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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Pursuant to Federal Circuit Rule 47.4, counsel for the Plaintiffs-Appellees, 

OSI Pharmaceuticals, Inc., Pfizer Inc., and Genentech, Inc. certifies the following:  

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

 OSI Pharmaceuticals, Inc, Pfizer Inc. and Genentech, Inc. 

2. The name of the real party in interest (if the party named in the caption is not 

the real party in interest) represented by me is: 

OSI Pharmaceuticals, LLC (formerly known as OSI Pharmaceuticals, Inc.)1
. 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 percent 

or more of the stock of the party or amicus curiae represented by me are: 

OSI Pharmaceuticals, LLC is a wholly owned subsidiary of Astellas US 

LLC, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of Astellas US Holding, Inc. Astellas US 

Holding, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Astellas Pharma Inc., a Japanese 

company. Astellas Pharma Inc. is publicly traded on the Tokyo and Osaka stock 

exchanges and no publicly held corporation owns more than 10% of the stock of 

Astellas Pharma Inc. 

 

Pfizer Inc. has no parent corporations and no publicly held corporation owns 

10% or more of its stock. 

 

Genentech, Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Roche Holdings, Inc.  

Roche Holding, Inc.‟s ultimate parent, Roche Holding Ltd., is publicly traded on 

the Swiss Stock Exchange. Upon information and belief, more than 10% of Roche 

Holding Ltd.‟s voting shares are held either directly or indirectly by Novartis AG, 

a publicly held Swiss corporation. 

                                           
1
  As of March 31, 2011, OSI Pharmaceuticals, Inc. became OSI Pharmaceuticals, 

LLC in accordance with Section 18-214 of the Delaware Limited Liability 

Company Act.  
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4. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates that appeared for 

the party or amicus now represented by me in the trial court or agency or are 

expected to appear in this court are: 

Benjamin C. Hsing  

Sapna W. Palla 

Kaye Scholer LLP 

425 Park Avenue 

New York, NY 10022 

Tel:  (212) 836-8000 

Fax:  (212) 836-8689 

 

Leora Ben-Ami 

Kirkland & Ellis LLP 

601 Lexington Avenue 

New York, NY 10022 

Tel: (212) 446-5943 

Fax: (212) 446-6460 

 

 

Jack B. Blumenfeld  

Maryellen Noreika  

Morris, Nichols, Arsht & Tunnell, LLP 

1201 North Market Street 

P.O. Box 1347 

Wilmington, DE  19899-1347 

Tel:  (302) 658-9200  

Fax:  (302) 658-3989 

Date:  September 27, 2012 /s/ Benjamin C. Hsing  

Signature of counsel 

 Benjamin C. Hsing  

Printed name of counsel 
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