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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for Amicus Curiae certifies the following: 

1. The full names of every party represented by me are:  

 The States of Indiana, Hawaii, Illinois, Massachusetts, Texas, 

Utah, and Virginia 

2. The names of the real parties in interest represented by me are:  

 The States of Indiana, Hawaii, Illinois, Massachusetts, Texas, 

Utah, and Virginia 

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

10 percent of the stock of the parties represented by me are: 

 None.  The amicus curiae are sovereign States. 

4. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates that ap-

peared 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. 

5. The title and number of any case known to counsel to be pending in 

this or any other court or agency that will directly affect or be directly 

affected by this court’s decision in the pending appeal: 

 Allergan, Inc. v. Teva Pharmaceuticals USA Inc.,  

No. 2018-1130 (Fed. Cir.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. LSI Corporation,  

No. 2018-1559 (Fed. Cir.) 

 Allergan, Inc. v. Deva Holding A.S.,  

No. 2:16-cv-1447 (E.D. Tex.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. LSI Corporation,  

No. 5:18-cv-00821 (N.D. Cal.) 
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 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Gilead Sciences, Inc.,  

No. 3:17-cv-06056 (N.D. Cal.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. AT&T Mobility LLC,  

No. 0:14-cv-04666 (D. Minn.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Sprint Solutions, Inc.,  

No. 0:14-cv-04669 (D. Minn.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. T-Mobile USA, Inc.,  

No. 0:14-cv-04671 (D. Minn.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Cellco Partnership,  

No. 0:14-cv-04672 (D. Minn.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01753 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01712 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-02004 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-02005 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01186 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01197 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01200 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01213 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01214 (P.T.A.B.) 
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 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01219 (P.T.A.B.) 

 LSI Corporation v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  

No. IPR2017-01068 (P.T.A.B.) 

Date: September 4, 2018     s/ Thomas M. Fisher    
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