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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for NuVasive, Inc., certifies the following: 

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

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:  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. N/A.  There is no such corporation as listed in paragraph 3. 

5. 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: 

Fish & Richardson P.C.:  *Craig R. Compton, Frank E. Scherkenbach, *John 
E. Gartman, Keeley Vega, Kelly C. Hunsaker, *Kimberly Kennedy, Michael E. 
Florey, *Nicholas V. Martini, *Thomas S. McClenahan, Todd G. Miller, Craig 
E. Countryman, John M. Farrell, Jonathan J. Lamberson, and Neil Warren. 

 
Morrison & Foerster LLP:  Deanne E. Maynard; Brian R. Matsui; and Ryan J. 

 Malloy. 
 
Chaz De La Garza & Associates, LLC:  Charles H. De La Garza 
 
*No longer with firm 

 

 
Dated:  February 3, 2014  
       /s/ Craig E. Countryman   

Craig E. Countryman 
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