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I. CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

 Counsel for Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP certifies the following: 
 
I. The full name of every party or amicus represented by us is: 
 

Rembrandt Wireless Technologies, LP. 
 
II. The name of the real party in interest (if the party named in the caption is not 

the real party in interest) represented by us is: 
 

N/A 
 
III. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 percent 

or more of the stock of the party represented by us are: 
 

Rembrandt II, LLLP. 
 
IV. The names of all law firms and the partners or associates who appeared for 

the party now represented by us in the trial court or are expected to appear in 
this Court are: 

 
Heim, Payne & Chorush LLP: Michael Heim, Eric Enger, Miranda Jones, 
Blaine Larson, Alden Harris, Robert Bullwinkel. 
 
Ahmad, Zavitsanos, Anaipakos, Alavi & Mensing, PC: Demetrios 
Anaipakos, Amir Alavi, Jamie Aycock, Alisa Lipski, Kyril Talanov, Brian 
Simmons, Sean Gorman. 
 
Ward, Smith & Hill, PLLC: Thomas John Ward, Jr., Claire Henry, Wes 
Hill.    
  

Dated: July 21, 2016    /s/  Eric J. Enger                    
       Eric J. Enger 
       Counsel for Appellant 
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