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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

TIKTOK INC., et al.,
Plaintiffs,
V. Case No. 20-cv-02658 (CIN)

DONALD J. TRUMP, in his official capacity
as President of the United States, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF PLAINTIFFS’
RENEWED MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY INJUNCTION
AGAINST COMMERCE DEPARTMENT PROHIBITIONS 2-5
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