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CITIZEN PETITION

September 24, 2018

The undersigned submits this petition under Section 403 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, 21
USC 343. Because the “Non-GMO?” Project butterfly logo and language on consumer foods and goods
misleads and deceives consumers through false and misleading claims about foods, food ingredients and their
characteristics related to health and safety, thus constituting misbranding under the law, we request that the
Commissioner of Food and Drugs issue a regulation to prohibit the use of the term “Non-GMO” on
consumer foods and goods, and to require distributors of foods and goods to revise their labeling to omit any

“Non-GMQO” term or claims.

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS: THE NON-GMO PROJECT BUTTERFLY LOGO WRONGLY STIGMATIZES
SO-CALLED “GMOS” AND IN SO DOING MISLEADS CONSUMERS

The Non-GMO Project describes itself as “...a mission-driven nonprofit organization dedicated to building
and protecting a non-GMO food supply... through consumer education and outreach programs; marketing
support provided to Non-GMO Project Verified brands; and training resources and merchandising materials

provided to retailers.”"

Primarily visible to consumers through its Monarch butterfly logo, the Non-GMO project is but one
example of the proliferation of “absence claim” labels making up a growing industry segment based
on misleading and deceiving consumers.? The Non-GMO Project presumes the existence of a class of
foods, “GMO,” that is arbitrary, has no basis in science, and is intrinsically misleading. It defines
them as ...a plant, animal, microorganism or other organism whose genetic makeup has been

modified in a laboratory using genetic engineering or transgenic technology. This creates

' Non-GMO Project, “About,” website accessed 20 September, 2018 at https://www.nongmoproject.org/about/.

? Douglas Main, “Wasps have Genetically Modified Butterflies, Using Viruses,” Newsweek, September 17, 2015 at
https:/fwww.newsweek.com/gmo-butterflies-made-naturally-parasitic-wasps-373541; Laila Gasmi, Helene Boulain,
Jeremy Gauthier, et al., “Recurrent Domestication by Lepidoptera of Genes from Their Parasites Mediated by
Bracoviruses,” PLOS Genetics, September 17, 2015 at
hetps://journals.plos.org/plosgenetics/article?id=10.1371/journal.pgen.1005470 accessed 20 September 2018.
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combinations of plant, animal, bacterial and virus genes that do not occur in nature or through

traditional crossbreeding methods.”

This definition is not scientifically defensible.” It seeks to draw a distinction between something done
deliberately by humans and something that occurs spontaneously in “nature” about which we have learned
only because of something done deliberately by humans, which is research driven by curiosity, an inarguably
natural characteristic of our species. The sly implication is that what happens in nature is safer than what is
done in the lab, and that its label can help consumers avoid risks that, in reality, do not exist.’ The arbitrarily
stipulated definition presupposes humans and human activity are necessarily distinct and separate from
anything that may be considered “natural”—something about which philosophers have argued for millennia

and on which disagreements persist.

The techniques used to bioengineer crops and livestock to produce foods were discovered as natural
phenomena, and the enzymes and reagents involved are all extracted or derived from sources in nature. While
in vitro bioengineering methods may produce “combinations of ...genes that do not occur in nature or
through traditional crossbreeding methods,” recombination as it takes place in nature is also constantly
generating novel combinations of genes, and there is nothing intrinsic to such novel combinations from either
source that allows any predictions with regard to their safety. As the National Academy of Sciences has
reaffirmed no less than 11 times in the 32 years since they first considered this issue, the fact that something
has been genetically engineered/bioengineered/genetically modified/mutated, either in the lab or in nature,
tells one absolutely nothing about the safety of the resulting product. Safety is entirely dependent on the

specific characteristics involved, and those are independent of how they came to be.” Considering this together

? Non-GMO Project, “What Is a GMO?” accessed September 5, 2018 at https://www.nongmoproject.org/gmo-
facts/what-is-gmol/.

# Giovanni Tagliabue, “The Meaningless Pseudo-Category of GMOs,” EMBO Reporrs 17(1):10-13 (January, 2016),
hteps://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.15252/embr.201541385; “European Incoherence on GMO—Cultivation
Versus Importation,” Nature Bio Technology 34(7):694-5 (July 2016), https://www.nature.com/articles/nbt.3588.

> Werner Arber, “Genetic Engineering Compared to Natural Genetic Variations,” New Biotechnology 27(5): 517-521
(30 November, 2010), http:dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2010.05.007.

¢ Lynn White, “The Historical Roots of Our Ecological Crisis” Science 155(3767):1203-1207 (Mar. 10, 1967),
heeps:/fwww.drexel.edu/~/media/Files/greatworks/pdf_fall09/HistoricalRoots_of_EcologicalCrisis.ashx.

7 US National Academy of Sciences, “Genetically Engineered Crops: Experiences and Prospects,” National Academy
Press (Washington DC, 2016), http://nas-sites.org/ge-crops/2016/05/17/report/;

US National Academy of Sciences, “Introduction of Recombinant DNA-Engineered Organisms Into the Environment:

Key Issues,” National Academy Press (Washington DC, 1987), hteps://books.google.com/books?id=IUErAAAAYAAJ.
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with the myriad forms of mutation omnipresent and ubiquitous throughout the living world, in the common
meanings of the terms, every living thing on the planet is a “genetically modified organism” thus adding a

further layer of indefensibility to the Non-GMO project claims.

The definition stipulated by the Non-GMO Project further begs questions as to the apparently allowable
“traditional crossbreeding methods”—are these “natural,” or not? If not, why are they not? And if they are
acceptable, natural or not, why are they acceptable and the methods used to bioengineer “GMOs” are not?
Whatever the terms “GMO” and “natural” may mean to some, they have no universally accepted and
understood meanings, and, crucially for their use on a label, they provide no information relevant to health,
safety, or nutrition that would be useful to a consumer contemplating food purchase choices. They are

inescapably confusing and intrinsically misleading.

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS: THE NON-GMO PROJECT MAKES FALSE CLAIMS ABOUT FOOD HEALTH
AND SAFETY THAT ARE CONVEYED BY THE BUTTERFLY LOGO TO MISBRAND FOODS AND
MISLEAD CONSUMERS

Not only does the Non-GMO project attempt to draw a nonsensical line to separate “GMOs” from “Non-
GMOs,” they further claim this invidious distinction has implications for safety, falsely claiming “GMOs” are
less safe than the arbitrary and no less genetically modified class they call “Non-GMO.” The “risk categories”
defined by the Non-GMO project are these:®

¥ Non-GMO Project website, “What Is a GMO?” accessed September 5, 2018 at hteps://www.nongmoproject.org/gmo-
facts/what-is-gmo/.
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Risk Level Definition Examples

The input is derived from, contains derivatives of, or is Alfalfa, Canola, Corn, Cotton, Papaya,

. . produced through a process involving organisms that are Soy, Sugar beet, Yellow summer

High-Risk . e . y .

known to be genetically modified and commercially squash / zucchini, Animal

available. products, Microbes and enzymes

The input is not derived from, does not contain Lentils. Spinach. Tomatoes. Sesame
Low-Risk derivatives of, or is not produced through a process » 9P ’ !

) . . seeds, Avocados

involving organisms that are presently known to be

genetically modified and commercially available.
Non-Risk The input is not derived from biological organisms and

not, therefore, susceptible to genetic modification.

The Non-GMO Project carefully monitors the development
of new genetically engineered products; we are currently
tracking close to 100 products. Of those, we have
included the following in our surveillance program, either
because they will likely soon be widespread or because of
known instances of contamination from GMOs.

Flax, Mustard, Rice, Wheat, Apple,
Mushroom, Orange, Pineapple,
Potato, Camelina (false flax), Salmon,
Sugarcane, Tomato

Monitored Risk

The hazard creating the risk upon exposure to “GMOs” according to the Project’s risk taxonomy above is the
mere presence of anything in this arbitrary and suspect class as if any exposure itself constitutes negative
health consequences. Representations made by the Non-GMO project throughout their website and presence
in various fora, including social media, make it clear they are overtly asserting and representing that negative
health consequences are associated with consumption of “GMO” foods. Indeed, this conceit provides the
entire raison d etre for the Non-GMO project.” A representative entry from their facebook page, itself derived

from their website, illustrates (emphasis added):

A question we get asked a lot at the Non-GMO Project is “are #GMOs safe?” Here’s our take:

Most developed nations do not consider GMO:s to be safe. In fact, in more than 60 countries

? Non-GMO Project Facebook posts at https://www.facebook.com/nongmoproject/; Twitter timeline at
hetps://twitter.com/NonGMOProject; Non-GMO Project, “CasaLuker Cacao Announces New Non-GMO Project
Verification,” blog post, April 23, 2018, https://www.nongmoproject.org/blog/casaluker-cacao-announces-new-non-
gmo-project-verification/.
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around the world, including Australia, Japan, and all of the countries in the European Union,
there are significant restrictions or outright bans on the production and sale of GMOs. In the
U.S. and Canada, GMOs have been approved based on studies conducted by the same
corporations that created them and profit from their sale. A growing body of evidence connects
GMOs with health problems, environmental damage and violation of farmers’ and consumers’ rights.
At the Non-GMO Project we hear from people on a daily basis who are deeply concerned about
the potential impacts of GMOs and are taking matters into their own hands by choosing to opt

out of the #GMO experiment. "

This assertion of negative health consequences from mere exposure, let alone consumption, is not supported
by data or experience, as FDA noted in promulgating its draft policy on labeling bioengineered foods: “The
agency is not aware of any information showing that foods derived by these new methods differ from other
foods in any meaningful or uniform way, or that, as a class, foods developed by the new techniques present

any different or greater safety concern than foods developed by traditional plant breeding.”"!

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS: THE NON-GMO PROJECT MAKES FALSE CLAIMS ABOUT THE SCIENCE OF
“GMO” SAFETY AND IN SO DOING MISLEADS CONSUMERS

The Non-GMO project claims “There is no scientific consensus on the safety of GMOs.”'2 The scientific
literature shows this claim is false.'? Authoritative bodies around the world have examined the safety of so-
called “GMOs” from multiple angles.'* Their overwhelming consensus is that the safety of foods derived from
crops, livestock, and foods improved through biotechnology depends on the final characteristics of the food,

and bears no relationship to the methodology through which it was derived, and that the “GMO” derived

' Non-GMO Project Facebook post, May 8, 2018, at hetps://www.facebook.com/nongmoproject/.

"' U.S. Food and Drug Administration, “Statement of Policy—Foods Derived from New Plant Varieties,” Federal
Register Volume 57 — 1992 (Friday, May 29, 1992),
hteps:/fwww.fda.gov/Food/GuidanceRegulation/GuidanceDocumentsRegulatoryInformation/Biotechnology/ucm09609
5.htm.

> Non-GMO Project, “GMO Science,” accessed September 5, 2018 at hteps://www.nongmoproject.org/gmo-
facts/science/.

" L. Val Giddings, “Points to Consider: The Worldwide Scientific Consensus on GMO Safety,” Innovation Files, May
22, 2014, hteps://www.innovationfiles.org/points-to-consider-the-worldwide-scientific-consensus-on-gmo-safety/.

" Daniel Norero, “More Than 280 Organizations and Scientific Institutions Support the Safety of GM Crops,” Si
Quiero Transgenicos, June 19, 2017, hetp://www.siquierotransgenicos.cl/2015/06/13/more-than-240-organizations-and-
scientific-institutionssupport-the-safety-of-gm-crops.
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foods on the market are, without exception, safe.’® The U.S. National Academy of Sciences has consistently
reaffirmed this in no less than 11 major studies from 1986 through 2016.' This finding of “GMO” safety
(focused on products presently on the market) is grounded firmly in the overwhelming consensus of the peer
reviewed scientific literature.'” Indeed, the only safety differentials reported between so-called “GMO” foods

and their conventional or organic counterparts have found “GMO” foods to be safer.'®

The Non-GMO Project claims “Most of the research used to claim that GMOs are safe has been performed
by biotechnology companies.” Examination of “GMO” approval dossiers posted in government regulatory

databases shows this is not the case.' Even if it were true, a more telling comparison would examine the

' Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, “Recombinant DNA Safety Considerations” (Paris:
OECD, 1986), ISBN 92-64-12857-3; OECD, “Safety Considerations for Biotechnology” (Paris: OECD, 1992), [SBN
92-64-13641-X; OECD, “Biotechnology, Agriculture and Food” (Paris: OECD, 1992), ISBN 92-64-13725-4; OECD,
“Traditional Crop Breeding Practices: An Historical Review to Serve as a Baseline for Assessing the Role of Modern
Biotechnology” (Paris: OECD, 1993), ISBN 92-64- 14047-6; OECD, “Safety Evaluation of Foods Derived by Modern
Biotechnology: Concepts and Principles” (Paris: OECD, 1993) ISBN 92-64-13859-5.

"¢ 1L.V. Giddings and Henry Miller, “U.S. National Academies Report Misses the Mark,” Nature Bio T echnology
34(12):1-3 (December 2016), hetp://www2.itif.org/2016-us-national-academies-report-misses-mark. pdf.

'7 A. Nicolia, et al., “An Overview of the Last 10 Years of Genetically Engineered Crop Safety Research”; Jon Entine and
JoAnna Wendel, “With 2000+ Global Studies Affirming Safety, GM Foods Among Most Analyzed Subjects in Science,”
Genetic Literacy Project, October 8, 2013, https://www.geneticliteracyproject.org/2013/10/08/with-2000-global-studies-
confirming-safety-gmfoods-among-most-analyzed-subject-in-science; European Commission, “Announcing the Release
of 15 Year Study Incl 81 Projects/70M Euros, 400 Teams,” press release, October 8, 2001,
http://ec.europa.cu/research/fp5/cag-gmo.html and hitp://ec.europa.eu/research/fp5/pdf/eag-gmo.pdf.

'® Elisa Pellegrino, Stefano Bedini, Marco Nutil, & Laura Ercoli, “Impact of Genetically Engineered Maize on
Agronomic, Environmental and Toxicological Traits: A Meta-analysis of 21 years of Field Data,” Nature Scientific
Reports (2018) 8:3113, DOI:10.1038/s41598-018-21284-2; European Commission, press release, October 8, 2001,
htep://ec.curopa.eu/research/fp5/eag-gmo.html and hitp://ec.europa.eu/research/fp5/pdf/eag-gmo.pdf; James Scurcke,
“GM Food Safer Than Normal Food, Government Adviser Says,” The Guardian, November 27, 2007,

hteps:/ fwww.theguardian.com/uk/2007/nov/27/foodanddrink.gmcrops.

"2 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, “Permits, Notifications and Petitions,”
accessed September 5, 2018 at https://www.aphis.usda.gov/aphis/ourfocus/biotechnology/permits-notifications-
petitions/ct_submissions_home; Health Canada, “Approved Products, Novel Food Decisions,” accessed September 5,
2018 at hteps://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/food-nutrition/genetically-modified-foods-other-novel-
foods/approved-products.html; European Food Safety Authority, “Genetically Modified Organisms, Completed Work,”
accessed September 5, 2018 at https://www.efsa.curopa.cu/en/topics/topic/genetically-modified-organisms; Japan
Ministry of Health, Labour and Welfare, “List of Products That Have Undergone Safety Assessment and Been
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results from research performed by biotechnology companies and that done by independent academic
researchers. This question has been examined, and the results demonstrate that rigorous peet-reviewed studies

of “GMOQO? safety reach similar conclusions about safety regardless of who performs or funds them.?

STATEMENT OF GROUNDS: THE FOOD DRUG AND COSMETIC ACT PROHIBITS LABELS THAT ARE “FALSE
OR MISLEADING IN ANY PARTICULAR", AND THE BUTTERFLY LOGO IS FALSE AND MISLEADING ON
MULTIPLE GROUNDS SUCH THAT FOODS CARRYING IT ARE MISBRANDED

The Food Drug and Cosmetic Act prohibits the “misbranding” of food. This was defined in the 1906 Food
and Drug Act thusly:

...the term "misbranded," as used herein, shall apply to all drugs, or articles of food, or articles which
enter into the composition of food, the package or label of which shall bear any statement, design, or
device regarding such article, or the ingredients or substances contained therein which shall be false or

misleading in any particular...?!

This definition has carried forward through multiple legislative amendments to the law in effect today,
which states “A food shall be deemed to be misbranded... (a)If (1) its labeling is false or misleading in

any particular...”*

The legislative record shows Congress” intent was that “...the general prohibition against false and misleading
representations was meant to be comprehensive in character and recognized that ‘the labels of food... are not
considered... to be the proper media for making any representations. .. which are not in accord with

the facts.””?

Announced in the Official Gazette,” accessed September 5, 2018 at
hteps://www.mhlw.go.jp/english/topics/food/pdf/sec01-2.pdf.

# Biology Fortified Genetic Engineering Risk Atlas, accessed September 5, 2018 at https://genera.biofortified.org/wp/.
! Pure Food and Drug Act of 1906 (P.L. 59-384, 34 Stat. 768).

2 USC 21 (9)IV Sec 343 at http://uscode.house.gov/view.xheml?req=granuleid:USC-prelim-title21-
section343&num=08&edition=prelim.

3 8. Rep. No. 361, 74" Cong., 1* Sess. (1935); reprinted in Dunn (1938) via Frederick L. Degnan, “Biotechnology and
the Food Label,” in Paul Weirich (ed.) Labeling Genetically Modified Food: The Philosophical and Legal Debate, Oxford
University Press, 2007, pp. 17 — 31.
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Indeed, misleading food labels are so anathema under the law that

...even truthful information can mislead consumers... Accordingly... if voluntary labeling is
to be employed, misleading implications must be avoided and information presented must
appear in its proper context. Thus, FDA considers voluntary representations with regard to
the presence or absence of genetic modification in a food to be potentially misleading, and the

agency has said these must be crafted with care and caution.

This intent is maintained even through the “National Bioengineered Food Disclosure Standard” of 2016, and

legal scholars have flagged the clarity of Congress’ intent to prohibit misleading labels, noting that even

...a ‘voluntary’ labeling initiative also may have the potential to mislead customers. For
example, in the area of genetically engineered foods, touting a food as not being the subject of
recombinant DNA technology may leave the misimpression on the part of the uninformed
consumer that the labeled food is somehow safer or better than its genetically manufactured
counterpart, or that somehow the use of genetic engineering techniques adversely effects the
character, quality, or nature of the food. Such voluntary representations must be able to
withstand the scrutiny under the standard adopted by the Supreme Court over seventy years
ago for evaluating the propriety of information voluntarily placed on the food label: “The
statute is plain and direct. Its comprehensive terms condemn every statement, design and
device which may mislead or deceive. Deception may result from the use of statements not
technically false or which may be literally true. The aim of the statute is to prevent that
resulting from indirection and ambiguity as well as from statements which are false. It is not
difficult to choose statements, designs and devices which will not deceive... This test applies
to “labeling” as well and, thus, governs promotional and display materials accompanying the

sale of food.®

% From “Interim Guidance on the Voluntary Labeling of Milk and Milk Products From Cows That Have not Been
Treated With Recombinant Bovine Somatotropin,” 59 Fed. Reg. 6279 (Feb 10, 1994), Via Frederick H. Degnan, “The
Food Label and the Right to Know,” Feed Drug Law Journal 52(1):49-60, 1997

% Frederick H. Degnan, “The Food Label and the Right to Know,” Food Drug Law Journal 52(1):49-60, 1997; U.S.
Congress, Public Law 114-216, July 29, 2016, https://www.congress.gov/114/plaws/publ216/PLAW-114publ216.pdf.
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Because the definition of “GMO/Non-GMO?” is arbitrary, unscientific, and misuses terms in ways contrary to
their common meaning, the Non-GMO project label is intrinsically and inescapably misleading. That it is
used by design to suggest health risks where there are none adds yet another layer of deception consumers are

generally ill equipped to penetrate.?

Consumers who see the Non-GMO Project butterfly logo are unavoidably misled on multiple levels. First,
they are wrongly led to believe items carrying the label are safer to consume than those that do not. This alone
is sufficient to compel FDA to take action to prohibit such deception. But the butterfly also often misleads
consumers in another way: it is often found on items where there is no counterpart improved through
biotechnology available on the market. Examples include amaranth, blueberries, buckwheat, milk, and many
more.” Such misbranded products have become so common throughout grocery stores as to elicit widespread
criticism even on famously credulous social media, including a satirical video mocking brands that resort to
such cynical, fear based marketing.”® Overlooking no opportunity to exploit baseless consumer fears in search
of higher profits, the Non-GMO Project will even certify items that are abiotic, composed entirely of mineral
or other non-living ingredients containing no genetic material, which could thus never be genetically
modified in any way at all, such as kitty litter and “Himalayan Pink Salt.” Indeed, the Canadian Food
Inspection Agency (CFIA) has found the arguments made by the Non-GMO project so empty of coherence

%6 US National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2016. Science Literacy: Concepts, Contexts, and
Consequences (Washington, DC: The National Academies Press), https://doi.org/10.17226/23595.

*” Non-GMO Project, “Verified Products,” accessed September 5, 2018 at https://www.nongmoproject.org/find-non-
gmo/verified-products/product-categories/.

8 Tunny or Die, “All-Natural, Non-GMO, 100% Gluten-Free Internet Video!”
heep:/fwww.funnyordie.com/videos/bdd2c3 54fb/governor-rod-blagojevichs-illinois-blowout-sale-from-jbj; The Teacher,
“Fact-Free Food,” Eight Day Ag, July 5, 2018, http://eighthdayag.com/fact-free-food/;  Erin & Dara, “The World’s
Scariest Butterfly,” How ro Eaz, July 9, 2018, http://howtoeat.ca/worlds-scariest-butterfly/; C. Dean McGrath Jr., “FDA
and FT'C Need to End Anti-GMO Deception in Organic Food Advertising,” The Hill, August 12, 2018,
hetp://thehill.com/opinion/technology/399939-fda-and-fic-need-to-end-anti-gmo-deception-in-organic-food-
advertising; Henry I. Miller, “The Organic Industry Is Lying to You—Normally a Strict Regulator, the FDA Gives
Advertisers a Complete Pass,” The Wall Street Journal, August 5, 2018, hetps://www.wsj.com/articles/the-organic-
industry-is-lying-to-you-1533496699; Amanda Zaluckyj, “Food labels mislead consumers,” The Detroit News, August 6,
2018, https:/fwww.detroitnews.com/story/opinion/2018/08/07/food-labfood-labels-mislead-consumersels-mislead-
consumers/917651002/.
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and the claims so unfounded that it recently concluded their Non-GMO label does not even, in fact, imply
that no “GMOs” (however defined) are present in products labeled as “Non-GMO.”?

Through such extremes of misleading and deceptive marketing the Non-GMO project represents the modern
resurrection of the kind of widespread consumer fraud that led to the passage of the 1906 Food and Drug Act
and gave birth to the modern FDA.** In summary, through its butterfly logo label and associated marketing
materials, the Non-GMO Project makes claims about food that are misleading and inaccurate, resulting in
misbranding. It makes claims about food safety that are false and misleading. It makes claims that interfere
with consumers’ ability to make wise food purchase decisions. It is time for FDA to put an end to this

fraudulent scheme and protect consumers from misleading and deceptive food labels as the law requires.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT:

This petition claims exemption from the requirement for an Environmental Impact Statement pursuant to §

10.30 Promulgation of regulations for the efficient enforcement of the law.

ECONOMIC IMPACT:

In accordance with 21 C.F.R. § 10.30, economic impact information is to be submitted only when requested
by the Commissioner following review of the petition. Petitioner hereby commits to promptly provide this

information, if so requested.

? Andrew Campbell, “CFIA Now Says Non-GMO Project Verified Doesn’t Mean Non-GMO,” RealAgriculture, April

5, 2018, https://www.realagriculture.com/2018/04/cfia-now-says-non-gmo-project-verified-doesnt-mean-non-gmo/.

%0 Wallace F. Janssen, “The Story of the Laws Behind the Labels,” FDA website, accessed September 5, 2018, at
hteps:/ www.tda.gov/downloads/AboutFDA/WhatWeDo/History/FOrgsHistory/EvolvingPowers/UCM593437.pdf;
United States. Food and Drug Administration, A Legislative History of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and Its
Amendments (Rockville, MD: 1979), U.S. Dept. of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Service, Food and
Drug Administration at https://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/000095372/Home.
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CERTIFICATION:

The undersigned certifies, that, to the best knowledge and belief of the undersigned, this petition includes all

information and views on which the petition relies, and that it includes representative data and information

/L//% ///<

Luther Val Glddmgs, Ph.D. ,ﬁ(emor Fellow

7

Robert D. Atkinson, Ph.D., President

known to the petitioner which are unfavorable to the petition.

Information Technology & Innovation Foundation
1101 K Street NW, Suite 610

Washington, DC 20005

(Mailing address)

(202) 449-1351

(Telephone number)
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