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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

ECM FILING
COALITION FOR A LEVEL PLAYING FIELD,
L.L.C.. et al.,
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04 CV 08450 (RO)GWG)
-against-

AUTOZONE, INC., AUTOZONE FLORIDA, L.P.,
ADAP. INC.,, AUTOZONE STORES, INC.,
AUTOZONE.COM, INC., AUTOZONE TEXAS, L.P.,
CHIEF AUTO PARTS, INC., WAL-MART STORES, INC., :
SAM'S WEST, INC., ADVANCE STORES COMPANY,
INC., DISCOUNT AUTO PARTS, INC., ACDELCO, INC., :
HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL, INC,, :
ARVIN INDUSTRIES, INC., ASHLAND, INC.,
BORGWARNER , INC., CARDONE INDUSTRIES USA,
DANA CORPORATION, THE CYPRESS GROUP,
MARK TV, FORD MOTOR COMPANY,
PENNZOIL-QUAKER STATE COMPANY,
STANDARD MOTOR PRODUCTS, INC.,, and
TENNECO AUTOMOTIVE, INC.,

Defendants.
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