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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Pursuant to Federal Circuit Rule 47.4, Counsel for the Appellant-Patent 

Owner Anacor Pharmaceuticals, Inc. certifies the following: 

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

Anacor Pharmaceuticals, 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:  
 

Sandoz Inc. was a real party in interest in IPR2015-01776 under 37 C.F.R. 
§ 42.8(b)(1), but Sandoz Inc. is not represented by me. 

 
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: 

 
Pfizer Inc.  

 
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 (and who have not or will not enter 
an appearance in this case) are: 

 
Covington & Burling LLP: Enrique D. Longton, Jeffrey B. Elikan, George F. 
Pappas, Christopher K. Eppich, Paul J. Berman.  

 

 

 
Date:  August 4, 2017 
 

Respectfully Submitted: 
 
      /s/ Michael N. Kennedy               
Michael N. Kennedy 
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