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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Plaintiff,

V. Civil Action No.12-CV-2826 (DLC)
APPLE, INC.,
HACHETTE BOOK GROUP, INC.,
HARPERCOLLINS PUBLISHERS, L.L.C.
VERLAGSGRUPPE GEORG VON
HOLTZBRINK PUBLISHERS, LLC

d/b/a MACMILLAN,
THE PENGUIN GROUP,

A DIVISION OF PEARSON PLC,
PENGUIN GROUP (USA), INC. and
SIMON & SCHUSTER, INC.,

Defendants.
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: Five-page version of Proposed Brief Amicus Curiae at Docket No. 97.
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Dated: September 4, 2012 Respectfully submitted,
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BoB KOHN

BoB KOHN

(California Bar No. 100793)
140 E. 28™ St.

New York, NY 10016
+1-408-602-5646
bob@bobkohn.com




