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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST

Counsel for Appellant certifies the following:

1. The full name of the party represented by me is: University of 

Maryland Biotechnology Institute (“UMBI”).

2. The names of the real parties in interest are: (a) University of 

Maryland Baltimore County (“UMBC”); and (b) Sartorius Stedim Biotech GmbH.

3. Parent corporations and publicly held companies that own 10% or 

more of stock in the party represented by me: UMBI and UMBC are part of the 

University of Maryland system.

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 (and who have not or will not enter an 

appearance in this case) are: None.
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