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CERTIFICATE AS TO PARTIES, RULINGS AND RELATED CASES

In accordance with Fed. R. App. P. 28 and Circuit Rule 28 (a)(1), the undersigned
certifies as follows:

(A) Parties: This case is a Petition for Review of Final Rules promulgated on
January 24, 2003 by the Federal Aviation Administration and the Transportation Security
Administration without prior notice or comment. Prior to issuance of the rules the
agencies conducted no formal or informal hearings or other administrative proceedings in
which any person could appear. Accordingly, there were no “parties” to the challenged
rulemaking other than the federal agencies themselves. The names of all parties in the
present case are as follows:

Coalition of Airline Pilots Associations (CAPA) Petitioner
Air Line Pilots Association, Int’l (ALPA) Petitioner
Int’] Brotherhood of Teamsters (IBT) Petitioner
Int’l Ass’n of Machinists and Aerospace Workers (IAM) Petitioner
Transport Workers Union of America (TWU) Petitioner
Transportation Trades Department, AFL-CIO (TTD) Petitioner
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Respondent
Transportation Security Administration (TSA) Respondent

None of the Petitioners is a corporation. Rather, the Petitioners are unincorporated
associations and employee organizations which do not have a “parent” company and are
not subject to any ownership interest by a publicly held company.

(B) Rulings Under Review: The rulings under review are the Final Rules issued
on January 24, 2003 by the FAA (“Ineligibility for an Airman Certificate Based on
Security Grounds,” Docket No. FAA-2003-14293) and the TSA (“Threat Assessment
Regarding Citizens of the United States Who Hold or Apply for FAA Certificates,”
Docket No. TSA-2002-13732, and “Threat Assessment Regarding Alien Holders of, and
Applicants for, FAA Certificates,” Docket No. TSA-2002-13733). These rules are
published at 69 Fed. Reg. 3756-69, 3772-75 (January 24, 2003) and are reproduced in the
Appendix at pages A. 59-78.

(C) Related Cases: This case was not previously before this or any other court.
This case is a consolidation of two Petitions for Review of the same FAA and TSA Final
Rules (Case No. 03-1074 and Case No. 03-1076), by Order of this Court dated March 21,
2003.



By Order of this Court dated September 24, 2003, three other pending appeals by
parties unrelated to the Petitioners (Jifry et al. v. Federal Aviation Administration, Case

No. 03-1085; Jifry et al. v. Department of Transportation, Case No. 03-1143; and Jifry et
al. v. National Transportation Safety Board, Case No. 03-1144) were consolidated solely

with each other and were ordered to be set for oral argument before the same panel, on
the same date, as the present case.

Mty S i

Kathy Kﬁeger
Couns# for Petltloners
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