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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Appellant submits the following statement of corporate interests and 

affiliations for the use of the judges of this Court: Appellant has no corporate 

interests. Appellant is not a publicly-held corporation or other publicly-held entity. 

Appellant has no stock, so no publicly-held corporation or entity owns any stock in 

Appellant. 

Dated:  October 28, 2021 

Respectfully submitted, 
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