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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Plaintiffs-Appellants Alliance Healthcare System, Inc., Artesia 

General Hospital, Blue Peaks Hosting, LLC, City of New Castle, DK 

Systems, Inc., Hibbits Insurance, Kottemann Orthodontics, P.L.L.C., 

Schwartz Eye Associates, P.A., and Zog, Inc. are not publicly traded 

corporations and no publicly held corporation owns 10% or more of their 

stock. 
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