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CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26,1, Respondent-Intervenor 

Corteva Agriscience LLC (“Corteva”) respectfully submits the following Corporate 

Disclosure Statement. 

Corteva is a Delaware limited liability company. Corteva is 100% owned by 

Mycogen LLC, Centen Ag LLC (“Centen”), and DDP AgroSciences US DCOMCO, 

Inc. (“DDP”). Centen and DDP are wholly owned by Pioneer Hi-Bred International, 

Inc., which is wholly owned by E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company (“EID”), a 

publicly traded company. EID is wholly owned by Corteva, Inc., a publicly traded 

company. No other corporation holds a 10% or greater ownership interest in Corteva. 

Dated: May 3, 2021 Respectfully submitted, 

 /s/ Kirsten L. Nathanson 
Kirsten L. Nathanson 
Amanda Shafer Berman 
David Y. Chung 
Amy Symonds 
CROWELL & MORING LLP 
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20004 
(202) 624-2887 
knathanson@crowell.com 

Counsel for Intervenor Corteva 
Agriscience LLC 
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