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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for Plaintiffs-Appellees Smartflash LLC and Smartflash 

Technologies Limited certifies the following: 

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

Smartflash LLC and Smartflash Technologies Limited.   

2. The name of the real party in interest represented by me is: 

None. 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 

10% or more of the stock of the party or amicus curiae represented by me are:   

Smartflash LLC is a wholly owned subsidiary of Smartflash Technologies 

Limited.  The following entities own 10% or more of the shares of Smartflash 

Technologies Limited:  Latitude Investments Limited, Celtic Trust Company 

Limited, and Eastbrook Business 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: 

Kellogg, Huber, Hansen, Todd, Evans & Figel, P.L.L.C. – Aaron M. Panner, 

Nicholas O. Hunter. 

Law Office of Aaron M. Panner, PLLC – Aaron M. Panner (no longer with 

firm). 
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 Caldwell Cassady & Curry – Bradley W. Caldwell, Jason D. Cassady, John  
 
Austin Curry, Daniel R. Pearson, Hamad M. Hamad, Justin T. Nemunaitis, 
  
Christopher S. Stewart, John F. Summers, Jason S. McManis, Warren J. 
 
McCarthy, III. 
 

Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC (formerly Ward & Smith Law Firm) – T. John 

Ward, T. John Ward, Jr., Claire A. Henry. 

 
 
March 21, 2016       /s/ Aaron M. Panner   

  Aaron M. Panner 
KELLOGG, HUBER, HANSEN, TODD, 

         EVANS & FIGEL, P.L.L.C. 
1615 M Street, N.W., Suite 400 
Washington, D.C. 20036 
(202) 326-7900 
 
Counsel for Plaintiffs-Appellees 
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