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INTERESTS OF AMICUS INDEPENDENT CINEMA ALLIANCE

The Independent Cinema Alliance (“ICA”) is a non-profit corporation representing 236

independent cinema companies with 2,672 screens, and growing. The ICA’s stated mission is to

promote the preservation and prosperity of independent cinemas1 as an essential part of a healthy

motion picture industry. As an advocacy group on behalf of independent cinemas, the ICA is

uniquely positioned to urge preserving the Paramount Consent Decrees, which foremost seek to

protect independent cinemas. The Paramount Consent Decrees happened because the

Department of Justice (“DOJ”) seven decades ago stepped into an industry rife with antitrust

abuse and on behalf of independents and their patrons. As the Supreme Court declared:

The trade victims of this conspiracy have in large measure been the small

independent operators. They are the ones that have felt most keenly the

discriminatory practices and predatory activities in which defendants have freely

indulged. They have been the victims of the massed purchasing power of the larger
units in the industry. It is largely out of the ruins of the small operators that the large

empires of exhibitors have been built.

United States v. Paramount Pictures, Inc., 334 US. 131, 162 (1948).

In stark contrast, the current DOJ treats independent cinemas as inconsequential players

in an industry rightly dominated by Big Production, Big Exhibition, and increasingly, Big

Streamers. But independents make unique and essential contributions to a healthy motion picture

industry. They are not merely incidental miniatures of the big circuits and not small businesses

1 For purposes of eligible membership in the ICA, “independent” means:

° not publicly owned or owned in whole or in part by a motion picture distributor, motion picture
studio or other content supplier, including a supplier of electronic content;
° market share of domestic theatrical revenue does not exceed 2%;

° not owned in whole or in part by a national or regional circuit having a domestic theatrical
revenue share of more than 2%; and

' consolidated screen count does not exceed 500 screens.

See generally Independent Cinema Alliance b1338://www.cinemaallianceorgl
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