Concurring Statement of Commissioner Maureen K. Ohlhausen
In the Matter of Carrot Neurotechnology, Inc.
Matter No. 1423132
February 23, 2016

On September 12015,the Commission issdean administrative complaint and
accepedaproposed administrative consent agreemetit Carrot Neurotechnology, Inc.,
regarding allegedly false and unsubstaat vision improvement claims for Ultimeye video
game apg. The Commission subsequently publiskedescription of the consent agreement
package in the Feds Registerseeking publicommenf The Commission received seventy
seven comments, including many from experts and researchers in the relevant field of perceptual
learning.

The Commission now votes to issue the consent agreement without modification and to
address commenter concerns in a responsive lett@nclr but write separately to emphasize
our response to one particular setohcers raised by commenters

Partl of the consent agreememtquires that Carrot substantiate &utyre vision
improvement claims through testing that is “doublieded.” Many commenters expressed
concern about this blinding requireménEor examplepne commenter explained that “[ijn
perceptual experiments it is impossible to produce an intervention to which the participant is
‘blinded’ in the way that a pill or a cream can appear to be identical regardless of whether or not
the active ingredient is present.Anothernoted that it is difficult to control for a test subject
expectations “fordarning from behavioral training techniques where a person is actively
engaged with learning materials that they are awar& &till anotherargued that sealled
“placebo” effectsare mental changes that are relevant to perceptual and cognitiveg€arnin

These are legitimate concerns aboutapparentigidity of the agreemets blinding
requirement However, he blinding requirement alreadydentextsensitive andlexible —
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more sathan thecommenters may realizéAs our letter to commenters properly explathe

blinding requirement is flexible becauda}hat constitutes appropriate blinding and controls ...

may differ depending on the nature of the intervention and other circumstardes|etter also
provides examples of practickst mg constitute adequate blindimg this context

It might be more straightforward if the agreement itself exptHine blinding
requiremerns flexibility. However,| believe our letter to commentemdequatelgxplairs the
Commission’s position on doubblinding in this case Therefore, | concur.



