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EASTERN DIVISION 
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JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., in his official 
capacity as President of the United States,  
et al., 
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 Acting Assistant Attorney General 
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 United States Attorney 
 
 ERIC WOMACK 
 Assistant Branch Director 
 Federal Programs Branch 
 
 STEPHEN M. PEZZI, #84311 (VA) 
 CODY T. KNAPP, #5715438 (NY)  
 Trial Attorneys 
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Attorneys for Defendants

                                              
1 Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 25(d), Shalanda Young (Acting Director of the 

Office of Management and Budget) and Dr. Eric S. Lander (Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy) are automatically substituted as Defendants in their official capacities for their 
predecessors, Robert Fairweather and Kei Koizumi (respectively). 
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