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  Defendants-Appellants. 
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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

As required by Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1 and Federal Circuit 

Rule 47.4, counsel for Plaintiffs-Appellees Shire Development LLC, Shire 

Pharmaceutical Development Inc., Cosmo Technologies Limited, and Nogra 

Pharma Limited (formerly known as Giuliani International Limited) certify the 

following: 

1. The full name of every party represented by me is: 

Shire Development LLC 
Shire Pharmaceutical Development Inc. 
Cosmo Technologies Limited 
Nogra Pharma Limited (formerly known as Giuliani International Limited) 

2. The name of the real parties in interest represented by me are: 

Shire Development LLC 
Shire Pharmaceutical Development Inc. 
Cosmo Technologies Limited 
Nogra Pharma Limited (formerly known as Giuliani International Limited) 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 
10 percent or more of the stock of the party represented by me 
are: 

Shire Development LLC and Shire Pharmaceutical Development Inc. are wholly 
owned subsidiaries of Shire plc. 

Cosmo Pharmaceuticals S.p.A. is the parent corporation of and owns 10 percent or 
more of the stock of Cosmo Technologies Limited. 

Nogra S.A. is the parent corporation of Nogra Pharma Limited. Nogra Two S.A. is 
the parent corporation of Nogra S.A.  MGG Trust and GG Trust are two 
irrevocable discretionary New York trusts that own Nogra Two S.A. Mr. Jay H. 
McDowell serves as trustee for both the MGG Trust and the GG Trust. 
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4. The names of all law firms and the partners and associates that 
have appeared for the party represented by me in the trial court 
or are expected to appear in this Court are: 

Edgar H. Haug 
Jason A. Lief 
Mark P. Walters 
Andrew S. Wasson 
Nicholas F. Giove 
Elizabeth Murphy 
Jonathan A. Herstoff 
FROMMER LAWRENCE & HAUG LLP 
745 Fifth Avenue 
New York, NY 10151 
(212) 588-0800 
 
Eric C. Christu  
Joseph R. Englander  
Daniel J. Barsky  
SHUTTS & BOWEN LLP 
525 Okeechobee Boulevard, Suite 1100 
West Palm Beach, FL 33401 
(561) 650-8556 
 
William Barry Blum 
Martin James Keane, Jr. 
GENOVESE JOBLOVE & BATTISTA 
100 SE 2nd Street, Suite 4400 
Miami, FL 33131 
(305) 349-2300 
 

     /s/ Nicholas F. Giove      
Counsel for Appellees 
August 26, 2013 
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