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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for Appellees HTC America, Inc. and HTC Corporation hereby 
certify the following: 

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

HTC America, Inc. and HTC Corporation 

2. The name of the real party in interest (if the party named in the 
caption is not the real party in interest): 

N/A 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 
more than 10 percent or more of the stock of the party represented by me are: 

HTC America, Inc. is a wholly owned, indirect subsidiary of HTC Corp. 

4. The names of all law firms and the partners and associates that have 
appeared for the party in the lower tribunal or are expected to appear for the 
party in this court and who are not already listed on the docket for the current 
case are: 

Colin B. Heideman and Craig S. Summers of Knobbe, Martens, Olson & 
Bear, LLP 

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: 

None 

KNOBBE, MARTENS, OLSON & BEAR, LLP 

April 23, 2018 By:  /s/ Irfan A. Lateef 
Irfan A. Lateef 

Attorney for Appellees 
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