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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Versata Software, Inc., Versata Development Group, Inc., and Versata Computer 
Industry Solutions, Inc. certify the following: 

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

 Versata Software, Inc. (formerly known as Trilogy Software, Inc.); Versata 
 Development Group, Inc. (formerly known as Trilogy Development Group, 
 Inc.); and Versata  Computer Industry Solutions, Inc. (formerly known as 
 Trilogy Computer Industry Solutions, 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: 

 Versata Software, Inc., Versata Development Group, Inc., and Versata 
 Computer Industry Solutions, Inc. 

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: 

 Versata Software, Inc., Versata Development Group. Inc., and Versata 
 Computer Industry Solutions. Inc. are wholly owned subsidiaries of Versata 
 Enterprises, Inc.; and Versata Enterprises. Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary 
 of Trilogy, 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 are: 

 MCKOOL SMITH P.C.: Peter J. Ayers, Sam Baxter, Ada Brown, Joshua W. 
 Budwin, Leah Buratti, Steven Callahan, Douglas Cawley, Scott L. Cole, 
 Douglas Edwards, Laurie L. Fitzgerald, Kevin M. Kneupper, Mike McKool, 
 Jr., Michael Perez, Steven Pollinger, John M. Shumaker, Rosemary Snider, 
 Theodore Stevenson, III, Joel L. Thollander, James Willi  

 AHMAD, ZAVITSANOS & ANAIPAKOS, P.C.: Joseph Ahmad, Amir H. Alavi, 
 Demetrios Anaipakos, Steven Mitby 
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