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Certificate of Interest 

Counsel for Petitioner Trading Technologies International, Inc. certify the 
following (use “None” if applicable; use extra sheets if necessary): 

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

Trading Technologies International, 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:  

Trading Technologies International, Inc. 
 

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: 

None 

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 are expected to 
appear in this court are: 

Finnegan, Henderson, Farabow, Garrett & Dunner, LLP. 
Erika H. Arner, Cory C. Bell, Rachel L. Emsley, Joshua L. Goldberg, Kevin 
D. Rodkey 
 
Trading Technologies International, Inc. 
Steven F. Borsand 
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