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II.

I11.

Questions Presented

Whether the District Court properly dismissed a claim under the Wild Free-
Roaming Horses and Burros Act for failure to demonstrate a likelihood of success
on the merits of the claim.

Whether the District Court properly dimissed a claim under the National
Environmental Policy Act for failure to demonstrate a likelihood of success on the

merits of the claim.

Whether the District Court erred in finding the balance of hardships did not favor
the Appellants.
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