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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF MISSOURI 

EASTERN DIVISION 
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KANSAS, MONTANA, NEBRASKA, 
OHIO, OKLAHOMA, SOUTH 
CAROLINA, TENNESSEE, and UTAH, 
 
                         Plaintiffs,  
 

v. 
 
JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., et al., 
 
                         Defendants. 
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