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Why is the binding affinity of CERA
different than EPO?

A. The binding affinity of CERA to the EPO
receptor different from the binding affinity of EPO?
I don't think it is known why. I can offer you one
axplanation.

Q. So the answer is, it's not known why, but
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you have a hypothesis?

A. I nave several hypotheses, I will offer
you one.

Q. Can you offer them all to me?

A. Well, let's go through one at a time.

Q. Okay.

A. The first hypothesis is, CERA is a mixture

of 90 percent dead protein and 10 percent functional
protein. That is, the simplest explanation of what
happens after PEGylation is, you kill, in some
unknown way, roughly 90 percent of the EPD

molecules. They're dead.
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