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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for Appellant certifies the following: 

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

 

CQG, Inc. and CQG, LLC (f/k/a CQGT, LLC) 

2. The name of the real party in interest is:   
 

CQG, Inc. and CQG, LLC (f/k/a CQGT, LLC) are the real parties in interest. 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 

percent or more of the stock of the party represented by me are:  

 

CQG, Inc. does not have a parent company.  CQG, LLC is a wholly-owned 

subsidiary of CQG, Inc.  No publicly held company owns 10 percent or more of 

the stock of either CQG, Inc. or CQG, LLC. 

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

for the party now represented by me in the trial court or are expected to 

appear in this Court are: 

 
Kirkland & Ellis LLP 

Kenneth R. Adamo 

John O’Quinn 

Eugene Goryunov 

Meredith Zinanni 

Vishesh Narayen 

Loeb & Loeb LLP 

Adam Glenn Kelly 

Christopher M Swickhamer 

John Anthony Cotiguala 

Laura A Wytsma 
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Terry D Garnett 

William J. Kramer 
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Johnnet Simone Jones 
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Heather Ann Boice 

Jeana R. Lervick 

Kara Eve Foster Cenar 

Faegre & Benson LLP (now Faegre Baker Daniels, LLP) 

Jared B. Briant 

Nina Y. Wang 

Mark W. Fischer 

Neal S. Cohen 
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Joseph E. Cwik 
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Bryan Cave LLP 

Kara Eve Foster Cenar 
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