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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 
 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, Petitioners National 

Family Farm Coalition, Family Farm Defenders, Beyond Pesticides, Center for 

Biological Diversity, Center for Food Safety, and Pesticide Action Network North 

America certify that they have no parent corporations and that no publicly held 

corporation owns more than ten percent of the Petitioners.  
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