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1. The full name of every party or amicus represented by me is: 
 
Illumina Cambridge Ltd. 
 
2. The name of the real party in interest represented by me is: 
 
Illumina Cambridge Ltd. 
 
3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 

10 percent or more of the stock of the party or amicus curie represented by me 
are: 

 
Illumina Cambridge Ltd. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Illumina, Inc., 
a Delaware corporation with its principal place of business in San Diego, 
CA. 
 
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: 

 
Knobbe, Martens, Olson & Bear, LLP:  Brenton R. Babcock, William R. 
Zimmerman, Jonathan E. Bachand, Kerry S. Taylor, Nathanael R. 
Luman, Andrew E. Morrell; Reinhart Boerner Van Dueren s.c.:  James G. 
Morrow, James D. Borchardt. 
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