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REQUEST FOR ORAL ARGUMENT

The issues in this case are complex and substantial. Intervenor Defendant-
Appellant Captain Hal Winters seeks the reversal of a ruling below that seriously
misinterprets the standing requirements of Article III of the United States
Constitution, seriously undermines the uniform regulation of interstate commerce
under the Service Contract Act, and conflicts with settled legal authority,
including the relevant precedent of the Supreme Court, this Court, and other
federal courts. Captain Winters therefore respectfully submits that oral argument

1s appropriate and necessary in this case.
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