?



        2         A.   Right.



        3         Q.   Right.  It's not just the first?  It's not



        4    for the first cycle of the treatment, correct?



        5         A.   No.  The first cycle, this highly selected



        6    group of patients, okay, who were younger than 76



        7    and had a performance status zero of one, no cardiac



        8    ischemia, and nearly normal bilirubin levels were



        9    not reduced the first cycle.  But more than half of



       10    their cycles, they were dose-reduced.



       11         Q.   So for the first starting cycle, all the



       12    patients reported in the trial that Conroy reports



       13    on were dosed with 85 milligrams per meter squared



       14    of oxaliplatin, correct?



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   And that's per the Conroy protocol, right?



       17         A.   That is per the Conroy protocol, yes, for



       18    that set of patients.



       19         Q.   Right.  And so then after that first cycle



       20    of treatment, there was a proportion of patients who



       21    received a reduced dose of oxaliplatin for various



       22    reasons, correct?



       23         A.   Yes.  All we know is that more than half



       24    of the cycles were administered at a dose of



       25    60 milligrams per meter squared or less.

�                                                                  84







        1         Q.   Right.  And you also know that some



        2    patients received the full dose of 85 milligrams per



        3    meter squared as well in subsequent cycles after the



        4    first cycle, correct?



        5         A.   Well, we don't know that.  We actually



        6    don't know that.  It's never -- I don't think it's



        7    explicitly stated in the prior art that any patient,



        8    you know, didn't -- were not dose-reduced.



        9         Q.   Okay.  So the 78 percent doesn't tell you



       10    exactly the number of patients that were



       11    dose-reduced, correct?



       12         A.   It does not.



       13         Q.   Okay.



       14         A.   It only teaches you that dose reduction is



       15    likely.  And Conroy also teaches you if you want to



       16    administer FOLFIRINOX to a group of patients, a



       17    broader group of patients than those described here,



       18    that you have -- that you can't rely on the doses



       19    here, basically.  So --



       20         Q.   Where does it say that?



       21         A.   The last paragraph of the paper.  It



       22    implies that.  That's what a POSA --



       23         Q.   That's on Page --



       24         A.   Yeah, Page 1824, a POSA would understand



       25    from the last paragraph that the FOLFIRINOX regimen
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        1    is only an option for the patients that are



        2    described in that paragraph.



        3         Q.   And when it uses the term "FOLFIRINOX"



        4    here, it's referring to the regimen that includes



        5    the 85 milligram per meter squared oxaliplatin dose,



        6    correct?



        7         A.   Yes.



        8         Q.   Okay.  When papers refer to the FOLFIRINOX



        9    regimen, a POSA would understand that the paper is



       10    referring to the regimen that includes the



       11    85 milligrams per meter squared oxaliplatin starting



       12    dose, right?



       13         A.   Yes.



       14              MR. SUH:  Objection.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   Okay.  If the motivation for a POSA was to



       17    reduce toxicity, and if replacing the irinotecan



       18    with liposomal irinotecan achieved, achieved that



       19    goal --



       20              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       21    BY MS. MATTES:



       22         Q.   -- would a POSA -- would a POSA still make



       23    further modifications?



       24         A.   All right.  So what's the hypothetical



       25    you're asking me?
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        1         Q.   If a POSA, if their goal was to reduce



        2    toxicity of FOLFIRINOX, and the replacement of



        3    irinotecan with liposomal irinotecan achieved that



        4    goal, would there be a motivation to make any



        5    further modifications to the regimen?



        6              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        7              THE WITNESS:  It depends what group of



        8         patients you wanted to treat.



        9    BY MS. MATTES:



       10         Q.   How so?



       11         A.   Well, if you want to treat a broader group



       12    of patients than was treated in Conroy, yes, you



       13    would have to make sure it was significantly safer,



       14    and you'd have to make sure that it was safe in a



       15    wider range of patients.



       16              So it would -- it would depend.



       17              So, yes, a POSA would want to know what



       18    the options were, and, you know, again, you know,



       19    what's a good regimen for somebody, you know, who is



       20    older, who has a performance status of 2, for



       21    example, or maybe has a biliary stent in.



       22              These are all questions that arose or that



       23    would arise based on reading Conroy because you



       24    don't know.



       25         Q.   So you don't know until you make the
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        1    modification whether -- a POSA would -- let me start



        2    over.



        3              A POSA would not know until they make the



        4    modification whether or not they would be able to



        5    achieve their goal, correct?



        6         A.   Well, and, again, the goal, what's the



        7    goal?  If the goal is to make it -- to make it less



        8    toxic, well, you can always make it less toxic by



        9    reducing a dose.  That's easy.



       10              So it depends what the goal is.  If you



       11    really want to say what's the optimal regimen, the



       12    truly optimal regimen, you have to do what's never



       13    been done, which is a randomized, dose-ranging trial



       14    in patients, you know, in a consistent group of



       15    people, and control for UGT1A1 genotype and ask the



       16    question, "What's the best dose?"  And that's not a



       17    simple experiment to do.



       18              So at the end of the day, you can do what



       19    was, you know, sort of this routine experimentation



       20    where you, like cooking, you can add a little of



       21    this and add a little of this and subtract a little



       22    of this, and that's what was -- that's pretty much



       23    oncology clinical trials.



       24         Q.   And a POSA wouldn't know what the result



       25    of that experimentation would be unless they
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        1    experimented in the first place, correct?



        2         A.   It depends if they were trying to find an



        3    optimal regimen or a regimen that was simply



        4    effective, okay.



        5              If they wanted to find a regimen that was



        6    simply effective, it's pretty, pretty simple because



        7    you know that 5-FU-leucovorin are effective,



        8    5-FU-leucovorin plus oxaliplatin are effective.  You



        9    don't even need any liposomal irinotecan if you just



       10    want an effective regimen.



       11              If you want a regimen that's suitable for



       12    FDA approval, you have to beat something.  You have



       13    to show superiority generally in a randomized



       14    clinical trial, and, therefore, you're trying to set



       15    a higher bar for yourself.  You don't want to fail



       16    in your clinical trial, so you're going to push it a



       17    little further to try and find, you know, the best



       18    regimen you can within financial constraints.



       19         Q.   Okay.  So would a POSA have had any



       20    understanding as to whether replacing 180 milligrams



       21    per meter squared of irinotecan with 60 milligrams



       22    meter squared of liposomal irinotecan would have



       23    achieved the goal of reducing toxicity as of



       24    August 2015?



       25              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.
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        1              THE WITNESS:  They would have to do the



        2         simple experiment of administering that.



        3    BY MS. MATTES:



        4         Q.   So they would have to test it, correct?



        5         A.   Yes.  That's the only way you can know



        6    with certainty.  I mean, you could cut the -- you



        7    know, there's two ways of doing this.



        8              One, you start with zero or some low dose



        9    and work your way up, and the other way is you start



       10    at a dose that might work and work your way down.



       11              They're both, both reasonable approaches



       12    that a POSA would use.



       13         Q.   If a POSA first modified the FOLFIRINOX



       14    regimen by lowering the dose of oxaliplatin and that



       15    achieved the goal of reducing toxicity, would there



       16    be a reason for a POSA to further modify that



       17    regimen?



       18              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       19              THE WITNESS:  Again, it depends on the



       20         goal.  You keep -- we keep talking about the



       21         goal.



       22              The goal of the claims is to treat



       23         pancreatic cancer.  It's not to get FDA



       24         approval.  If all you want to do is treat



       25         pancreatic cancer, it's easy.
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        1              If you're trying to get FDA approval,



        2         which is -- and so that's really what it comes



        3         down to is, are you asking me what a POSA would



        4         do if they were working for a company or, you



        5         know, contracted to a company to help the



        6         company get FDA approval.  Or are you asking me



        7         what a POSA would do if all they want to do is



        8         treat pancreatic cancer but use -- use



        9         liposomal irinotecan instead of irinotecan.  I



       10         mean, or if they just want to develop a, you



       11         know, less toxic FOLFIRINOX regimen and still



       12         treat pancreatic cancer.



       13              So I'm a little bit confused by your



       14         question.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   I guess I'm trying to figure out where



       17    you're coming from.



       18              So in your opinion, what is a POSA trying



       19    to do here?



       20              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       21              THE WITNESS:  It depends what the POSA's



       22         goal is.  If the goal -- the claimed method is



       23         not a method to treat pancreatic cancer with an



       24         FDA-approved drug, okay.



       25              It's not a method to treat pancreatic
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        1         cancer and to get Onivyde approved by FDA.



        2         It's a method to simply treat pancreatic



        3         cancer, okay.



        4              And so that's really very easy.  One can



        5         easily treat pancreatic cancer, and it's pretty



        6         straightforward to say, well, we will cut the



        7         oxaliplatin dose because we know that that has



        8         to be cut anyway in many patients.  We will



        9         drop the 5-FU bolus because that was a common



       10         modification, and we will give a dose of



       11         liposomal irinotecan that the prior art teaches



       12         is effective, and that's it.  And as long as it



       13         doesn't kill people, it's an effective



       14         treatment for pancreatic cancer.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   When you say "effective," what do you



       17    mean?  In your opinion, what does it mean to be



       18    effective in treating pancreatic cancer?



       19              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       20              THE WITNESS:  It means to treat one or



       21         more symptoms of the disease and/or to reduce



       22         the size of the tumor or reduce the rate of



       23         growth of the tumor.



       24    BY MS. MATTES:



       25         Q.   And that's something that's easy to do?
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        1              MR. SUH:  Objection.



        2              THE WITNESS:  It's easy to do with drugs



        3         that are known to be active in patients who



        4         have not had any prior chemotherapy, yes.



        5    BY MS. MATTES:



        6         Q.   Do you consider prolonging life or life



        7    expect -- excuse me.



        8              Do you consider prolonging life expectancy



        9    to also be part of an effective pancreatic cancer



       10    treatment?



       11         A.   Well, sure.  But that's -- I've never seen



       12    that achieved without one of the other things I



       13    mentioned.



       14         Q.   If a POSA's goal was to achieve a



       15    treatment that provides more than a de minimis



       16    benefit, and lowering the dose of oxaliplatin in



       17    FOLFIRINOX achieved that goal, would there be a



       18    further reason to modify the regimen?



       19              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       20              THE WITNESS:  There are -- there are many



       21         reasons to modify a regimen because you



       22         would -- you would -- you know, if you just



       23         want a treatment, then, you know, FOLFIRINOX is



       24         a safe and effective treatment for pancreatic



       25         cancer.
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        1              The goal -- you know, a POSA is always



        2         motivated to modify a safe and effective



        3         treatment to make it better because it's not as



        4         safe as it could be and it's not as effective



        5         as it could be.



        6              So we've gone through this from the



        7         beginning.  You can always improve something



        8         even better, okay.  We have planes that can fly



        9         us across oceans.  Why would anybody be making



       10         supersonic aircraft now?  Because it can be



       11         better, spend less time in the air.



       12              So there's always a reason to make things



       13         better, and there's always concern about trying



       14         to make things better.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   Let's go to -- sorry.  I guess one more



       17    question before we switch gears.



       18              So then it's your opinion that a POSA



       19    would continue to modify treatment regimens even if



       20    they achieved their goal?



       21              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       22              THE WITNESS:  The goal has not been



       23         achieved yet today.  We don't have a curative



       24         regimen for metastatic pancreatic cancer, and



       25         people continue to develop new regimens for
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        1         metastatic pancreatic cancer.



        2    BY MS. MATTES:



        3         Q.   If the goal were to achieve a treatment



        4    that provides more than a de minimis benefit, it's



        5    your opinion that a POSA would continue to modify



        6    treatment even if that goal was achieved?



        7         A.   Yes.



        8         Q.   All right.  Let's go to Paragraph 244 of



        9    your report.  Let me know when you're there.



       10         A.   I'm here.  I'm sorry.



       11                        (Exhibit 1005 was marked for



       12                        identification.)



       13    BY MS. MATTES:



       14         Q.   Okay.  I think you should probably also



       15    have Exhibit 1005 in hand, which is the Mahaseth



       16    reference, in case needed.  You may have pulled that



       17    already previously.



       18         A.   No, I've got it.



       19         Q.   Okay.  All right, great.



       20              And so here you talk about the



       21    modification of removing the 5-fluorouracil dose,



       22    correct?



       23         A.   The bolus.



       24         Q.   Excuse me, correct.  So here you're



       25    discussing the removal of the 5-fluorouracil bolus
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        1    dose, correct?



        2         A.   Yes.



        3         Q.   And you state that a POSA would have known



        4    to make that modification in order to improve the



        5    toxicity profile, correct?



        6         A.   It was one known -- one known



        7    modification.



        8         Q.   And you rely on Mahaseth as teaching that



        9    modification, right?



       10         A.   As well as papers that -- other



       11    publications that have cited this paper.



       12         Q.   Okay.  Fair enough.



       13              If you take the Mahaseth paper and have



       14    that in front of you as well.



       15              The modified FOLFIRINOX regimen that



       16    Mahaseth teaches includes a starting dose of



       17    oxaliplatin at 85 milligrams per meter squared,



       18    correct?



       19         A.   That's what they said.



       20         Q.   The -- is the only modification Mahaseth



       21    made to the FOLFIRINOX regimen the removal of the



       22    5-fluorouracil bolus dose?



       23         A.   Yeah, I don't know whether the patients



       24    they treated here might have been somewhat different



       25    in some way.  There's some earlier-stage patients,
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        1    for example, Stage 2 and 3 patients, that would not



        2    have been treated in Conroy.



        3              So this was also a retrospective analysis.



        4    So what -- basically, this reports on an experience



        5    at Emory University where the group there just made



        6    the modification before they approved anything.



        7    They just said, we're going to get rid of the 5-FU



        8    bolus.  And then, later, it was decided, well, we



        9    should pull all these patients that we did this in



       10    and report how they did.



       11              But the POSA did this outside of a



       12    clinical trial because they thought it was medically



       13    appropriate, and so they just did --



       14         Q.   And that's why you --



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   I didn't mean to cut you off, if you're



       17    not finished with your answer.



       18         A.   Well, I said they just did it.  Starting



       19    in, looks like, June 2010, they just started doing



       20    it.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And what they started to do was



       22    remove the 5-fluorouracil bolus dose, correct?



       23         A.   That's what they said, yes.



       24         Q.   Right.  And if you go to Page -- it's 2 of



       25    the exhibit but of the article it's 1312 -- I don't
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        1    know which numbering you prefer -- where it says



        2    "Chemotherapy," right under there, it explains the



        3    regimen, the modified FOLFIRINOX regimen that



        4    Mahaseth used as part of their retrospective study,



        5    correct?



        6         A.   Well, it's not the regimen they used.



        7    It's the regimen that was -- it was patients who



        8    received this regimen were included in this report.



        9         Q.   And the regimen included oxaliplatin at



       10    85 milligrams per meter squared, correct?



       11         A.   Well, for at least one -- you know, the



       12    population reported here is 60 patients who received



       13    at least one dose of modified FOLFIRINOX.  That's



       14    what they say, as I said, includes Stage 2 and 3



       15    patients as well as Stage 4 patients.



       16         Q.   And are you reading that under "Patient



       17    Characteristics," where it said -- where it says,



       18    "60 consecutive patients with PC were treated with



       19    at least one dose of modified FOLFIRINOX"?



       20         A.   Yes.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And when it says here "modified



       22    FOLFIRINOX," it's referring to the regimen described



       23    under the Chemotherapy section that we were just



       24    looking at, correct?



       25         A.   Yes.
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        1         Q.   Right.  And that's the regimen with



        2    85 milligrams per meter squared of oxaliplatin,



        3    right?



        4         A.   That's correct.



        5         Q.   Great.  And the modification that was made



        6    to the FOLFIRINOX regimen was that the patients here



        7    did not receive the bolus 5-fluorouracil, correct?



        8         A.   That's right.  You know, I just want to



        9    check one thing in Conroy.



       10              So in contrast to Conroy, they've made one



       11    other change here.  They also administered



       12    pegfilgrastim to all patients in Mahaseth.



       13         Q.   What is -- I'm not going to even try to



       14    pronounce the word.  What is pegfilgrastim?



       15         A.   Its brand name is Neulasta,



       16    N-e-u-l-a-s-t-a.  You might have heard of that.



       17    It's a PEGylated form of filgrastim granulocyte



       18    colony-stimulating factor.  And they did this



       19    because they were still concerned about low blood



       20    counts, neutropenia.  And so they did this



       21    preemptively as well.



       22              So this was not done in Conroy.  Conroy



       23    makes a point of explicitly saying they didn't do



       24    that.



       25         Q.   So in addition to removing the
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        1    5-fluorouracil bolus dose, Mahaseth added another



        2    component called -- let me find the name so I don't



        3    mispronounce it -- pegfilgrastim, correct?



        4         A.   Yes.



        5         Q.   Okay.



        6              MR. SUH:  Counsel, is this a good time for



        7         another break?  We've gone for another hour.



        8              MS. MATTES:  If you don't mind, let me



        9         just finish my questions with Mahaseth, and



       10         then we can take a break --



       11              MR. SUH:  Sure.



       12              MS. MATTES:  -- if that works.



       13              Thank you.



       14    BY MS. MATTES:



       15         Q.   You state in Paragraph 244 of your expert



       16    declaration that the Mahaseth modified regimen was



       17    well-tolerated and had an improved safety profile of



       18    the original FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?



       19         A.   Yes.



       20         Q.   And that was with respect to neutropenia,



       21    fatigue, and vomiting; is that right?



       22         A.   Correct.



       23         Q.   And you stated that the Mahaseth modified



       24    FOLFIRINOX regimen also maintained the FOLFIRINOX's



       25    overall efficacy, right?
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        1         A.   Well, the modified regimen is an effective



        2    regimen, that's for sure.  You can't say that it's



        3    the same, better, or worse than FOLFIRINOX because



        4    the patients are different, it was retrospective,



        5    and you just can't draw that conclusion.  All you



        6    can say, it's effective treatment.



        7         Q.   The Mahaseth modified FOLFIRINOX regimen



        8    was an effective treatment for pancreatic cancer?



        9         A.   Yes.



       10         Q.   And so it would be your opinion that the



       11    Mahaseth modified FOLFIRINOX regimen achieved its



       12    goal of improving the toxicity profile of the



       13    FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?



       14         A.   That's what the -- that's what the paper



       15    teaches, and, you know, you can't draw definitive



       16    conclusions, but it's certainly an effective



       17    treatment.



       18         Q.   And it would be a safe treatment, too,



       19    correct?



       20         A.   I'm sorry?



       21         Q.   And it would be a well-tolerated or safe



       22    treatment as well, correct?



       23         A.   Yes.  Yes, it was, you know, safer than



       24    the treatment administered in Conroy.



       25              MS. MATTES:  Okay.  I think we can take
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        1         our break now.



        2              MR. SUH:  Thank you.



        3                        (Whereupon, a recess was taken



        4                        from 11:41 a.m. to 11:53 a.m.)



        5              MS. MATTES:  Okay.  We're back on the



        6         record.



        7    BY MS. MATTES:



        8         Q.   Welcome back, Dr. Ratain.



        9              I'd like you to turn to Paragraph 242 of



       10    your expert report.  I just have a couple of



       11    questions.



       12              In this paragraph, you state -- it's



       13    towards the bottom of the page, "A POSA would have



       14    been motivated to select a dose that had already



       15    been used or tested."



       16              And then one of the citations in the



       17    parenthetical says, "See also Section VIII.H, also



       18    disclosing a 60-milligram per meter squared dose of



       19    oxaliplatin."



       20              Do you see that?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   So Section VIII.H, if you look at your



       23    Table of Contents, refers to a publication you



       24    entitled Masi.



       25              Do you see that?
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        1         A.   Yes.



        2                        (Exhibit 1012 was marked for



        3                        identification.)



        4    BY MS. MATTES:



        5         Q.   Okay.  And then if your attorneys don't



        6    mind passing you Exhibit 1012, which I believe



        7    should be the Masi publication.



        8              Let me know when you have Masi in front of



        9    you.



       10         A.   I have Masi, but then I want to read



       11    VIII.H.  Oh, I see the problem.



       12              Let me just refresh.



       13              Yeah, obviously, this is the wrong



       14    reference for that statement.



       15         Q.   Okay.  I just wanted to make sure I wasn't



       16    missing something in Masi because I didn't see you



       17    discuss anywhere in your report that Masi taught a



       18    dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared of



       19    oxaliplatin.



       20         A.   No, you are correct.



       21         Q.   Okay.



       22         A.   There are other references that do, but



       23    not that.



       24         Q.   It's not your -- right.



       25              So it's not your opinion that Masi teaches
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        1    a dose of 60 milligrams per meter squared of



        2    oxaliplatin, correct?



        3         A.   Correct.



        4         Q.   Okay.  In the next sentence, you reference



        5    Cantore.



        6              Do you see that?



        7         A.   Yes.



        8         Q.   So you state, "A POSA would have



        9    understood that other art, like Cantore, showed or



       10    suggested that these lower dose regimens, including



       11    a 60-milligram per meter squared dose of oxaliplatin



       12    along with 60 milligrams per meter squared



       13    irinotecan, were found to be safe and effective in



       14    metastatic pancreatic cancer patients," right?



       15         A.   Yes.



       16         Q.   And I believe Cantore is Exhibit 1009.



       17    I'm not sure if you have that in front of you from



       18    before.



       19         A.   If we pulled it up before, it's still in



       20    front of me.



       21              Here it is.



       22         Q.   Okay, perfect.  Cantore was published



       23    prior to the development of the FOLFIRINOX regimen,



       24    correct?



       25         A.   Yes.
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        1         Q.   And Cantore concluded that future studies



        2    should try higher doses of irinotecan and



        3    oxaliplatin for patients with advanced pancreatic



        4    cancer, correct?



        5              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        6              THE WITNESS:  I'm not sure if it says



        7         that.



        8    BY MS. MATTES:



        9         Q.   If you go to the last page, the very last



       10    sentence, it states, "Future studies should try



       11    higher doses of irinotecan and oxaliplatin in such



       12    patients."



       13              Correct?



       14         A.   That's a hypothesis.  But the point is



       15    this regimen is effective, and if you're trying



       16    to -- you know, that's one possible modification,



       17    and that modification was used by Conroy.  But



       18    there's no question that a POSA would understand



       19    from Cantore that a dose of 60 milligrams per meter



       20    squared is effective.



       21              So if the simple goal is let's come up



       22    with an effective regimen, it can be part of an



       23    effective regimen.  It doesn't mean that it's the



       24    optimal dose because we don't know what the optimal



       25    dose is of any of these regimens.
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        1         Q.   After conducting this study, Cantore



        2    stated that they should try higher doses of



        3    irinotecan and oxaliplatin, though, correct?



        4              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        5              THE WITNESS:  Let me make it -- you know,



        6         it would be obvious to try a higher dose of



        7         irinotecan and oxaliplatin based on simply this



        8         reference that, you know, just a suggestion



        9         that -- you know, Cantore also notes in the



       10         discussion on page -- on the preceding page,



       11         first full paragraph, right-hand column, the



       12         last two sentences, they say, "In light of the



       13         excellent tolerability of this regimen, dosages



       14         could possibly be increased in future studies



       15         in an effort to boost response."



       16              But then they add about experience in



       17         colorectal cancer with oxaliplatin 85-milligram



       18         per meter squared and irinotecan 80 per meter



       19         squared, and often G-CFS support, 31 percent of



       20         patients required dose reductions because of



       21         toxicity.



       22              So they're basically saying a higher dose



       23         might be better, but the higher dose is



       24         probably going to require dose reduction in



       25         many, if not most patients.
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        1    BY MS. MATTES:



        2         Q.   What type of study is the Cantore



        3    reference?



        4         A.   I'm sorry.  What do you mean by "what type



        5    of study"?



        6         Q.   Is this -- I guess is this a Phase 2 trial



        7    or a Phase 1 trial?  What kind of trial is this?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              THE WITNESS:  I would describe this as a



       10         Phase 2 trial.



       11    BY MS. MATTES:



       12         Q.   Is this a single-arm trial or a two-arm



       13    trial?



       14         A.   It's a single-arm trial.



       15         Q.   And does it have a control group?



       16         A.   The only control group would be historical



       17    controls.



       18         Q.   In your opinion, would this type of trial



       19    provide a POSA with a strong inference that the



       20    combination of 60 milligrams per meter squared of



       21    oxaliplatin and 60 milligrams per meter squared of



       22    irinotecan would be a safe and effective treatment?



       23              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       24              THE WITNESS:  It is a safe and effective



       25         treatment.  It doesn't provide any -- a POSA
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        1         with any understanding that this is the best



        2         treatment or that this would be, you know,



        3         amenable to a -- it would succeed in a Phase 3



        4         trial or could garner FDA approval.  But



        5         there's no question it's a safe and effective



        6         treatment.



        7    BY MS. MATTES:



        8         Q.   I see what you're saying.



        9              So it would not -- it would not provide a



       10    POSA with an understanding as to whether or not this



       11    regimen would succeed in a Phase 3 trial, correct?



       12         A.   That's correct.



       13         Q.   Okay.  You can put that to the side.



       14              Okay.  So let's go back to Paragraph 235



       15    of your expert report where you're discussing the



       16    modification of replacing irinotecan with liposomal



       17    irinotecan, and let me know when you're there.



       18         A.   I'm here.  Do you want me to read the



       19    paragraph, or do you want to ask me a question?



       20         Q.   No, I have questions.



       21              Is it your opinion that a POSA would have



       22    been motivated to replace irinotecan with liposomal



       23    irinotecan because of liposomal irinotecan's



       24    potential superior -- superiority over irinotecan?



       25         A.   Well, I think that was one potential
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        1    approach to trying to improve the efficacy of



        2    Conroy.



        3         Q.   Is it your opinion that as of August 2015,



        4    a person of skill in the art would have known that



        5    liposomal irinotecan was superior to irinotecan?



        6         A.   Well, the prior art disclosed evidence



        7    that -- teaching that it was.  Now, "know" is a --



        8    I'm not sure what you mean by "know."  They would



        9    have understood that there's prior art that teaches



       10    that.



       11              Would they be certain that that -- that



       12    there's -- that those prior art statements are



       13    truthful?  Well, no.  But that doesn't mean that the



       14    prior art didn't teach that.



       15         Q.   So a POSA, as of August 2015, would have



       16    had an understanding that liposomal irinotecan could



       17    have been superior to irinotecan; is that right?



       18         A.   They would see the evidence that would



       19    suggest that it is better but knowing that at the



       20    end of the day you won't know until you do the



       21    comparative clinical trials, which, as I testified



       22    to earlier, have not yet been done, showing, indeed,



       23    that it is superior to irinotecan.



       24         Q.   Okay.  And when you -- you used the word



       25    "superiority" in your declaration.
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        1              And when you use that word with respect to



        2    liposomal irinotecan, you're referencing the



        3    purported superiority of the compound itself and



        4    not -- and not in combination with other agents,



        5    correct?



        6         A.   I'd have to take a look at the Bayever --



        7    not the '552, but the other patent, because there's



        8    a lot that's taught and disclosed in that patent



        9    that I believe talks about the combination with 5-FU



       10    and leucovorin.



       11         Q.   Okay.  I guess maybe the easier question



       12    would be, when you talk about the superiority of



       13    liposomal irinotecan, what exactly are you referring



       14    to?



       15         A.   I'm referring to the preclinical



       16    pharmacology that suggests that liposomal irinotecan



       17    is both more effective and safer than irinotecan.



       18         Q.   And when you talk about the preclinical



       19    pharmacology, which reference are you relying on?



       20    Bayever?



       21         A.   Primarily Bayever.  I can't remember



       22    whether there may be some statements to that effect



       23    in some of the other, you know, such as Saif or in



       24    Ko as to what they said, but primarily Bayever.



       25         Q.   And Bayever is Exhibit 1006, if you want
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        1    to take that out.



        2              And then can you direct me to which



        3    studies or what portions of Bayever you're relying



        4    on for your opinion that a POSA would -- a POSA may



        5    consider liposomal irinotecan to be superior to



        6    irinotecan?



        7         A.   Well, Figure 1 is pretty compelling.  It



        8    shows a pancreatic tumor model in which irinotecan



        9    was ineffective and liposomal irinotecan was



       10    effective.



       11              Figure 2 shows greater accumulation of the



       12    active metabolite in tumors with the liposomal drug.



       13              Those are the two data points that really



       14    speak to the potential for great efficacy.



       15         Q.   Okay.  And as you said before, those are



       16    both preclinical studies, correct?



       17         A.   Those are preclinical studies, yes.



       18         Q.   And are these tumor models in animals?  In



       19    mice?



       20         A.   Yes.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And so one of the possible superior



       22    properties is improved efficacy.



       23              Is there anything else that you're taking



       24    into account besides that for your conclusion that



       25    it could be superior?
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        1         A.   This I'm looking at.  I thought there were



        2    some statements also about safety somewhere in here.



        3              I don't see any discussion, any explicit



        4    discussion of safety in Bayever suggesting that it's



        5    safer, you know.  There's data in here but no



        6    explicit statement that they feel it's safer, just



        7    more effective.



        8         Q.   Okay.  If you'd go to Page 20 of Bayever,



        9    which in the exhibit numbering it's Page 21 of 66,



       10    just so that we're on the same page.



       11         A.   So 20 of the exhibit, you said?



       12         Q.   Yes.  It's really Example 5.  I just don't



       13    want to confuse the numbering.



       14         A.   Okay.  All right.  All right.  I'm in --



       15         Q.   Right.  The document says Page 20, but the



       16    stamp at the bottom says 21 of 66, so it's



       17    Example 5.



       18         A.   Okay.



       19         Q.   Example 5 is a Phase 1 clinical study,



       20    correct?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   And so is Example 6?



       23         A.   Yes.



       24         Q.   Okay.  And then Example 7 is a -- is a



       25    protocol for a planned Phase 3 trial, correct?
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        1         A.   Yes.



        2         Q.   Okay.  So Bayever doesn't include any



        3    Phase 2 trial results, right?



        4         A.   No.  Their Phase 1, in combination with



        5    FU-leucovorin, was kind of a Phase 1-Phase 2 study.



        6    I don't know what you would call it.  I mean, I'd



        7    have to look at the protocol.



        8              They note that there were 5 subjects with



        9    pancreatic cancer out of the 16.  They note that



       10    there was a gastric cancer with a response and a



       11    breast cancer with a response.



       12              So it's really a pretty broad group of



       13    patients.



       14         Q.   Would a POSA, based on the Phase 1 trial



       15    results, be able to make an inference about the



       16    safety or efficacy of liposomal irinotecan?



       17         A.   Well, they would know it's a safe and



       18    effective treatment, sure.  They wouldn't know that



       19    it's going to get them FDA approval.  It depends



       20    what the control arm is.



       21         Q.   How would they know that it would be a



       22    safe treatment?



       23         A.   It is safe.  It's safe.  This describes



       24    the safety.  In absolute sense, it's safe.



       25              Is it the safest possible treatment?  No.
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        1    Is it the best possible treatment?  No.  But that's



        2    not the objective of, you know, of the claims.  The



        3    claim is to find a safe and effective treatment.



        4              So this alone is a safe and effective



        5    treatment.



        6         Q.   Does Bayever discuss dose equivalency



        7    between liposomal irinotecan and irinotecan?



        8         A.   What do you mean by "dose equivalency"?



        9         Q.   If you have a dose of 180 milligrams per



       10    meter squared of irinotecan, how -- do you know how



       11    much liposomal irinotecan to give to achieve the



       12    same results?



       13              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       14              THE WITNESS:  What do you mean by "the



       15         same results"?



       16    BY MS. MATTES:



       17         Q.   To achieve the same level of safety and



       18    efficacy.



       19         A.   Well, the goal of substituting liposomal



       20    irinotecan is to increase efficacy.



       21         Q.   Is that your answer?



       22         A.   Well, that would be the motivation.



       23         Q.   But how would you know how much liposomal



       24    irinotecan to give to achieve the same results or



       25    better results of irinotecan?
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        1         A.   Same compared to what?



        2         Q.   If you have a treatment regimen that doses



        3    a patient with 180 milligrams per meter squared of



        4    irinotecan and you want to replace that with



        5    liposomal irinotecan, how do you know how much



        6    liposomal irinotecan to provide to that patient in



        7    order to achieve the same level of safety and



        8    efficacy?



        9         A.   You can never prove you have the same



       10    level of safety and efficacy, so I can't answer that



       11    question.



       12         Q.   Okay.  In Example 6 of Bayever, it



       13    concluded that the maximum tolerated dose for



       14    liposomal irinotecan was 80 milligrams per meter



       15    squared, correct?



       16         A.   That's what the specification says.



       17         Q.   Okay.  And that was the dose that they



       18    carried into -- into one of the arms of their



       19    Phase 3 trial in Example 7, correct?



       20         A.   Well, in Example 7, they now say that



       21    they're only going to give that dose to patients



       22    that are UGT1A1 -- that are not UGT1A1*28



       23    homozygotes.  So that's what they're saying there.



       24              I don't know what they did in Example 6



       25    related to UGT1A1 status.  I mean, UGT1A1 status has
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        1    a huge effect on the tolerability of irinotecan.



        2    And so a POSA would understand that and would assume



        3    it would have a huge effect on the tolerability of



        4    liposomal irinotecan.



        5              So it's a little difficult to interpret



        6    the dosages exactly.



        7         Q.   For patients who are homozygous for



        8    UGT1A1*28, that arm suggests giving a reduced dose



        9    of 60 milligrams per meter squared, correct?



       10         A.   That's right.



       11         Q.   Right.  And then if no toxicity is



       12    observed, then it recommends increasing the dose of



       13    liposomal irinotecan, correct?



       14         A.   Yes, it says did not experience any



       15    drug-related toxicity.  That seems virtually unheard



       16    of.



       17         Q.   That's what the protocol here suggests,



       18    though, correct?



       19         A.   Yes, but a POSA would understand that



       20    because you're giving it with 5-FU-leucovorin,



       21    you're going to have some toxicity, even if it



       22    didn't have any toxicity by itself.



       23         Q.   Right.  But the protocol here does state



       24    that if there is no toxicity, the dose may be



       25    increased to 80 milligrams per meter squared, right?
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        1         A.   That's what it says.



        2         Q.   Okay.  Do you know prior -- actually,



        3    never mind.



        4              You can put Bayever to the side.  And



        5    let's pull out Exhibit 1008, which is Ko.



        6                        (Exhibit 1008 was marked for



        7                        identification.)



        8              THE WITNESS:  Okay.  I have that.



        9    BY MS. MATTES:



       10         Q.   Okay.  And you rely on Ko in support of



       11    your proposed modification of replacing liposomal



       12    irinotecan -- excuse me, replacing irinotecan with



       13    liposomal irinotecan, correct?



       14         A.   I would say I don't need to rely on it,



       15    but it's consistent with my opinions.



       16         Q.   And Ko is a Phase 2 study; is that right?



       17         A.   Yes.



       18         Q.   And it's a single-arm trial that was not



       19    randomized; is that right?



       20         A.   That's right.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And Ko studied liposomal irinotecan



       22    as a monotherapy, correct?



       23         A.   Yes.



       24         Q.   Okay.  And it used a dose of liposomal



       25    irinotecan of 120 milligrams per meter squared; is
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        1    that right?



        2         A.   That was the initial dose, and then they



        3    reduced it to 100 milligrams per meter squared.



        4         Q.   When was it reduced to 100 milligrams per



        5    meter squared?



        6         A.   It said "subsequently amended during the



        7    second stage of the study."



        8         Q.   Okay.  And did Ko allow for dose



        9    escalation up to 150 milligrams per meter squared of



       10    liposomal irinotecan if no toxicities were observed?



       11         A.   It did.



       12         Q.   And Ko did not compare liposomal



       13    irinotecan to irinotecan in its study, correct?  It



       14    was just a one-arm study?



       15         A.   That's right.



       16         Q.   If you go to the conclusion of Ko at the



       17    end on Page 924, and let me know when you're there.



       18    It's the last paragraph.



       19         A.   I'm there.



       20         Q.   Okay.  And the very last sentence states,



       21    "Moreover, given the emergence of FOLFIRINOX as a



       22    front-line standard in patients with good



       23    performance status, the utility of PEP02 in



       24    irinotecan-pretreated patients, alone or in



       25    combination with gemcitabine, also merits further
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        1    investigation."



        2              Do you see that?



        3         A.   I do.



        4         Q.   So a POSA, based on Ko, would be motivated



        5    to pursue a combination therapy of liposomal



        6    irinotecan with gemcitabine, correct, as a



        7    second-line therapy?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              THE WITNESS:  Well, that's what it says.



       10         I don't understand why the authors thought that



       11         PEP02 liposomal irinotecan would be effective



       12         in patients who already had prior FOLFIRINOX.



       13              So I don't understand what they're saying



       14         there.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   But you agree that that's what they are



       17    saying, that a -- that their recommendation is to



       18    try liposomal irinotecan in combination with



       19    gemcitabine as a second-line therapy, correct?



       20              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       21              THE WITNESS:  Well, I understand that



       22         that's what they're saying, but a POSA wouldn't



       23         quite -- would be scratching their head saying,



       24         "That doesn't make sense to me."



       25
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        1    BY MS. MATTES:



        2         Q.   And why do you say that?



        3         A.   Well, because generally you wouldn't



        4    retreat a patient with pancreatic cancer who has



        5    just failed an irinotecan-based regimen with



        6    irinotecan because -- you know, and I'm not aware of



        7    any evidence the combination gemcitabine and



        8    irinotecan is effective in patients that have



        9    already failed irinotecan.



       10              I might be wrong, but there's no



       11    references in here to support it, and I actually



       12    have never looked at that because it's not something



       13    that I would ever have considered.



       14         Q.   Right.  And then why do you rely on Ko,



       15    then, for your opinion here?



       16         A.   I rely on Ko for the previous sentence,



       17    "Additional studies may explore this drug's



       18    potential role in the first-line setting as part of



       19    combination regimens for advanced pancreatic



       20    cancer."



       21              And that's because Ko discloses the fact



       22    that liposomal irinotecan is an effective treatment



       23    for pancreatic cancer.



       24         Q.   So you're relying on Ko's general



       25    statement to combination regimens for advanced
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        1    pancreatic cancer, correct?



        2         A.   Yes, and for the fact that Ko demonstrates



        3    that the drug works as a single agent in advanced



        4    pancreatic cancer.



        5         Q.   Ko does not expressly teach using



        6    liposomal irinotecan as part of the FOLFIRINOX, as a



        7    modified FOLFIRINOX regimen, correct?



        8              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



        9              THE WITNESS:  Well, Ko doesn't explicitly



       10         teach that.  A POSA would understand that the



       11         standard combination regimen for advanced



       12         pancreatic cancer is FOLFIRINOX and would



       13         understand that Ko is saying, okay, we may have



       14         a better irinotecan and that this drug may have



       15         a potential role in the first-line setting and



       16         as part of combination regimens for advanced



       17         pancreatic cancer.



       18              Are they saying add it to gemcitabine



       19         first-line?  Are they saying add it to



       20         gemcitabine and nab-paclitaxel first-line?  Or



       21         are they saying substitute it for FOLFIRINOX,



       22         irinotecan FOLFIRINOX, or all of the above?



       23         It's hard to tell.



       24              But the simplest and most plausible and



       25         most likely to succeed one of those three is

�                                                                 121







        1         just substituting, popping out the irinotecan



        2         and popping in liposomal irinotecan.



        3                        (Exhibit 1007 was marked for



        4                        identification.)



        5    BY MS. MATTES:



        6         Q.   You can put that to the side, and you can



        7    pull out Saif, which is Exhibit 1007.



        8              Do you have it in front of you,



        9    Dr. Ratain?



       10         A.   I do.



       11         Q.   Okay.  Saif reports on results from the



       12    NAPOLI-1 study, correct?



       13         A.   Yes.



       14         Q.   Okay.  And the NAPOLI-1 study was a trial



       15    conducted with liposomal irinotecan, 5-fluorouracil,



       16    and leucovorin, correct, in combination?



       17         A.   Yes.



       18         Q.   And oxaliplatin was not used in this



       19    study, right?



       20         A.   That's right.



       21         Q.   Okay.  And Saif does not disclose the



       22    dosing regimen that was used in the NAPOLI-1 study,



       23    correct?



       24         A.   That's right.



       25         Q.   So a POSA, based on Saif, would not know
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        1    which dosing regimen achieved the results reported



        2    here; is that right?



        3         A.   I'd have to look at the cited press



        4    release.



        5         Q.   You did not include as one of the exhibits



        6    you relied on the cited press release, correct?



        7         A.   I did not, no.



        8         Q.   Okay.  So based at least on Saif alone, a



        9    POSA would not know which dosing regimen achieved



       10    the results reported here?



       11         A.   No, no, that's not why I -- that's not why



       12    I cited this article.



       13         Q.   That's not my question.



       14              My question is, based on Saif alone, a



       15    POSA would not know which dosing regimen achieved



       16    the results reported, correct?



       17         A.   Not based on this document alone.



       18         Q.   Okay.  You can put this to the side.



       19              Can we turn to Paragraph 114 of your



       20    declaration.  It's on Page 46 of your expert



       21    declaration.



       22              Are you there?



       23         A.   I'm there.



       24         Q.   Okay.  And if, actually, you'll turn to



       25    the top of Page 47, in this section, you're talking
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        1    about the Bayever reference; is that right?



        2         A.   Yes.



        3         Q.   Okay.  And the second full sentence from



        4    the top of the page, you write, "Bayever and



        5    Fitzgerald are the same inventors of the '552



        6    Patent."



        7              Do you see that?



        8         A.   Yes.



        9         Q.   Why did you make that observation?



       10         A.   I don't recall.



       11         Q.   Was it relevant in any way to your



       12    opinions?



       13              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       14              THE WITNESS:  I just don't recall sitting



       15         here today reading everything in a vacuum, and



       16         without reading the whole scope of my report, I



       17         can't tell you.



       18              MS. MATTES:  Okay.  If we can go off the



       19         record for a second.



       20              MR. SUH:  Sure.



       21                        (Whereupon, a recess was taken



       22                        from 12:35 p.m. to 12:44 p.m.)



       23    BY MS. MATTES:



       24         Q.   Dr. Ratain, right before the break, I was



       25    asking you about one of the sentences on the top of
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        1    Page 32, I believe.



        2              Are you there?



        3         A.   In my report, you're talking about?



        4         Q.   Yes, yes, in your expert declaration.



        5         A.   Okay.



        6         Q.   That's not it.  Sorry.



        7              MR. SUH:  Counsel, did you say Page 32?  I



        8         think we left off on --



        9              MS. MATTES:  I did.  But I meant -- it's



       10         47.  I apologize.  I said the wrong number.



       11    BY MS. MATTES:



       12         Q.   And it was the statement where you wrote,



       13    "Bayever and Fitzgerald are the same named inventors



       14    of the '552 Patent."



       15              Do you see that?



       16         A.   Yes.



       17         Q.   I asked you if you thought -- if that



       18    statement or the -- excuse me.



       19              I asked you if the fact that Bayever and



       20    Fitzgerald are the same as the named inventors of



       21    the '552 patent was relevant to your opinions in any



       22    way.



       23              Do you recall that?



       24         A.   I do.



       25         Q.   And you stated that you didn't recall; is
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        1    that right?



        2         A.   I didn't recall sitting here just off the



        3    top of my head.  I mean, and I would have to read



        4    through everything to give you a definitive answer



        5    on that.



        6         Q.   So do you have an opinion as to whether



        7    it's not relevant to any of your opinions today?



        8         A.   I have no opinion about that fact.



        9         Q.   Okay.  In forming your opinions, did you



       10    consider whether liposomal irinotecan had nonlinear



       11    pharmacokinetics?



       12         A.   Well, I'm sure it does because irinotecan



       13    has some nonlinear pharmacokinetics.



       14         Q.   And did you consider whether oxaliplatin



       15    had nonlinear pharmacokinetics?



       16         A.   No.



       17         Q.   Do you know one way or the other whether



       18    it does?



       19         A.   Not off the top of my head.



       20         Q.   In forming your opinions, did you consider



       21    whether leucovorin has nonlinear pharmacokinetics?



       22         A.   No, because it wouldn't matter.  That's



       23    plenty of leucovorin no matter what its



       24    pharmacokinetics are.  It's just a vitamin.



       25         Q.   And then the same question for
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        1    5-fluorouracil.



        2              Did you consider whether 5-fluorouracil



        3    has nonlinear pharmacokinetics?



        4         A.   Well, it does, but it depends how you give



        5    the drug.  The bolus is really where you run into



        6    problems with nonlinear pharmacokinetics when you



        7    give it by infusion.  It really doesn't, except



        8    perhaps if you had somebody that's genetically B2b



        9    deficient, and then you'll run into a problem



       10    because they won't be able to metabolize the drug.



       11         Q.   Okay.  Thank you.  You can put your report



       12    to the side.



       13              If you don't mind pulling back out the



       14    patent, the '552 patent I should say.



       15              Let me know when you have that in front of



       16    you.



       17         A.   I have it.



       18         Q.   Okay.  If you go to Column 30, Line 5.



       19              Do you see here where it says "Arm 1 dose



       20    modifications"?



       21         A.   Yes.



       22         Q.   Okay.  And here, it states that the



       23    starting dose of Onivyde will be 60 milligrams per



       24    meter squared, 5-fluorouracil 2400 milligrams per



       25    meter squared, leucovorin 400 milligrams per meter
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        1    squared, and oxaliplatin either 85 milligrams per



        2    meter squared or 60 milligrams per meter squared.



        3              Do you see that?



        4         A.   Yes.



        5         Q.   And so here, it's reporting on the



        6    starting doses for each of these components, right?



        7         A.   Yes.



        8         Q.   Okay.  And it's your understanding that



        9    these are the same starting doses as recited in



       10    claim 1 of the '552 patent, correct?



       11              MR. SUH:  Object to the form.



       12              THE WITNESS:  Well, claim 1 of the '552 is



       13         included within the doses listed in Column 30,



       14         Lines 5 through 7.



       15    BY MS. MATTES:



       16         Q.   Right.  And so claim 1 recites the same



       17    starting doses that is recited in Column 30,



       18    correct?



       19              MR. SUH:  Objection to form.



       20              THE WITNESS:  I couldn't quite hear that.



       21         You had your finger over your mouth.



       22    BY MS. MATTES:



       23         Q.   Sorry.  I apologize for that.



       24              And so claim 1 of the '552 patent recites



       25    the same starting doses that are recited in
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        1    Column 30 starting on Line 5, correct?



        2         A.   Well, Column 30, Line 5, says that



        3    oxaliplatin will be either 85 or 60, and claim 1



        4    says 60.



        5              MS. MATTES:  I see.  Okay.  All right.  I



        6         don't have any further questions.  So I



        7         appreciate your time, Dr. Ratain.



        8              MR. SUH:  I don't have any questions.



        9              The witness reserves the right to review



       10         and sign.



       11              MS. MATTES:  Of course.



       12                        (Whereupon, the deposition was



       13                        concluded at 12:52 p.m. Central



       14                        Daylight Time.)



       15
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