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CERTIFICATE AS TO PARTIES, RULINGS, AND RELATED CASES 

 Pursuant to Circuit Rule 28(a)(1), amicus curiae certifies as follows:  

A. Parties and Amici Curiae  

 Except for the following, all parties, intervenors, and amici appearing before 

the district court and in this court are listed in the Brief for Appellants:   

 The American Antitrust Institute 

B. Rulings Under Review  

 References to the rulings at issue appear in the Brief for Appellants. 

C. Related Cases  

 The case now pending before this Court was not previously before this Court 

or any other court.  One related case is identified in the Brief for Appellants. 

       

       /s/Randy M. Stutz 
       Randy M. Stutz 
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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 Pursuant to Circuit Rule 26.1, amicus states: 

The American Antitrust Institute is a non-profit, non-stock corporation.  It 

has no parent corporation and no publicly held corporation has any ownership in-

terest in it. 
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