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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for PersonalWeb Technologies, LLC certifies the following: 

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

 PersonalWeb Technologies, LLC 

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: 

 N/A 

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: 

 N/A 

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: 

McKool Smith Hennigan, P.C.: Roderick G. Dorman; Lawrence M. 
Hadley; Courtland L. Reichman 

McKool Smith, P.C.: Pierre J. Hubert; Joel L. Thollander; Daniel L. Geyser 

Nixon & Vanderhye: Joseph A. Rhoa; Updeep (Mickey) S. Gill 
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