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Last year marked the most significant
change to the US patent system in
almost 60 years. President Obama
signed the Leahy-Smith America
Invents Act (AIA) into law on
September 16, 2011, converting the
patent system from a ‘first to invent’
to a ‘first inventor to file’ system. The
new law also changed inter partes
reexamination proceedings and
instituted post-grant opposition,
among other reforms.

Despite these resounding changes, the
ATA does not address the calculation
of damages in patent infringement
matters. In last year’s 2011 Patent
Litigation Study, we commented that
the absence of reform guidance in this
area suggested that Congress believed
that the subject of patent damages is
best left for the courts to address and
regulate. We further posited that the
elimination of the 25 percent rule of
thumb, as well as rulings in a variety
of other court decisions, demonstrated
that the courts, rather than Congress,
would continue to shape the future of
patent law and play the primary role in
how patent damages are determined.

The events of the first half of 2012
affirmed these beliefs. In particular,
with the 25 percent rule of thumb
removed from the practitioner’s
royalty assessment toolkit, a complex
mathematical proof for determining
royalty apportionment, known as the
Nash Bargaining Solution, has recently
appeared in some patentees’ damages
calculations, receiving mixed reviews

from the courts. In Oracle v. Google,
the Court excluded expert testimony
partly because, “the Nash Bargaining
Solution would invite a miscarriage
of justice by clothing a fifty-percent
assumption in an impenetrable
facade of mathematics.” The Court
concluded that, “Instead, the normal
Georgia-Pacific factors, which have
been approved by the Court of Appeals
for the Federal Circuit and which are
more understandable to the average
fact-finder, will guide our reasonable
royalty analysis.”

Conversely, in Mformation Techs v.
Research in Motion, the Court did

not exclude expert testimony that
referenced the Nash Bargaining
Solution, noting that the expert used
the technique only as a reasonableness
check against a royalty rate
determined through analysis of the
Georgia-Pacific factors, the time-tested
standard approach. To date, the Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit has
not had the opportunity to squarely
address use of the Nash Bargaining
Solution in determining reasonable
royalty damages.

The broader lesson of these decisions,
among others issued in recent

years, is that the courts have been
applying greater scrutiny to damages
assessments in patent infringement
matters; we expect this to continue.
Patent litigation counsel and parties
should monitor ongoing rulings that
could affect damages opinions and
methodologies.

New to this year’s study is an analysis
of Abbreviated New Drug Application
(ANDA) cases, which are increasingly
prevalent in the dockets. The

volume of such cases has increased
substantially over the last five years,
and the success rates experienced by
the patent holders, or the brand drug
manufacturers, have to date been
higher than traditional patent actions.

2011 proved to be a historic year

for strategic intellectual property
acquisitions, particularly in the
telecommunications sector, which saw
two high-profile acquisitions of patent
portfolios:

1) The ‘Rockstar Group’, a consortium
of buyers including Apple,
Microsoft, Research in Motion, and
Sony, acquired the 6,000-patent
portfolio of the defunct Nortel
Networks for $4.5 billion in July
2011.

2) About a month later, Google
acquired Motorola Mobility for
$12.5 billion, reportedly for its
extensive 17,000-patent portfolio

“to protect the Android operating
system from patent lawsuits.

As the stakes for patent infringement
litigation remain high, we expect
such strategic patent acquisitions will
continue to make headlines.
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Recognizing these developments
and business leaders’ continuing
deep interest in intellectual property
matters, PwC maintains a database
of patent damages awards extending
from 1980 through 2011. We collect
information about patent holder
success rates, time-to-trial statistics,
and practicing versus nonpracticing
entity (NPE) statistics from 1995
through 2011. This year’s study

also includes data related to ANDA
litigation.

Our analysis yields a number of
observations that can help executives,
legislators, and litigators assess

their patent enforcement or defense
strategies, as well as the impact of
NPEs.

» Annual median damages awards
(in 2011 dollars) ranged from $1.9
million to $16.1 million between
1995 and 2011. The median
damages award from 2006 to 2011
was approximately $4.0 million.

» Damages awards for NPEs averaged

almost double those for practicing
entities over the last decade.

* The disparity between jury and

bench awards continues to widen as
the median jury award amounted
to more than 20 times the median
bench award between 2006 and
2011.

Reasonable royalties remain the
predominant measure of patent
damages awards, representing more
than 80% of awards over the last six
years.

NPEs have been successful 23%

of the time overall versus 34%

for practicing entities, due to the
relative lack of success for NPEs at
summary judgment. However, both
have about a two-thirds success rate
at trial.

The median damages award in
the telecommunications industry
was significantly higher than

that in other industries. Other
industries with higher relative
median damages awards include
biotechnology/pharma, medical
devices, and computer hardware/
electronics.

While the median time-to-trial
has remained fairly constant,
averaging 2.3 years since 1995, we
see significant variations among
jurisdictions.

Certain federal district courts
(particularly Virginia Eastern,
Delaware, and Texas Eastern)
continue to be more favorable to
patent holders, with shorter time-to-
trial durations, higher success rates,
and larger median damages awards.

The top five federal district courts
(out of a total of 94) accounted

for 38% of all identified decisions
involving an NPE as the patent
holder. The Eastern District of Texas
accounted for 12% of NPE decisions.

All NPEs are not created equal.
While university/non-profit NPEs
have the highest success rate among
NPE litigants, their median damages
award is considerably lower than
the median award of company
NPEs.

While ANDA litigation continues

to grow rapidly, success rates since
2006 have varied significantly, given
the small number of cases that reach
a dispositive court conclusion.
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Patent actions rise
dramatically, set
record high

Chart 1

2011 saw continued growth in
patent actions filed and patents
granted

As Chart 1 illustrates, the annual
number of patent actions filed has
increased at an overall compound
annual growth rate (CAGR) of
6.4% since 1991. We attribute this
upswing in part to a 22% increase

2010. The number of patent actions
filed reached 4,015 in 2011—the
highest number of annual filings ever
recorded.

Meanwhile, the number of patents
granted by the United States Patent
and Trademark Office (USPTO)
has also grown steadily, increasing
at a CAGR of 4.5% since 1991 and

While this continues the upward trend
in patents granted, it’s moderated
from the 23% growth rate we saw
between 2009 and 2010, more closely
paralleling the historical CAGR.

As the chart further shows, 2011
continued the trend of high correlation
(approximately 96% since 1991)
between patent cases filed and patents

in the number of filings in 2011 over increasing by 5% in 2011 to 244,430. granted by the USPTO.
Chart 1. Patent case filings and grants
4,500 =1 260,000
4,000 71 240,000
-1 220,000
3,500 =
8 — 200000 P
g 3,000 [~ g
7]
8 —1 180,000 g
b~ Y
$ 2,500 [~ =
= {
s “=1 160,000 <
2,000 [~ CAGR=6.4% u 1,
CAGR=4.5% 40,000
1,500 1= —! 120,000
1,000 R S SR S B I I T S S SR B B L1 1 100,000

'91 92 '93 94 ‘95 '86 97

Patent cases

Years are based on September year-end

‘98 '99 '00 01 '02 '03 '04 '05 '06

Year

Patents granted

08 '09 10 '

Sources: US Patent and Trademark Office: Performance & Accountability Report and US Courts: Judicial Facts & Figures

6 PwC 2012 Patent Litigation Study



Median damages
award declines

Chart 2a

Adjusting for inflation using the
consumer price index (CPI), the
annual median damages award ranged
from $1.9 million to $16.1 million
between 1995 and 2011, with an
overall median award of $5.3 million
over the last 17 years. As Chart 2a
illustrates, when we segment the time
period from 1995 through 2011 into
approximate thirds, we see that the
median damages award over the most
recent period represents the lowest
relative point, falling to less than half
of the median award between 2001
and 2005.

Chart 2a. Patent holder median
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NPE awards
outpace practicing
entities

Chart 2b

Over the last decade, median
damage awards for NPEs have
significantly outpaced those of
practicing entities.

Chart 2b shows the continuation of
a trend that started in 2001: a wide
variance (almost double in the last
decade) in the damages awarded to
NPEs compared to those awarded to
practicing entities.

Chart 2b. Patent holder median
damages awarded: nonpracticing
entities vs. practicing entities
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The largest historical
awards have rarely
been upheld

Chart 2c

Enormous damages awards continue
to garner headlines and keep corporate
management keenly aware of the

risks of potential infringement, as

well as the rewards of enforcing

patent rights. Chart 2c displays the

top 10 damages awards in federal
district courts since 1995. In 2011, one

decision cracked the top 10 list: a $593
million damages award to Dr. Bruce
Saffran against Johnson & Johnson.
This award represents Dr. Saffran’s
second award in the top 10. Dr.
Saffran had previously been awarded
$432 million in damages against

Chart 2c. Top 10 largest initial adjudicated damages awards: 1995-2011

TeChnOIogy Award (m MM)

2008  Centocor Ortho Biotech Inc.
2007 Lucent Technologies Inc.
2010 Mirror Worlds LLC
2011 Bruce N. Saffran M.D.
2003 Eolas Technologies Inc.
2008 Bruce N. Saffran M.D.
2009  Uniloc USA Inc.
2008  Lucent Technologies Inc.
2006  Rambus Inc.
2009 i4i Limited Partnership
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Boston Scientific, later settled for $50
million. It is important to note that the
awards reflected in Chart 2c are those
identified during initial adjudication;
most of these awards have since been
vacated, remanded, or reduced, while
some remain in the appellate process.

Abbott Laboratories Arthritis drugs $1,848
Microsoft Corp. MP3 technology $1,538
Apple Inc. Operating system $626
Jonhson & Johnson Drug-eluting stents $593
Microsoft Corp. Internet browser $521
Boston Scientific Corp. Drug-eluting stents $432
Microsoft Corp. Software activation technology $388
Microsoft Corp. Data entry technology $368
Hynix Semiconductor Inc. Memory chips $307
Microsoft Corp. Electronic document manipulation $277

technology



: Jury trials are
favored

Chart 3a

Juries have become the preferred
trier of fact

Unlike the 1980s and 1990s, the
last decade has seen juries evolve

as the preferred trier of fact in
patent infringement litigation. This
preference is probably linked to the
higher median damages awarded by
juries.

Chart 3a. Use of jury trials by decade
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Patentees still
winning with juries,
and increasingly
with bench

Chart 3b

Numerous factors contribute to the
increased use of juries as the preferred
forum for patent cases. In general,
over the last 17 years, trial success
rates for patent holders are higher
when decided by juries as compared
to the bench. However, as Chart 3b
shows, the margin in success rates has
shrunk. Segmenting the 17-year period
into approximate thirds illustrates

a narrowing of the margin between
bench and jury success rates, from
39% between 1995 and 2000 to 17%
between 2006 and 2011.

Chart 3b. Bench vs. jury trials: success rates
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NPEs look to juries
more often

Chart 3¢

The increase in litigation involving
NPEs over the last 17 years is most
likely contributing to the increased use
of juries. Since 1995, almost 56% of
trials involving NPEs have been jury
trials as compared to only 47% of trials
involving practicing entities.

Chart 3c. Use of jury trials by type of
entity: 1995 to 2011
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However,
discrepancy in use
of juries has
shrunk

Chart 3d

Analyzing jury use by time period
shows that while NPEs use juries more
frequently than practicing entities,

the gap has diminished. As indicated
in Chart 3d, the difference in jury use
between NPEs and practicing entities
shrunk between 2006 and 2011 to only
6%. In contrast, that difference was
21% from 2001 to 2005.

Chart 3d. Use of jury trials by type of
entity
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Median

jury awards

substantially
outpace the bench

Chart 3e

Chart 3e illustrates the discrepancy in
median damages awards over the last
17 years. The spread between bench
and jury median awards has grown
significantly, stemming from the
combined effect of a sharp increase in
the median jury award and a drop in
the median bench award. As outlined
in Chart 3e, median jury awards have
represented multiples of 1.3x, 9.6x,
and 21.8x of bench awards from 1995
to 2000, 2001 to 2005, and 2006 to
2011, respectively.

Chart 3e. Bench vs. jury trials: median
damages awarded by period
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Reasonable royalties
are the most

prevalent damages

Chart4

Reasonable royalties are the Chart 4. Composition of damages infringer’s sales if the market
predominant measure of awards to all entities consists of more than two

damages; price erosion is rare participants. Patent holders can

o
90% g19%  find the process of supporting such

As shown in Chart 4, reasonable 80% analysis distracting to their core

royalties are the kind of damages most operations or they might not want

frequently awarded in patent cases, 70% [ 67.7% to risk disclosing proprietary cost

constituting a greater share with each and profit information.

passing year. Because some litigants 60% [

receive lost profits and royalties, the » Lost profits entitlement can be

totals exceed 100%. Section 284 of 50% [ more difficult to establish. The

the Federal Code governing equitable proliferation of competition

compensation sets a reasonable royalty 40%[ provides greater access to substitute

as the minimum level of compensation 300 F products. The presence of these

due to the patent holder from an alternatives means that even

infringer. While Chart 4 includes all 20% F without an alleged infringer’s

identified decisions with damages, products in the market, consumers

NPEs are generally not entitled tolost ~ 10% [~ 8,1% may not have automatically bought

profits; if we omit NPE results from . the patent holder’s products.

Chart 4, the proportion of damages 0% 1995-2000 2001 2005 2006-2011 ‘ Furthermore, the growing use of

awarded through reasonable royalties specialized distribution channels

decreases by about 6%. [ Price erosion for reaching a specific consumer

demographic may supportan

Lost profits e .
& P alleged infringer’s contention that

Lost profits damages are not as

common as reasonable royalties for Reasonable royalty its customers are separate and
several reasons: distinct from those of the patent
particular facts and circumstances holder.
» NPEs, which bring an increased in a ‘but for’ situation, taking into
proportion of patent actions, are account the following questions: » Damages awards for price erosion

claims have become almost non-
existent over the last six years.

ineligible for lost profits damages

-1 f ied
because they do not sell products or s demand for the product tied to

the patent’s claims?

services embodying their patents. Globalized competition, turbulent
- Are acceptable non-infringing economic conditions, and the cost
* Even in circumstances where the alternates available? and complexity of price erosion

patentee may be eligible for lost
profits awards, the entity might seek
recovery through the reasonable
royalty approach. The complexity
and cost of the analysis for

analyses have reduced the recovery
(and most likely pursuit) of price
erosions claims.

- Does the patent holder have
adequate manufacturing and
marketing capabilities to have
captured the defendant’s sales?

determining lost profits is usually - Issufficient financial information
greater than it is for reasonable available to complete the
royalties. Lost profits can be quantification?

quantified by determining specific

sales taken by the infringer from In addition, market share data

the patent holder or by assessing is often required to allocate the
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Assessing success
rate factors

Chart 5a

Success rates vary considerably
by year, type of entity (NPE versus
practicing entity), and trier of fact

Chart 5a demonstrates that the
overall success rate for practicing
entities is almost 10% higher than
that of NPEs over the last 17 years.

In instances when a final decision is
reached at summary judgment, NPEs
are successful only 2% of the time, as
opposed to almost 10% for practicing
entities. Meanwhile, the trial success
rate for practicing entities is only about
1% higher than that of NPEs.

Chart 5a. Patent holder success rates:
1995 to 2011
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NPEs see declining
overall success
rates

Chart 5b

As Chart 5b demonstrates, segmenting
overall success rate data for NPEs

and practicing entities across various
time periods within the last 17 years
reveals an interesting pattern. While
the difference in overall success rates
for NPEs versus practicing entities
between 2001 and 2005 had shrunk
to less than 2%, the gap widened over
the last six years. Between 2006 and
2011, practicing entity overall success
rates have outpaced those of NPEs by
almost 14%. This difference is similar
to the margin in overall success rates
between 1995 and 2000.

Chart 5b. Patent holder overall success
rates
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Trial success rates:
diverging results

Chart 5¢

The growing gap in overall success
rates between 2006 and 2011 results
from an increase in practicing entity
success paired with a decline in NPE
success.

Consistent with last year’s study,

Chart 5c¢ illustrates that since 1995,
practicing entities and NPEs have been
significantly more successful with

jury than bench trials. The chart also
captures an interesting divergence in
success rates: while practicing entities
enjoy a success rate almost 13% higher
than NPEs with the bench, their
success rates with juries are actually
about 4% less than NPEs.

Chart 5c¢. Patent holder success rates
at trial: 1995 to 2011
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| Summary
judgment impact
on NPEs

Chart 5d

In another interesting finding, we see
a greater percentage of NPE cases
decided at summary judgment than
cases involving practicing entities.
Chart 5d shows that across distinct
time periods over the last 17 years,
more NPE decisions consistently occur
at summary judgment when compared
to practicing entities. The gap in
summary judgment decisions appears
to have narrowed slightly since 2006.
As previously noted, because their
success rates at summary judgment are
much lower than at trial, NPEs tend to
experience a lower overall success rate
than practicing entities when the total
mix of summary judgment and trial
decisions are considered.

Chart 5d. Percent of decisions at
summary judgment

70%[
61.0%
s0% B

61.7%
L 52.0%

58.4%
. 52.9% |523/

1995-2000 2001-2005 2006-2011

50%[

40%[

30%

20%([

10%[

0%

‘ Nonpracticing entities

. Practicing entities

Consumer products
technology leads in
decisions

Chart 6a

Patent litigation trends diverge
across industries

We mapped each decision to one of 20
industries, based on the nature of the
technology embodied by the patent(s)
at issue.

Chart 6a reflects the percentage of
total identified decisions for the ten
most active industry classifications,

which collectively account for 88% of
all patent case decisions. As the chart
demonstrates, technology associated
with the consumer products industry
led in terms of the percentage of
identified decisions from 1995 through
2011, representing 18% of the total
decisions.

Chart 6a. Distribution of cases: top ten industries, 1995-2011
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Biotechnology and information

technology (computer

hardware, software, Internet)

cases on the rise

Chart 6b

Chart 6b provides additional insight The number of decisions and relative services occurred prior to 2006. This
into the number of identified decisions  ranking of the biotechnology/pharma  data reflects the increasing importance
by industry from 1995 through industry have increased. In addition, and size of biotechnology and

2011. While Chart 6a considers the the computer hardware/electronics, information technology.

entire period 1995 through 2011, by software, and Internet/online services

trifurcating the 17-year period, the industries experienced significant

consumer products industry ranks first  increases in identified decisions
in the percentage of decisions in each ~ from 2006 through 2011. In fact, no
of the three time segments. identified decisions in Internet/online

Chart 6b. Number of cases by industry

Overall 1995°- 2000 2001 -,2005 2006 - 2011 Total cases
rank  |-Industry Cases Rarnk Cases Rank Cases Rank
1 Consumer products 82 1 80 1 151 1 313
2 Biotechnology/Pharma 40 4 70 2 112 2 222
3 Industrial/Construction 66 2 57 3 81 4 204
4 Medical devices 42 3 45 4 79 5 166
5 Computer hardware/Electronics 24 6 32 6 101 3 157
6 Business/Consumer Services 19 8 33 5 61 7 113
7 Software 14 10 23 8 65 6 102
8 Automotive/Transportation 24 7 25 7 38 10 87
9 Chemicals/Synthetic Materials 30 5 16 10 39 9 85
10 Telecommunications 14 11 22 9 43 8 79
11 Food/Beverages/Tobacco 15 9 8 12 16 12 39
12 Metals/Mining 12 12 10 11 10 17 32
13 Clothing/Textiles 11 13 8 13 12 14 31
14 Energy 7 14 7 15 11 15 25
15 Agriculture 5 15 8 14 11 16 24
16 Financial institutions/Investment 1 18 3 17 16 13 20
management/Insurance
17 Internet/Online services 0 20 0 20 17 11 17
18 Aerospace/Defense 3 17 2 18 18 13
19 Media 5 16 4 16 20 13
. 2q Environment/Waste Management 1 19 2 19 19 9
Total ......................................................................... 415 ......................................... 455 ......................................... 881 ........................................ 1 ’751 .......
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Median damages
largestin tele-
communications
industry

Chart 6¢

Chart 6¢ reflects that while technology
associated with the consumer products
industry represented the largest
percentage of identified decisions,

the median damages awarded were
relatively low compared to the

other top ten most active industries.

Consistent with last year’s study,
technology associated with the
telecommunications, biotechnology/
pharma, medical devices, and
computer hardware/electronics
industries experienced significantly
higher median damages awards than
other industries.

Chart 6¢. Patent holder median damages awarded: top ten industries, 1995-2011
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NPE versus
practicing entity
damages vary
widely by industry

Chart 6d

Chart 6d separates the median Chart 6d. Patent holder median damages awarded: top ten industries, 1995-2011
damages awards for each of the top
ten industries into practicing entity
and NPE median damages. This chart
demonstrates that the relationship
between NPE and practicing entity —=
damages is volatile across industry
classification. The telecommunications ggag
and biotechnology/pharma industries

have experienced significantly greater ~ $25
awards for practicing entities, while

the computer hardware/electronics $20
and business/consumer services
industries reflect substantially higher
awards for NPEs,

$65 [

$15

$10

. Nonpracticing entities

. Practicing entities

Overall PE median damage award for all industries

Overall NPE median damage award for all industries

Median damages are adjusted for inflation and represented in 2011 US dollars.
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Success rates by
industry

Chart 6e

While the overall success rate (trial
and summary judgment combined) for
all industries during the period was
approximately 32%, patent holders
with technology that related to the
consumer products, biotechnology/
pharma, medical devices, and
computer hardware/electronics
industries achieved success rates
higher than the overall median. Chart
6e also demonstrates that success
rates across the top ten industries are
relatively concentrated, falling within
a band of +/- 15%.

Chart 6e. Patent holder success rate: top ten industries, 1995—2011
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Practicing entity
versus NPE success
rates by industry

Chart 6f

Chart 6f expands on the analysis Chart 6f. Patent holder success rate: top ten industries, 1995-2011
provided in Chart 6e by reflecting
practicing entity versus NPE
success rates by industry. The chart
demonstrates that while the overall

45% [

40%

success rate is higher for practicing 35%
entities than for NPEs, the volatility
of success rates for NPEs is very 30%
high across industries. The contrast
between the high NPE success rates 25%

of the biotechnology/pharma and
medical device industries and the low
NPE success rates of the software and
business/consumer services industries
is particularly striking.
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QOverall PE success rate for all industries

Overall NPE success rate for all industries
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' Telecommunications
industry leads in
jury use

Chart 6g

Use of jury trials varied widely by Chart 6g. Use of jury trials: top ten industries, 1995 to 2011
industry, as illustrated in Chart 6g.
Highlighting the wide disparity
of jury trials by industry are the

80% [

telecommunications and chemicals/ 0%
synthetic materials industries,
with a margin in jury use of more 60%
than 40%. As previously noted, the
telecommunications industry also 50%
had the highest median damages
award by a significant margin. The 40%
biotechnology/pharma industry had
a considerably lower use of jury trials 30%
than the other top 10 industries; this
is partly due to the frequent incidence 20%
of ANDA-related litigations, which are
tried primarily by the bench. 10%
0%
4
é\Q
£
& §
& é)\égs)

Qverall use of Jury for all industries
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Most patent cases
(70%) reach trial
within three years

Chart 7a

While median time-to-trial has
remained relatively consistent,
significant variations exist
across jurisdictions

We captured time-to-trial data for
636 cases in 68 districts, using the
court dockets for each matter. We
then calculated time-to-trial from the
complaint date to the first day of trial
for each case. In Chart 7a, the overall
time-to-trial distribution indicates
that about 70% of cases reached trial
within three years from the filing of
the initial complaint.
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Chart 7a. Time-to-trial distribution of cases: 1995 to 2011

250

200

150 [~

100 |~

Number of cases with time-to-trial data

|
<1year 1-2years 2-3years 3-4 years 4-5years >5years

K Number of cases with time to trial

Cumulative % of total

100%

90%

80%

70%

"1 60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

[E10} JO % SAREINWIND



Average time-
to-trial:
approximately
2.5 years

Chart 7b

Overall, time-to-trial appears to

have remained relatively steady at
about 2.5 years since 2005, and no
significant variations are noted since
1997. However, in recent years, as case
volume has increased, time-to-trial has
also risen slightly.

Chart 7b. Median time-to-trial
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Median damages
rise with time-to-
trial

Chart 7c

Chart 7c reflects the direct relationship
between the median damages award
and the number of years to trial.
Several factors might influence this
relationship. Cases involving higher
potential damages awards are more
complex and, thus, take longer to
reach trial. Also, increased time-to-trial
provides a longer period over which
sales can occur, thereby increasing the

Virginia Eastern
District, Wisconsin
Western District

speediest in time-to-trial

Chart 7d

Since 1995, significant variations have
occurred in the median time-to-trial
across jurisdictions, To assess the lead
time, we focused on the most active
districts. Chart 7d summarizes the
median time-to-trial among these
courts from 1995 to 2011. As indicated,
the Virginia Eastern and Wisconsin
Western districts boast the shortest
time-to-trial. Interestingly, the top five

districts and overall median time-to-
trial have remained consistent from
our last study, with little change in the
overall time-to-trial.

potential damages base.

Chart 7¢. Median damages based on Chart 7d. Median time-to-trial by district from 1995 to 2011
time-to-trial: 1995 to 2011

$18 $16.9 Total # of identified
decisions with time=to-trial
$16 _ Rank: | District _ data In Years
$14 1 Virginia Eastern District Court 17 0.97
. 2 Wisconsin Western District Court 10 1.07
2 12 3 Florida Middle District Court 13 174
% 4 Delaware District Court 105 1.90
% $10 5 Texas Southern District/ Bankruptcy Courts 11 2.00
§ . 7.6 6 Texas Eastern District Court 80 217
& 7 California Central District Court 28 2.28
é $6 8 Florida Southern District Court 14 2.39
9 Texas Northern District Court 17 2.42
$4 $' 10 Minnesota District Court 11 2.58
$2 11 New York Southern District Court 36 2.65
12 California Northern District Court 33 2.72
$0 13 New Jersey District Court 21 2.73
] o 14 lllinois Northern District Court 34 3.42
Time-to-trial in years 15 Massachusetts District Court 26
edan domagm v st ormmaonang O vera“ (alldem swns |dented) .............................................................. 6 36 ...................
roprosonted In 2011 US OIS, e
The number of cases is indicated within the
respective column. Includes only the 15 most active districts for which time-to-trial data was available.
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Certain districts are
more favorable to

patent holders

Chart 8

Considering median time-to-trial, and higher success rates and median
median damages awarded, and overall =~ damages awards. Chart 8 presents
success rates, certain jurisdictions the top 15 districts from 1995 to

(particularly Virginia Eastern, 2011 based on an average of their
Delaware, and Texas Eastern) continue categorical rankings for each of the
to be more favorable venues for patent  three statistical measures mentioned
holders, with shorter time-to-trial earlier. Interestingly, the overall

Chart 8. District Court rankings: 1995 to 2011

rankings for district courts varied only

slightly from last year’s study, with

Florida Southern moving up in ranking

to 12 from 15, and Massachusetts,

Minnesota, and Illinois Northern each
dropping down by one spot.

Overall Median time-to-
rank District trial (in years) Rank .| Overall success rate
1 Virginia Eastern District Court 0.97 1 34.1%
2 Delaware District Court 1.90 4 41.7%
3 Texas Eastern District Court 217 6 55.7%
4 Wisconsin Western District Court 1.07 2 31.4%
5 Florida Middle District Court 1.74 3 57.1%
6 California Central District Court 2.28 7 32.4%
7 Texas Southern District/ Bankruptcy Courts 2.00 5 20.5%
8 Texas Northern District Court 2.42 9 38.7%
9 New Jersey District Court 2.73 13 28.8%
10 New York Southern District Court 2.65 11 29.3%
11 California Northern District Court 2.72 12 22.6%
12 Florida Southern District Court 2.39 8 23.1%
13 Massachusetts District Court 3.58 15 30.6%
14 Minnesota District Court 2.58 10 28.9%
lllinois Northern District Court 14 24.8%

i

Overall (all decisions identified)

Median damages are adjusted for inflation and represented in 2011 US dollars.
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Federal district
courts with most
NPE cases

Chart 9a
Of NPE decisions, 38% were accounted for 38% of all identified highest (46.5%), whereas Illinois
concentrated in five federal NPE cases and the top ten districts Northern ranks thirteenth (12.9%)
district courts accounted for 56%. Of particular in terms of overall NPE success rates.
interest is that the two districts with Meanwhile, Delaware, which has
Cases with NPEs as patent holders the most identified NPE decisions, the lowest percentage of identified
were concentrated in a relatively Illinois Northern and Texas Eastern, decisions where the patent holder is an
smaller number of key districts: the continue to present a dichotomy in NPE, has an overall NPE success rate of
top five districts (out of the total 94) relative NPE success rates. As seen in 41.2%, which is among the highest and
with the most identified decisions Chart 9a, Texas Eastern ranks second well above the average.

Chart 9a. District courts with most identified decisions with NPE as
patent holder: 1995 to 2011.

Decisions Total NPE 9% NPE

involving | identified of total success
Industry NPESs decisions | decisions rate

Texas Eastern District Court 43 115 37.4% 46.5%
lifinois Northern District Court 31 129 24.0% 12.9%
New York Southern District Court 26 116 22.4% 16.4%
California Northern District Court 20 124 16.1% 15.0%
Delaware District Court 17 168 10.1% 41.2%
California Central District Court 15 74 20.3% 26.7%
Florida Southern District Court 14 39 35.9% 14.3%
Massachusetts District Court 14 72 19.4% 35.7%
Pennsylvania Eastern District Court 11 34 32.4% 18.2%
Minnesota District Gourt 10 45 22.2% 40.0%
Texas Southern District/ Bankruptcy Courts 9 44 20.5% 11.1%
US Court of Federal Claims 8 21 38.1% 12.5%
Virginia Eastern District Court 8 44 18.2% 25.0%
Colorado District Court 7 20 35.0% 28.6%
DC District Court 7 18 38.9% 0.0%
Florida Middle District Court 7 28 25.0% 57.1%
Kansas District Court 6 14 42.9% 0.0%
Maryland District Court 6 17 35.3% 0.0%
Michigan Eastern District Court 6 36 16.7% 0.0%
A||| dentmed dec |s|ons ....................................................... 3 61 R 1 ’751 ............ 2 06% ............ 2 330 A) .

Includes districts with more than five identified decisions involving an NPE as the patent holder.
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Practicing entities
and NPEs by the
numbers

Chart 9b

Chart 9b reflects a summary of critical
patent litigation statistics for practicing
entities and NPEs. In the current and
prior year, the median damage award
for NPEs was significantly higher

than that for practicing entities while
practicing entities enjoyed higher
success rates and slightly shorter
median time-to-trial.

Chart 9b. Key statistics for practicing
and nonpracticing entities: 1995 to 2011.

Median time-to-trial  ‘Overall success Median damaées
{in years) rate awarded

Nonpracticing entity 2.55 23.3% $8,000,000
Practicing entity 2.27 33.8% $5,222,748

Median damages are adjusted for inflation and represented in 2011 US dollars.
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NPEs see variety in
median damages
and success rates

Chart 10a

Median damages awards and
success rates vary significantly
among NPEs

Charts 10a through 10c represent
an analysis of NPE litigation by
NPE type: (1) companies/for-profit
organizations, (2) universities/
non-profit organizations, and

(3) individuals/inventors.

Chart 10a illustrates that the median
damages award for NPEs that are
companies/for-profit organizations

is significantly higher than that for
university/non-profit and individual
NPEs. Notably, while damages for
university/non-profit organizations
and individual/inventors remained
relatively consistent with last year’s
findings, the median damages award
for NPEs that are companies/for-profit
organizations declined dramatically to
$10.9 million from $18.4 million in last
year’s study.
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Chart 10a. Patent holder median
damages awarded by NPE type:
1995-2011

$12
$10.9

$10

$8
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$4

Median damages awarded (in MM)

$2

$0

Median damages are adjusted for inflation and
represented in 2011 US dollars.

The number of cases is indicated within the
respective column.

Individual NPEs
experience lower
success rates

Chart 10b

While company NPEs are awarded
higher damages, university/non-profit
NPEs have by far the highest success
rate among NPEs. Individual NPEs
lag far behind, as shown in Chart 10b.
Each reading was consistent with

the calculations in last year’s study,
with company and individual NPEs
remaining constant and university/
non-profit NPEs edging down two
points to a 39% success rate.

Chart 10b. Patent holder success rates
by NPE type: 1995-2011
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Vast majority of
NPE litigation
involves company
and individual NPEs

Chart 10c

Chart 10c shows the distribution

of NPE litigation over the last 17
years between the three NPE types.
About 95% of NPE litigation involves
company and individual NPEs. While
individual NPEs have the lowest
median damages award and success
rate, they represent the most frequent
kind of NPE litigant, accounting for
more than half of identified NPE
decisions.

Chart 10c. Distribution of cases by
NPE type: 1995-2011
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ANDA litigation
trends upward

Chart 11a

A view of ANDA litigation is new to
this year’s study. This litigation results
from a generic drug manufacturer’s
filing with the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) an ANDA
paragraph IV certification, which
effectively challenges a brand drug
manufacturer’s patent(s). Due to the
nature of ANDA litigation, damages
are rarely, if ever, awarded because the
alleged infringer does not generally
make any infringing sales prior to

the filing of the litigation. However,
the economic ramifications of ANDA
litigation are significant due to the
potential for lost patent protection of
highly profitable brand name drugs.
In addition, the first generic filer of a
successful patent challenge is awarded
a period of exclusivity in the generic
drug market.

Chart 11a illustrates that the number

of court decisions from ANDA litigation

has grown substantially, consistent
with the upward trend of overall
patent litigation identified in Chart 1.

Chart 11a. ANDA cases
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" New Jersey and
Delaware are
favored ANDA
districts

Chart 11b

Chart 11b reflects the top five most
active judicial districts for ANDA
litigation. Given the concentration

of pharmaceutical companies in

the New Jersey/New York area, it is
not surprising that a large number

of ANDA cases are brought in those
districts and in Delaware, where many
corporations are incorporated. These
five districts comprise almost 70%

of the ANDA cases during our study
period.

Chart 11b. Top five districts with
ANDA cases: 1995 to 2011

Number.of
Top five districts cases

1 Delaware District Court 27

2 New Jersey District Court 27

3 New York Southern 13
District Court

4 Winois Northern 12
District Court

5  Florida Southern 6
District Court
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Historical ANDA
success rates have
varied significantly

Chart 11c

Chart 11c reflects ANDA success rates,
which we have defined here as the
patent holder’s (the brand name drug
manufacturer) success. Since 2006,
ANDA litigation success rates have
ranged from a low of 22% to a high of
83%. However, the sample size (the
number of ANDA cases reaching a
dispositive conclusion) in the earlier
years was low, possibly explaining the
wide swings in success rates. Because

Chart 11c. ANDA success rates
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the majority of ANDA litigations
continue to end in settlement, the
adjudicated case sample size remains
modest.

As the sample size increases, which
appears to be the trend, it will be
interesting to observe whether a
pattern materializes, in which the 2010
and 2011 success rates of just over 50%
repeats over time,

56%
53%

2010 2011

The total number of cases are indicated within the respective column.



Top ANDA litigants
Chart 11d and 11e

Charts 11d and 11e represent the
most active ANDA litigants, where
plaintiffs are the proprietary drug
makers and defendants are the generic
drug manufacturers. More than half of
identified ANDA decisions involve the
five most active ANDA defendants. Not
surprisingly, Teva, which is considered
the world’s largest generic drug
manufacturer, tops the list.

Chart 11d: Top five ANDA Defendants:
1995 to 2011

Number
Defendant of cases

Teva (including, Barr 29
Laboratories, Cephalon &

Novopharm)

Apotex 13
Mylan 1
Watson (including, 6
Andrx Pharmaceutical)

Sandoz 5

On the other hand, approximately
one-third of identified ANDA decisions
involve the top five plaintiffs, or the
branded drug manufacturers.

Chart 11e: Top five ANDA Plaintiffs:
1995 to 2011

Nilmber of
Plaintiff " cases

Glaxo (including, SmithKline 11
Beecham)

Pfizer (including Pharmacia & 11
Upjohn, King, Warner-Lambert
& Wyeth)

Johnson & Johnson (including, 9
Alza, Janssen, McNeil-PPC, &
Ortho-McNeil)

Abbott Laboratories
Astrazeneca
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Our methodology

To study the trends related to patent
decisions, PwC identified final
decisions at summary judgment

and trial recorded in two WestLaw
databases, Federal Intellectual
Property — District Court Cases
(FIP-DCT) and Combined Jury Verdicts
and Settlements (JV-ALL), as well as in
corresponding Public Access to Court
Electronic Records (PACER) system
records.

The study focuses on 1,751 district
court patent decisions issued from
1995 to 2011. Definitions for critical
terms used throughout the study are
listed here.

30 PwC 2012 Patent Litigarion Study

Term definitions

Cases decided at summary
judgment include those district
court patent infringement cases
where a judge has issued a dispositive
opinion regarding invalidity and/or
infringement.

Cases decided at trial include those
district court patent infringement cases
where an opinion was rendered by a
judge or jury at trial.

A success includes instances where
a liability and damages/permanent
injunction (if included) decision was
made in favor of the patent holder.

Time-to-trial is calculated from the
complaint date to the first day of either
the bench or jury trial for each case.

A nonpracticing entity (NPE) is
defined as an entity that does not have
the capability to design, manufacture,
or distribute products with features
protected by the patent.
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Pharmaceuticals
Analyzing Litigation Success Rates

In this report we analyze over 370 court rulings since the beginning of the
decade to establish litigation success rates by company, court and judge. We
also look at other trends in the pharmaceutical industry such as at-risk
launches, patent settlements and authorized generics. Based on our review, we
conclude that while patent challenges by generics are extremely common,
winning is not.

Below are the key conclusions from our analysis:

« Patent challenges remain on the rise with a record 65 new first-to-file
lawsuits in 2009, up from 51 in the prior year and more than double the
number just three years ago.

« Over the last decade, the overall success rate for the generic drug industry is
48% for cases that have gone to trial. However, the success rate increases to
76% when settlements are included. Over half of all cases are settled or
dropped.

« Perrigo has the best overall litigation success rate, taking top honors in best
overall success rate, best batting average in court and highest percent of
cases settled/dropped. Watson has the second best overall success rate.

» The top three courts by volume -- NJ, DE and SDNY -- accounted for 69%
of all decisions. Unfortunately, these courts have a combined success rate of
just 36% for generics. However, just over half of the cases in these three
courts get settled or dismissed.

» Four courts have never ruled against a generic --California-CD, New
York-ED, Minnesota and Missouri-ED.

+ The top five judges by volume accounted for 31% of the total decisions.
These five judges ruled in favor of generics only 33% of the time. The total
success rate, however, including settlements is 75%.

+ Last year we saw six at-risk launches, up from four in the last few years.
Teva remains the most likely to go at-risk with 12 of the 28 at-risk launches
since 2002.

+ The number of settlements in 2009 reached an all-time high of 54, up from
45 in the prior year. Settlements occur on average 47% of the time with
Teva accounting for nearly one-third of all settlements. On the innovator
side, Glaxo and Novartis have settled the most.

+ We counted 25 authorized generics launched in 2009 compared to 18 in the
prior year. However, more products are launching without an AG than in
prior years.

+ By our count, Watson has introduced the most AGs, nearly one fifth of the
industry's total.

Priced as of prior trading day's market close, EST (unless otherwise noted).
All values in USD unless otherwise noted.

For Required Conflicts Disclosures, see Page 23.
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Summary

Patent challenges remain on the rise, with 65 new first-to-file paragraph IV challenges initiated in 2009, which brings the total to over
300 active cases. In this report we analyze over 370 court rulings since the beginning of the decade to establish litigation success rates
by company, court and judge. We also look at other relevant trends in the industry such as at-risk launches, patent settlements and
authorized generics. Exhibit 1 below summarizes litigation trends over the past seven years.

Exhibit 1: Litigation Summary
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Settlements 6 4 8 20 21 45 54
At-Risk Launches 2 5 3 4 4 4 6
First to File P4 Suits 13 15 24 27 43 51 65

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates

Paragraph IV Challenges

In recent years patent challenges have become the rule rather than the exception for generics. According to our database there are
approximately 300 active first-to-file paragraph IV challenges, most of which have multiple filers. The incentive is clear: the first
ANDA filer to make a paragraph IV certification receives 180 days of market exclusivity during which no other ANDA can be

approved for that drug. With very little downside and huge upside, exclusivity is the driving force to the huge increase in first-to-file
paragraph IV filings (exhibit 2).

Exhibit 2: First-to-File Lawsuits

70
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2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.

The litigation process starts with the filing of an ANDA with a paragraph IV certification, an acknowledgment that patents exist but
the generic doesn’t infringe or the patents aren’t valid. The FDA has 60 days to accept the ANDA filing and then the generic filer has
20 days to notify the patent holder of its paragraph IV filing. Paragraph IV certifications are required for all products with patents
listed in the FDA’s Orange Book (the official patent listing). The patent holder then has 45 days to sue in order to initiate a 30 month
stay of FDA approval of the generic version (companies may sue after 45 days but no stay would be granted). The approval stay is
lifted at the end of 30 months or after a court decision, whichever is earlier. Following the Medicare Modernization Act (MMA) in
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December 2003, patent holders are entitled to only one 30 month stay and are not entitled to a stay if a patent is listed after an ANDA
is pending at the FDA (a late-listed patent). The 30 month clock is important because at the end of the stay companies are free to
receive FDA approval and launch their generic products. However, this would be considered an at-risk launch if there is no court
decision prior to launch. As such, generic companies may be responsible for up to triple damages if their products are found to
infringe after an at-risk launch.

As aresult of the large incentive to be first-to-file, we expect every patented product to be challenged, regardless of its size, i.e.,
Rozerem. We believe that if a drug does not have a challenge it speaks to the difficulty of formulating that product (i.e., Lidoderm).
We count around 65 new first-to-file lawsuits in 2009 up 27% from 2008, but nearly a three-fold increase since 2005 (exhibit 2).

Patent Challenge Success Rates

The question we are most frequently asked relates to the success rate of paragraph I'V patent challenges. According to our database on
over 370 resolved cases over the last decade, the outcome is fairly even, with generics winning 82 of the rulings compared to losing
89. Thus, the overall success rate for the generic industry is 48% based on court decisions. However, when you take into account
patent settlements and cases that were dropped, the success rate for generics jumps to 76%, substantially in favor of challenging
patents (exhibit 3). With 54% of all cases either settled or dropped, it’s easy to see why generic firms focus on first-to-file
opportunities. Settlements provide clarity for the company and shareholders and we see them as a win-win for the generic and brand
company. As we discuss later in the report, there were 54 disclosed patent settlements last year, an all time high.

Exhibit 3; Generic Drug Industry: Litigation Success Rate

Lost: 80 (24%)

St 175 47%)

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.

The Best Generic Challengers

The second most common question we get is which generic companies are the most successful at winning patent challenges. We have
highlighted in exhibits 4 and 5 the track records over the past decade for companies with five or more resolved paragraph IV
challenges.

Perrigo takes the top honors for best overall success rate (defined as winning or settling a case), highest percentage of cases
won and the highest settlement percentage. To be fair, Perrigo has only won one case, Pepcid Complete, but favorably resolved its
other seven cases. That said, in our opinion, a settlement is as good as a win for shareholders, or possibly even better as it eliminates
uncertainty and legal costs. Of the generic companies that have at least one court decision, Perrigo is the most likely to settle its case
with seven cases settled/dropped of eight that have concluded, followed by Watson with 29 of its 39 cases either settled or dropped.

Watson has the second best overall success rate, having settled/dropped almost three quarters of its cases. Sandoz had the second
best track record for court outcomes, but this is boosted by the inclusion of Eon Labs. Excluding Eon from Sandoz’s results, the
company would be tied with Par, Impax and Actavis for second with a 67% success rate. The results are presented in the scorecard
below.
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Exhibit 4: Best Generic Challengers 2000-2009

Best Cases Won Cases Lost Cases Settled/Dropped Most Number

Overall Success Rate As % of Decisions As % of Decisions As % of Total P4s Of Concluded P4 Cases
Perrigo 100% Perrigo 100% Apotex 86% Perrigo 88% Teva 108
Watson 90% Sandoz 79% Ranbaxy 78% Watson 74% Watson 39
Sandoz 88% Par 67% Dr. Reddy's 78% KV Pharm 71% Mylan 25
Par 87% Impax 67% Sun 75% Lupin 63% Sandoz 24
KV Pharm 86% Actavis 67% Lupin 67% Par 60% Apotex 21
Impax 86% Watson 60% URL Pharma 67% Impax 57% Ranbaxy 19
Actavis 83% Teva 53% Mylan 56% Sun 56% Dr. Reddy's 18
Teva 78% KV Pharm 50% KV Pharm 50% Teva 53% Par 15
Lupin 75% Mylan 44% Teva 47% Ranbaxy 53% Impax 14
Sun 67% Lupin 33% Watson 40% Dr. Reddy's 50% sun 9
Mylan 64% URL Pharma 33% Par 33% Actavis 50% Perrigo 8
Ranbaxy 63% Sun 25% Impax 33% Sandoz 42% Lupin 8
Dr. Reddy's 61% Ranbaxy 22% Actavis 33% URL Pharma 40% KV Pharm 7
URL Pharma 60% Dr. Reddy's 22% Sandoz 21% Mylan 36% Actavis 6
Apotex 43% Apotex 14% Perrigo 0% Apotex 33% URL Pharma 5

*Includes predecessor firms.

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates

Exhibit 5: Lega! Scorecard Summary 2000-2009

Dropped/ Success Launched
Lost % Won % Settled % TOTAL % At Risk
Actavis 1 17% 2 33% 3 50% 6 83% 1
Apotex 12 57% 2 10% 7 33% 21 43% 1
Dr. Reddy's 7 39% 2 11% 9 50% 18 61% 0
Impax 2 14% 4 29% 8 57% 14 86% 0
KV Pharm 1 14% 1 14% 5 71% 7 86% 0
Lupin 2 25% 1 13% 5 63% 8 75% 0
Mylan 9 36% 7 28% 9 36% 25 64% 1
Par 2 13% 4 27% 9 60% 15 87% 1
Perrigo 0 0% 1 13% 7 88% 8 100% 1
Ranbaxy 7 37% 2 11% 10 53% 19 63% 0
Sandoz 3 13% 11 46% 10 42% 24 88% 6
Sun 3 33% 1 11% S 56% 9 67% 2
Teva 24 22% 27 25% 57 53% 108 78% 13
URL Pharma 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 5 60% 0
Watson 4 10% 6 15% 29 74% 39 90% 0

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates

Court Information

We have also reviewed our database to determine which districts are the best to try a case (exhibit 6). Three districts were responsible
for nearly 70% of all court decisions -- New Jersey (35%), Delaware (21%) and the Southern District of New York (12%). The bad
news for generics is that the combined historical success rate in these three districts is just 36%, which likely explains the 52%
settlement rate in these districts. The most pro-generic courts include the Central District of California, the Eastern District of New
York, Minnesota and the Eastern District of Missouri, having a perfect record of ruling in favor of generics every time.
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Exhibit 6: Decisions By Court

Ruled For Ruled Against Total Generic Case Case Overall Generic Total

Generics Generics _ Rulings  Success Rate _Settled Dismissed Success Rate Cases
California (Central District) 8 0 8 100% 9 0 100% 17
California (Northern District) 2 2 4 50% 2 0 67% 6
DC 3 2 5 60% 0 0 60% 5
Delaware 10 17 27 37% 46 8 79% 81
Florida (Southern District) 2 1 3 67% 4 0 86% 7
Georgia {(Northern District) 0 0 0 NM 5 0 100% 5
lllinois (Northern District) 8 8 16 50% 6 1 65% 23
Indiana (Southern District) 1 5 6 17% 0 2 38% 8
Maryland 0 0 o] NM 2 0 100% 2
Massachusetts 0 3 3 0% 1 2 50% 6
Michigan (Eastern District) 2 2 4 50% 1 0 60% 5
Michigan (Western District) 0 0 o] NM 1 0 100% 1
Minnesota 2 0 2 100% 0 0 100% 2
Missouri (Eastern District) 1 0 1 100% 0 1 100% 2
New Jersey 27 47 74 36% 55 3 64% 132
New York (Eastern District) 2 0 2 100% 1 0 100% 3
New York (Southern District) 8 16 24 33% 22 1 66% 47
North Carolina (Eastern District) 0 0 0 NM 1 0 100% 1
North Carolina (Middle District) 0 1 1 0% 0 0 0% 1
Ohio (Southern District) 0 1 1 0% 2 0 67% 3
Pennsylvania (Eastern District) 1 3 4 25% 1 1 50% 6
Pennsylvania (Western District) 1 1 2 50% 1 0 67% 3
Virginia (Eastern District) 4 2 6 67% 0 0 67% 6
West Virginia (Northern District) 1 3 4 25% 1 0 40% 5

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates

Drilling down more to review how each judge ruled in the past. The top five judges accounted for 31% of the total decisions with
Judges Farnan and Sleet in Delaware issuing the most decisions. The generic success rate for bench rulings from these five judges is
33%. The total success rate, however, including settlements is 75%.

When looking at judges that have issued five or more decisions (exhibit 7), the success rate for rulings for generics is just 37%. The
total overall success rate for generics among these judges increases to 64% when including cases dropped or settled for this group of
judges.

Exhibit 7: Decisions By Most Active Judges

Ruled For Ruled Against]  Total Generic Case Case  Overall Generic Total

Judge District  Generics Generics® Rulings Success Rate Settled Dismissed Success Rate Cases
loseph J. Farnan Ir DE 6 10 16 38% 20 4 75% 40
Dennis M. Cavanaugh NJ 7 4 11 64% 0 1 67% 12
John C. Lifland NJ 3 7 10 30% 8 0 61% 18
Joel A. Pisano NJ 4 5 9 44% 6 0 67% 15
Stanley R. Chesler NJ 1 8 9 11% 2 0 27% 11
Sue L. Robinson DE 3 5 8 38% 5 1 64% 14
Barbara S. Jones NY-SD 3 5 8 38% 0 0 38% 8
Mary L. Cooper NJ 1 5 6 17% 12 0 72% 18
Mariana R. Pfaelzer CA-CD 5 0 5 100% 3 o] 100% 8
Sidney H. Stein NY-SD 2 3 5 40% 9 0 79% 14
David H. Coar IL-ND 1 4 5 20% 4 0 56% 9
Sarah Evans Barker IN-SD 1 4 5 20% o] o] 20% 5
Dickinson R. Debevoise NJ 1 4 5 20% 0 0 20% 5
38 64 102 37% 69 6 64% 177

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates
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At-Risk launches

While at-risk launches get a lot of attention, they are still fairly uncommon. We define an at-risk launch as any launch without a lower
court ruling. Last year we saw six at-risk launches, up from four in the last few years (exhibit 8). Teva is the most likely to launch at-
risk, having launched 12 of the 28 at-risk launches over the last seven years. This is followed by Sandoz with six and Mylan, Par and

Sun each launching two products at-risk.

Exhibit 8: Number of At-Risk Launches 2003-2009

2003 2004

2005

2006 2007

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.

Last year was the first year we did not see any at-risk launches of blockbuster products like Protonix, Pulmicort or Plavix that
occurred in prior years. However, 2009 was unusual in that of the six at-risk launches, two were on very small drugs — Niravam and
Xopenex solution — and the other four were settled after launch — Solodyn by both Teva and Sandoz, as well as Ortho Tri Cyclen Lo
and Loprox Shampoo (exhibit 9). Settling after launch appears to be a new emerging trend with two in 2008 and four in 2009.

Exhibit 9: At-Risk Launches 2008-2009

Date Drug Generic Comments

Jan-08 Protonix Sun/Caraco

Mar-08 Olux Perrigo

Mar-08 Ethyol Sun/Caraco  Settled after launch
Nov-08 Pulmicort Teva Settled after launch
Mar-09 Solodyn Teva Settled after launch
Jan-09 Niravam Par Very small drug
Jui-09 Ortho Tri Cyclen Lo Teva Settled after launch
Aug-09 Solodyn Sandoz Settled after launch
Aug-09 Xopenex concentrate  Mylan Very small drug
Nov-09 Loprox shampoo Paddock Settled after launch

Source: Company reports and RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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Settlements

The number of settlements in 2009 reached an all-time high of 54, up from 45 in 2008 (exhibit 10). Settlements spiked in 2006
following the June 2006 decision by the Supreme Court to not hear the FTC’s appeal in Schering Plough vs. Upsher-Smith. This case
questioned whether monetary payment from a brand company to a generic company was lawful. In 2009, legislation heated up to
limit patent settlements and in October the Senate Judiciary Committee passed the Kohl Bill. The bill was eventually revised to make
payments presumptively illegal rather than per se illegal. This allows generics and brands to defend their settlement as pro-
competitive. It is difficult to say whether the activity in Washington had a direct impact on the number of settlements, but of the 54
cases, there were 10 settled in both the first and second quarter of 2009 and 17 in each of the final quarters of the year. Thus, there
was no discernable up tick in settlements near year end.

Exhibit 10: Number of Patent Settlements 2003-2009

40~

30~

20

10+ 6

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Source: PACER, Company reparts, RBC Capital Markets estimates.

Despite the noise in Washington, we expect settlements to remain fairly common. For active paragraph IV firms with over five
resolved cases, settlements occur on average 54% of the time. Teva accounts for almost 30% of all settlements but this is just 53% of
their caseload (exhibit 11). Of all generics, Wockhardt tends to walk the most, settling all four of its patent challenges. We have also
included in the exhibit 11 the innovator firms with the most patent settlements. GlaxoSmithKline and Novartis have each settled
about 9% of the total.
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Exhibit 11: Most Cases Settled (Generics), Most Likely to Settle, Most Cases Settled (Brand)

Settled/ Total % Cases Settled/ Total % Cases Number of % of
Generic Dropped Cases Settled Generic Dropped Cases  Settled Brand Settlements  Total
Teva 57 108 53% Wockhardt 4 4 100% Glaxo 14 8.8%
Watson 29 39 74% Orchid 2 2 100% Novartis 14 8.8%
Sandoz 10 24 42% Upsher Smith 2 2 100% Schering-Plough 12 7.5%
Ranbaxy 10 19 53% Alcon 1 1 100% Forest 11 6.9%
Mylan 9 25 36% Amneal 1 1 100% Abbott 11 6.9%
Dr. Reddy's 9 18 50% Bedford 1 1 100% J&J 8 5.0%
Par 9 15 60% Breath 1 1 100% Wyeth 8 5.0%
Impax 8 14 57% Covidien 1 1 100% Pfizer 7 4.4%
Apotex 7 21 33% Cypress Pharma 1 1 100% Shire 7  4.4%
Perrigo 7 8 88% Tolmar 1 1 100% Cephaion 6 3.8%
Sun S 9 56% Perrigo 7 8 88% Medicis 6 3.8%
Lupin S 8 63% Anchen 3 4 75% Purdue 6 3.8%
KV Pharm 5 7 71% Watson 29 39 74% Warner Chilcott 6 3.8%
Wockhardt 4 4 100% KV Pharm 5 7 71% Sanofi 5 3.1%
Actavis 3 6 50% Glenmark 2 3 67% AstraZeneca 3 1.9%

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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Exhibit 12: Patent Settlements in 2009

Settled Brand Generic Drug Launch Date
1/12/09 Loestrin-24 Fe Warner Chilcott Watson 01/22/2014
1/12/09 Femcon Fe Warner Chilcott Watson NLT 1/1/2013
2/11/09 Lotrel Novartis Par 1Q11
2/19/09 Opana ER 7.5mg 15mg  Endo Actavis 40739
3/6/09 Naprelan Elan Watson 41800
3/10/09 Xopenex Sepracor Barr 41322
3/18/09 Solodyn Medicis Teva Nov 2011
3/27/09 Razadyne J&J KV Pharma NA

3/27/09 Razadyne ER J&J KV Pharma NA

3/30/09 Razadyne J&J Sandoz NA

4/8/09 Clarinex Schering-Plough Mylan 07/01/2012
4/8/09 Clarinex Schering-Plough Sandoz 07/01/2012
4/14/09 Vanos Medicis Perrigo 12/15/2013
4/16/09 Oxycontin Purdue Actavis TBD
4/21/09 Rythmol SR Glaxo Par 01/01/2011
4/23/09 Effexor XR caps Wyeth Lupin 06/01/2011
4/24/09 Lybrel Wyeth Watson 05/22/2010
4/29/09 Comtan Novartis/Orion Wockhardt 09/30/2012
4/29/09 Stalevo Novartis/Orion Wockhardt 09/30/2012
5/18/09 Effexor XR caps Wyeth Wockhardt 06/01/2012
7/9/09 Eloxatin Sanofi Ebewe NA

7/10/09 Lexapro Forest Sun Pharm 10/14/2012
7/24/09 Ortho Tri Cyclen Lo J&) Teva 12/31/2015
8/3/09 Ethyol Medimmune Sun Pharm NA
8/11/09 Clarinex RediTabs Schering-Plough Orchid 01/01/2012
8/11/09 Clarinex Schering-Plough Orchid 07/01/2012
8/11/09 Plavix Bristol-Myers Watson TBD
8/30/09 Oxycontin Purdue Apotex TBD

9/9/09 Lotrel Novartis Lupin NA

9/11/09 Namenda Forest Apotex 04/11/2015
9/11/09 Namenda Forest Upsher Smith 01/11/2015
9/11/09 Namenda Forest Amneal 01/11/2015
9/11/09 Namenda Forest Wockhardt 01/11/2015
9/14/09 Carbatrol Shire Teva NA

9/14/09 Lybrel Wyeth Sandoz NA

9/24/09 Lotrel Novartis Dr. Reddy NA
9/24/09 Lotrel Novartis Cobalt NA

10/5/09 Flomax Astellas Impax 02/10/2003
10/8/09 Namenda Forest Sun Pharm 01/11/2015
10/13/09 Adderall XR Shire Sandoz When approved
10/14/09 vfend Pfizer Mylan 1011
10/15/09 Duac Stiefel Perrigo TBD
10/19/09 Namenda Forest Cobalt 42015
10/27/09 Oxytrol Watson Barr 42120
11/5/09 Namenda Forest Teva 42015
11/12/09 Fentora Cephalon Teva Oct 2018
11/16/09 Loprox Medicis Glenmark 41623
11/16/09 Vanos Medicis Glenmark 41623
11/30/09 Tricor 145mg Abbott Teva 40630
12/8/09 Effexor XR caps Wyeth Mylan 40695
12/8/09 Arthrotec Pfizer Teva NA

12/9/09 Loprox shampoo Medicis Paddock NA
12/14/09 Namenda Forest Dr. Reddy 42015
12/14/09 Namenda Forest Lupin 42015

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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30 Month Stays

As discussed earlier the expiration of the 30 month stay is important since the FDA is cleared to approve the generic at the end of the
stay. At that point, the generic firm can decide to launch at-risk or wait for resolution of the litigation. Also, as previously discussed,
at-risk launches are fairly uncommon. However, they do present an overhang in that the patent litigation can go in the innovator’s
favor after launch, leaving the generic company liable for damages. In exhibit 13, we highlight upcoming 30-month stay expirations
in 2010.

Exhibit 13: Estimated 30 Months Stays Expirations in 2010

Drug Dose Brand Co. Est. First Filer Date Sued 30 Month Stay
Boniva 2.5and 150 mg Roche Shared-Multiple 9/7/07 1/24/10
Zegerid caps 20/1100mg, 40/1100mg, 20/1680mg Santarus Par 9/13/07 1/30/10
Focalin XR 5,10,20 mg Novartis Teva 9/14/07 1/31/10
Focalin XR 15 mg Novartis Par 10/4/07 2/20/10
Zanaflex (caps) 2,4,6mg Acorda Apotex 10/11/07 2/28/10
Avinza 30, 45, 60, 75,90,120 mg King Actavis 10/18/07 3/4/10
Allegra D-24 180 mg/240 mg Aventis Dr. Reddy's 10/26/07 3/14/10
Asacol 400 mg P&G Roxane 10/26/07 3/14/10
Combivir 150 mg/300 mg GlaxoSmithKline Teva 11/2/07 3/20/10
Luxiq 0.12% Connetics Perrigo/Pentech 11/6/07 3/24/10
Taxotere 20mg/2ml, 80mg/8ml, 160mg/16ml Sanofi-Aventis Hospira 505b2 11/9/07 3/28/10
Stalevo 100, 150 25/100/200 mg and 37.5/150/200 mg  Novartis/Orion Sun Pharm 11/13/07 3/31/10
Opana ER 5,10,20,40 mg Endo Impax 11/15/07 4/2/10
Zymar 0.3% solution drops Allergan Apotex 11/29/07 4/16/10
Zetia 10 mg Merck Glenmark 3/22/07 4/24/10
Tarka 4/240mg, 2/240mg, 2/180mg, 1/240mg  Abbott Glenmark 12/7/07 4/28/10
Detrol LA 2,4mg Pfizer Teva 12/12/07 4/29/10
Strattera 10, 18, 25, 40, 60, 80, 100mg Eli Lilly Shared-Multiple 8/9-9/5/2007 5/6/10
Zegerid suspension  40/1680mg per packet Santarus Par 12/20/07 5/13/10
Abilify 2,5,10,15,20,30 mg Bristol-Myers Squibb Shared-Multiple 3/2/07 5/15/10
Abilify ODT 10, 15, 20,30 mg Bristol-Myers Squibb Barr 3/16/07 5/15/10
Argatroban Injection 100 mg/ml Encysive Barr 12/28/07 5/19/10
Equetro 200, 300 mg Validus Pharmaceuticals Actavis 1/17/08 6/3/10
Clobex shampoo 0.05% Galderma Actavis 2/21/08 7/8/10
Avodart 0.05 mg GlaxoSmithKline Barr 2/25/08 7/11/10
Abilify Oral Solution 1 mg/ml Bristol-Myers Squibb Teva 3/31/08 8/15/10
Entocort 3mg AstraZeneca Barr 5/22/08 10/8/10
Fentora 1,.2,.3,.4,.6, .8mg Cephalon Watson 6/2/08 10/20/10
Alimta 500mg/vial Eli Lilly Teva 6/5/08 10/23/10
Accolate 10mg, 20mg AstraZeneca Dr. Reddy 6/27/08 11/12/10
Opana ER 7.5mg, 15mg Endo Actavis 7/11/08 11/27/10
Zometa (inj) 4mg base/SmL, Smg base/100mL Novartis Teva 7/24/08 12/9/10
Uroxatral 10 mg Sanofi-Aventis Shared 9/21/07 12/10/10
Sensipar 30, 60, 90mg Amgen Teva 7/25/08 12/11/10
Actoplus Met 15/500mg and 15/850mg Eli Lilly/Takeda Mylan 8/5/08 12/22/10
Taxotere 40mg/mi, 20mg/0.5ml, 80mg/2ml Sanofi-Aventis Apotex 505b2 8/8/08 12/26/10
Opana ER 30mg Endo Actavis 7/11/08 12/29/10
Ambien CR 12.5mg Sanofi-Aventis Anchen Filed 1/19/06 Not Sued
Ambien CR 6.25mg Sanofi-Aventis Actavis Filed 2/24/06 Not Sued
Atacand 4,8,16,and 32 mg AstraZeneca Sandoz Filed 12/22/06 Not Sued
Atacand HCT 16/12.5,32/12.5mg AstraZeneca Mylan Filed 12/22/06 Not Sued
Elestat 0.05% Inspire/Allergan Sandoz Filed 10/14/08 Not Sued
Exforge 10/160mg Novartis Par Filed 10/1/07 Not Sued
Exforge 5/160mg Novartis Par Filed 10/22/07 Not Sued
Exforge 10/320mg Novartis Par Filed 11/9/07 Not Sued
Exforge 5/320mg Novartis Par Filed 11/26/07 Not Sued
Lescol XL 80mg Novartis Par Filed 3/15/07 Not Sued
Requip XL 2,3,4,8,12mg GlaxoSmithKline Impax, Actavis Filed 10/14/08 Not Sued
Rhinocort spray 0.032 mg (32 mcg)/spray AstraZeneca Apotex Filed 5/14/07 Not Sued

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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Authorized Generics

There were roughly 25 authorized generics (AG) launched in 2009, up from about 18 in the prior year. However, one trend we have
noticed recently is an increasing number of generics launched without an AG. We counted around a dozen generics launched last
year with no AG compared to just six in 2008. We believe this is a highly correlated to the increase in settlement agreements a few
years ago. Some of the recent high-profile generic launches without AGs include Adderall XR, Pulmicort and Mirapex to name just a
few. We see this as a very positive trend for the generic pharmaceutical industry and expect an increase in the number of AG-free

launches in the future. Launching without an AG can generate almost three times the revenue and approximately 3.7x more profit
than launching with an AG.

Pharmaceuticals

Notwithstanding the favorable economic impact an AG-less launch presents, we still expect AGs to remain part of the industry. While
margins are small, an AG presents an attractive ROI for the company launching the AG. Of the 96 AGs we count launched by
independent generic firms since 2000, Watson was involved in close to 20% with Prasco close behind (exhibit 14). We also expect

generic arms of big pharma companies such as J&J’s Patriot, Pfizer’s Greenstone and Sanofi’s Winthrop to remain active players in
the market going forward.

Exhibit 14: Top Five Authorized Generic Players 2000-2009
Authorized Generics Total

Watson 19

Prasco 17

Par
Sandoz
Ranbaxy
Industry 1

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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Appendix A: Potential Launches 2010-2011

Date of Generic

Gx Entry Brand Company Drug Company Type

TBD Sanofi Ambien CR Anchen, Par Patent

TBD Merck Primaxin 1V Multiple Patent Expiration
TBD Warner Chilcott Femhrt Barr Settlement Launch
3/1/10 Meda Astelin Apotex Settlement Launch
3/2/10 Boehringer Flomax Ranbaxy, Impax Settlement Launch
4/6/10 Merck Cozaar/Hyzaar Multiple Patent Expiration
4/20/10 GlaxoSmithKline Coreg CR Mutual Data Exclusivity
4/27/10 Boehringer Flomax Multiple Patent Expiration
5/22/10 Wyeth Lybrel Watson Settlement Launch
6/1/10 Wyeth Effexor XR caps Teva Settlement Launch
6/27/10 AstraZeneca Arimidex Multiple Patent Expiration
7/1/10 Novartis Exelon Dr. Reddy's, Sun Settlement Launch
8/28/10 Meda Astelin Cobalt Settlement Launch
9/1/10 Valeant Diastat Par/Barr Settlement Launch
9/23/10 Medicines Co. Angiomax Teva At Risk

11/15/10 Eli Lilly Gemzar Multiple Patent invalidated
11/25/10 Pfizer Aricept Teva, Ranbaxy Patent Expiration
1/1/11 GlaxoSmithkline Rythmol SR Par Settlement Launch
1/1/11 Novartis Lotrel Par Settlement Launch
1/17/11 Takeda Actos Multiple Patent Expiration
1/19/11 Wyeth Protonix Multiple Patent Expiration
1Q11 Pfizer Vfend Mylan Settlement Launch
1Q11 Novartis Exelon Watson Settlement Launch
3/22/11 Pfizer Xalatan Multiple Patent Expiration
3/28/11 Abbott Tricor 145mg Teva Settlement Launch
6/1/11 Wyeth Effexor XR caps Impax Settlement Launch
6/1/11 Wyeth Effexor XR caps Anchen Settlement Launch
6/1/11 Wyeth Effexor XR caps Lupin Settlement Launch
6/15/11 Sanofi Nasacort AQ Barr Settlement Launch
6/20/11 &) Levaquin Multiple Patent Expiration
7/1/11 Bayer Yaz Barr Settlement Launch
7/15/11 Endo Opana ER 7.5mg 15mg Actavis Settlement Launch
10/23/11 Eli Lilly Zyprexa Multiple Patent Expiration
10/23/11 Eli Lilly Symbyax Multiple Patent Expiration
11/1/11 Medicis Solodyn Impax Settlement Launch
11/1/11 Medicis Solodyn Teva Settlement Launch
11/17/11 Bristol Myers Plavix Multiple Settlement Launch
11/30/11 Pfizer Caduet Ranbaxy Settlement Launch
11/30/11 Pfizer Lipitor Ranbaxy Settlement Launch
2011E Novartis Femara Mylan Settlement Launch

Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.
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Appendix B: Rulings By Judge 2000-2009 (Complete)

Ruled For Ruled Against

Generics Generics  Settled Dismissed

Cormac J. Carney 4] 0 1
James V. Selna 1 0 5
Mariana R. Plaelzer 5 0 3
Robert J. Timlin 2 0 0
Charles R. Breyer [ 1 1]
James Ware 0 0 1
Marilyn Patel 1 0 o
Maxine M. Chesney 0 1 1
Vaughn R. Walker 1 0 4]
John D. Bates ] 2 0
Reggle B. Walton 1 0 0
Ricarde M. Urbina 1 ) 0
Royce €. Lamberth 1 0 [1]
Gregory M. Sleet 0 2 19
Joseph J. Faman Jr 6 10 20
Kent A. Jordan 1

Sue L. Robinson 3

Adalberto Jordan
Daniel T. K. Hurley
Shelby Highsmith
Wilkie D. Fergusun Jr.
William P. Dimitrouleas
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James M. Rosenbaum
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Joan H. Lefkow
John W. Darrah
Rebecca R. Pallmeyer
Richard A. Posner
Robert W. Gettleman
Ronald A. Guzman
Wayne R. Anderson
Georgia (Northern District)
Thomas W. Thrash Jr.
William S. Duffey, Jr
J. Owen Forrester
Indiana (Southern District}
Larry J. McKinney
Richard Young
Sarah Evans Barker
Maryland
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Massachusetts
Douglas P. Woodlock
Joseph L. Tauro
Reginald C. Lindsay
Richard G. Steams
Michigan (Eastern District)
Avern Cohn
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Bernard A Friedman

George Caram Steeh
Michigan (Western District)

Paul L Maloney
Minnesota

Ann D. Montgomery

Michael J. Davis
Missouri (Eastern

Donald J. Stohr

Rodney W. Sippel
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Ruled For Ruled Against
Generics Generics  Settled Dismissed
New York (Eastern District)
David G. Trager
Nina Gershon
New York (Souther|
Barbara S. Jones
Colleen McMahon
Charles L. Brieant
Denise Cote
Gerard E. Lynch
Harold Baer
Kimba Wood
Laura Taylor Swain
Lawrence M. McKenna
Loretta A. Preska
Lewis A. Kaplan
P. Kevin Castel
Richard C. Casey
Richard J. Holwell
Richard J. Sullivan
Robert P. Patterson
Setphen C. Robinson
Sidney H. Stein
Victor Marrero
William H. Pauley Il
New Jersey
Harold A. Ackerman
Dennis M. Cavanaugh
Dickinson R. Debevoise
Faith S. Hochberg
Freda Wolfson
Garrett E. Brown, Jr
Joel A. Pisano
John C. Lifland
John W. Bissell
Jose L. Linares
Joseph A. Greenaway Jr
Katherine S. Hayden
Mary L. Cooper
Noel L. Hillman
Peter G. Sheridan
Renee Marie Bumb
Stanley R: Chesler
Susan D. Wigenton
Tonianne J. Bongiovanni
William J. Martini
Willam H. Walls

North Carolina (Middie District)

James A. Beaty
James C. Dever, 1l
Ohio (Southern District)
Edmund A. Sargus
Michael R. Barrett
Pennsylvania (Eastern District)
Michael M. Baylsan
Paul §. Diamond
R. Bardlay Surrick
Gary L. Lancaster
Terrence F. McVerry
ginfa (Eastern District)
Henry C. Morgan Jr.
Richard L. Williams
Rabert E. Payne
Robert G. Doumar
T.S. Elis, NI
Irene M. Keeley
William K. Sessions
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Source: PACER, Company reports, RBC Capital Markets estimates.

RBC Capital Markets”

15



91 Sijew jende) ogy
(207v) era] {vo/€) Appay Ja £0/0T 3501 uosuigoy 1 3ang ELH 6L100-2-p0'T: v0/pT/E v0/0T/C sAppay g} 8w gop X0[2AY
eAdL Buipuad VN N VN YN VN era) 3w 00€ "0ST 'SL oudeay
{£0/6) sAppay 4a "{£0/6°S “£0/8) erSL TTOT Yauned '20/6 P3RS Vew(|iy 7 30N IN: (AQY) 6LTHOA2-E (AQ¥) £0/5/6| €0/VT/L Appay 2q Jo eAILS Bwgy? elpuRAY
i (vA3L) 2€0v0-A-€0°T (VATL) £0/92/8
{0/6°S *20/5) eASL ZTOT YauneT !20/6 pajuas) UBW[jIH " [30N N BETLO-M-LOT; L0/11/5 L0/62/€ eAs]; Bwp/8 '7/8 “v/v v/T'v/T |Aiepueny|
(20/6-S 50/} eAsL: 2TOT Yaune 1£0/6 PapIas| uew(|iH 1 [20N ™ 9£500-A2-SO°T S0/9Z/1 yo/oz/et eAa) 3w 0001/ JauepueAy
i ‘0001/2 ‘005/v ‘005/2 ‘00S/1
VN BUipuad WN| VN VN wN 50/9/9 Fapi3 3w S7/00¢ apI[EAY
N Juipuag VN| VN VN VN p0/0Y/LT pajd 3w §Z1/00€ ‘5'21/0ST 3p1eAy
N Buipuag N N VN VN 80/v1/5 PaN3 w/3w g1 105 [€10 pixy
{60/5) BAaL Suipuag UBAJ|INS T pey3iy 8E80T-A-80'T 60/8/5 60/0¢E/¢ AL dui'goe/00z/009
(SN "80/6) uelAW VN N N pans JoN 80/22/6 uelAin Bw'szTjee ST/t
(SN “80/2) uelAW (SN ‘80/v "80/¢] €AaL ‘(SN “20/v) zopues - wN N WN pang 0N WN dpies
{5-80/8 20/8) 12903 “(£0/9) ewiieyd uns ‘{S-g0/v ‘90/€) Xs10dy 0T/€ Yo2unet '5o/v paas| uosUIqoY 1 3N§ $9100-A2-90°F 90/01/¢ so/Lz/1 xajody’ 3seq 3w SZT°0 D3
{20/07) suexoy Sujpuad UOS}|OM "] epalg S9150-M3-L0'E £0/9z/01 10/¥1/6 auexoy 3w ooy jozesy|
(60/v) eA3y 60/21 Paas| URAI|INS T paeydy §96£0-A9-60 60/12/p 60/6/¢ eAd) | §W Z'0/05 ' 0/SL I810IyLY
{£0/z1- "90/8) 1¥n/jeniny L0/Z1 passiwsig I “UmoJg “3 N3JeY| 90/¢/8 N lemnN /NN Jwot 'S 100 o211y
{fd-60/2) xa30dv “(§0/2T) BASL duipuad Jf 'umoig 3 jiBuen S0/L/et sojL¢fot Axequey “ers) dwor’s
(io/zv) lieg Hiipiad 1320y "D uyer| T ANJO @S L0/8E/ET|" T LofeT Y e {Ui/dw ot | u
(ra-60/2) ¥20pped 160/} urdm 6002/0T paddoiq n3uuag g pJeyany aw £8000-A2-60°T 60/vT/T 80/2/21 udny BwpeT Bwey eiejuy
(60/0T} dav '(60/0T) eAaL YN 0U3JqoY *J opJenpa aa 15400-A3-60°'T 60/8/0T 60/1/6 eAsL |eafsw oSz xewo|guy|
N VN N N N VN VN 107871 pald JWTBuEo bypduy|
190/6-S "€0/8) 124 /M20pped (90/6-S '€0/8) UOSIEM ST/8 YoUneT '50/6 paas) I YseIYL "M SeWoUTl " ¥5 o aN 10SZ0-A3-E0°T £0/12/8 £0/8/L UOSIEM %1 1330:puy|
(60/6 “60/¢) uayauy “(60/T) xedw ‘(80/TT) 1ed (80/TT) uRIAW 3ujpuad UosUIqoY " ang 3d 68800-A3-80 80/52/11 80/0z/01 uelA 8w g€ ‘ST Xuwy|
(20/5) 1EMnAl “{20/p) Jteg “(£0/7) UoYIUAS “(£0/T) UOSIEM ‘UBYIUY (SN ‘90/2) SiARLY YN VN YN 90/2/T PRIY Al'd pans JoN YN 230y 3w sz'9 ¥ ua1quiy|
{80/€) 20pues (20/5) 1ITMinA “{£0/b) 32 “(£0/2) UOYIUAS ‘siARIdY ‘(SN “90/T) UdYIUY N VN VN 90/6T/T P21 AI'd pans 30N VYN uayduy 3wszr ¥ ualquiy
Vi Hiipuad VN VN N N Vi 30/0¢/%T P Uoiinjos %0T°0 e
{20/5) Xayady *(Z0/€] €iaxa 60/£2/01 350 133iS "W AioBai5) ia 9T500-A2-/0°'T £0/92/¢ L0/z1/2 ¥I0pped/eisxa UoNN|OS %ST°0 d uedeydyy|
{v0/2] shppay i —Bujpuad| I Aemeusais v ydasor i) P6TE0-P¥0Z v0/Z/L v0/t/9| _(2(q)S0S) APPad 1a 8 0Z1/09 21-0 e23)1v)
(€0/01} sAppay Jg Buipuag| i “Aemeusaln v ydasor] ] 80150-A-£0° €0/62/0T €0/9z/6|  (z(9)505) Appay Ja 3w 08T ‘09 ‘0 sqe} esd3||y|
(£0/01) s,Appa¥ Ja Bupuad| ir “Aemeusaig 'y ydasop N 08150-A3-£0°2 £0/92/0T LO/VT/6 s.Appay i 3w oyz/081 2-Q eI53||v¥
{60/T) uns 1£0/ZT-GM "Z0/11) 3PIeYX30M “(20/S]  60/TT UYdUNneT ‘80/TT P3Ias| “Jr ‘Aemeuaalg "y ydasor| N {rzoto-m z0/8z/T VN dieg Fw0z1/09 Z1-0 e19a)v|
‘90/€) zopues ‘(£0/2T) sAPPY 10 “(vO/€ "€0/€) UBIAIN (¢0/ ‘20/t) BA3L/xedwW) (Z0/T) 18 -10°Z Y paiepljosuad}
. T0v00-12-10°7
(60/0T) uns “(Z0/zT-aMm "20/TT) IPIeY¥3oM “(20/0T '50/8 ¥0/S) UBAW 80/TT PaINas “S5/6 45id 1| Ir "Aemeusain v ydasoy| N[ 3583 pesi) 129€0-A-10°2 10/1/8] 10/1/9) dreg 80081 09 “0¢ sqey el3ay)y|
‘(v0/v) Axequey ‘(v0/8 ‘v0/T) 20pues ‘(€0/€) sApPaY Ja ‘(£0/2) eASL ‘(20/€) xedwi ‘(10/6) 168
(60/v) 11e4 “(80/TT) eAaL duipuad 58(5 ‘W Aogaid)| 3a 09800-A2-80 80/6T/11 80/¥1/0T EAdL [e1A/3W 00T ey
(60/) Jied “(80/9) BlliiEld G4V (80/9) eASL Hlipuagd 193]S "W Aicai9)| 3g SEE00-A3-80 80/5/9 80/vZ/y €3] TE1A/8U 508 ey
N Buipusgd VN VN VN WN VN 90/£1/07 Baid Weaid %g WieaJs EIep|y|
180/8-S "20/2) 1ieg ST/¢ Yune] “g0/g pajuss) 1335 W Kiodaig 3d ZEVOD-A-L0T £0/TT/L LO/TE/S 12g 8w 00z/52 X0USIg8Y
VN suipuag YN VN VN VN VN 80/41/21 Pl B Jo3IApY
N Buipuag VN VN VN N VN 80/72/6 Pall4 Jw 005/07 J02APY
VN Bupiad VN, VN VN VN YN 80/22/5 paiid dw 000t/0z 1031APY
{80/t-S "£0/€) Auoj03/si1ne1dv (60/01-S *L0/T} 20PUES (£0/T1-5 '90/1T) 60/t Yauney '90/8 pajnas| |3158) UA3) *d AN 30 Qs 61ZT0-M-£0'T £0/vz/T VN lieg Bwogsz0z ST 0T 'S UX [[eJ3PPY|
XJpuy ‘(80/€-S ‘S0/€) ©A3L ‘(SN '50/1) Auoio) “(90/1-5 €0/ZT) Xedwi ‘(30/8-S ‘€0/2) J1e8:
{60/6) 1P1e4X20M {20/0T-5 '50/5) AL 21/6 youne) {£0/01 P3jIas uosuiqoy ) ang 30 LEEO0-A-SO'T 50/92/S S0/81/Y erd) Jw/Bw g ueasouapy|
{60/9) Zopues ‘(60/5) €Aa1 '(80/8) UEIAN 3uipuad 210 1 3swag ANJO Qs 66690-A2-80°T 80/5/8 80/£2/9 uelAn 3w 058/ST ‘00S/S1 13N snjdajdy|
{60/2) £0/9 p134dn '90/T 1501 830) " 3swag ANJO @S £5780-A3-€0°T £0/LT/01 £0/8/6| UelAN 3w sy ‘o€ ‘ST 5043y
1310 “(£0/5) z0pues ‘{p0/€) wieydeydiy ‘{€0/0T) Axequey (€0/0T) uosIem “(€0/0T) VEIAW
{50/€) x310dv *{60/¥-a “60/T) Uns {80/6) BASL Suipiad 1 “ueudey f ydasor 3a 1Z7900-A>-80 80/9%/6 80/21/8 eAd) 3w osT 12u03aY|
{80/v) ensl 6075 PI24dn '80/Z 3507 I “Geuiey f ydasof E] 16100-22-80°T 80/v/Y 80/61/¢] A3 BUi 00S/SE [WNi3[e) YIM 12U0RY
(80/z) eAaL] 60/ P13ydn ‘80/z 1597 Jf “UeuIe] T 4dasor] 3q 99000-A-80°T 80/1/2] L0/61/21 eAd) 3w g/ [2U03dY|
Tvo/8) eAsL 60/5 Pra4dn '90/z 3501 I “ueusey °f ydasoy| 30 0v600-P-40°T v0/2/L EASL B Se 0t §
(80/3-5 "90/8) 3iéq03 80/ Pajas OGS H UAIEW|  ¥E JO aN GSRT0-AI-G0'T 50/€¢/9) eiiied ijegod Hii gy "7
{v0/%) UeiAN “(£071T) €AS1 “{€0/TT) SABpay “ig 80/¢ pidudn T{0/s 50 YOuATI pieiso| AN 6 GS €2260-A-£0°1 €0/0Z/T1T VN Appay “ig "eAs] dui' g7
(80/9) Appay "1 2uipuad Jadoo) 7 Aew 1] LETEQ-A-BO'E 80/42/9 80/b1/S Appay 10 3uigz "3uigl 18[00V
(60/0T "80/€) AL Buipuad Jadoo T Aley N €85T0-A-80°€ 80/1E/E 80/51/t 2T 1w/Bw 1| uonn|os je1Q A
- (80/9) snpAZ “(20/€) Jieg Bujpuag Jad063 TAEN ] L9TT0-M-L0°E £0/91/¢ £0/9/€] J1eg 8w 0£ "02 ST 01 100 Anay
(Z0/%) UoilAs 7oe/€] uns Tzo/&) xe10dy {£0/€) 1ieq {70/%) 7opues {£0/&) enaL Buipudd 13d003 T AieiN L] 000T0-A>-20°€ 3114€3) £002/2/¢ SidiynN uoyiuAs xajody dWogoz ST OIS 2 Aiiiav|
‘1eg ‘20pues ‘eAd)
33D unoy 13qunN pans P3YRON [ ECTT] 250Q Fug
104 dwWoNNO ase) ajeq aeq pajewysy
(a191dwo)) s8uiji4 Al ydessesed :) xipuaddy
¢
sjedinadeuwieyd 0102 'Si amzcm_,



L1 Sioyew jende) gy
wN Suipuag WN vN NI VN YN ©0/0t/9 paid] %10 uoRo| Us3o|3
YN Buipuad YN VN VN VN N, £0/v papd] %10 WeaJd Uodo|3
{ {ra-60/z) zopueg Buipuag N 30 YYPTO-A-60IT. pans 10N “e0/9t/T ZopuUes %500 PG TETE]
(SN) wieyd ung Buipuag VN WN VN 10N JUBG3AUO)) L0/67/8 wieyd ung 3w ST 5L SLE 5qe3 yx Joxay3
(60/) Ptu310 “(60/%) snpAZ "(60/1) Jva1io1 {8o/8) xe10dy {60/5-S '20/8) 0%/L youney {So/0T Papias 1UIIBIN f WRHIEM| N £6210-A-€0°Z £0/v2/E £0/52/2 eA3] BwrosT 'SL S'LE sded yx 10xay3
IPIRYPIOM ‘(60/Z1-S "L0/L) UBIAW (£0/9) ZOPUES '(80/T-S *L0/v) EINOWSO “(60/p
| _-5'z0/g) widm ‘(80/11-6 ‘90/p) uayduY {80/4-5 '90/t) xedw *{50/01-5 '€0/€) BAaL
(60/01-0 "60/5) 031134 60/61/01 passiwisia uosuiqoy 7 ans| 3a 9LE00-M-60 60/82/S 60/0T/¢ o8l11a4 %S/%1 eng
{sn50/6) 2ugifv “{SN “g0/8) YaL1H duipuad N wN| T T a0/61]5 PRl Ai'd pans 10N YN [E36 B d (Pa1TH €0000:0 UBHAIeE XaubRGE|
{60/} ueiAn ‘(60/€) xedwy Buipuad 1URIR f WM N €€2T0-A-60'T 60/81/¢] 60/1/2 xeduwi| Jw 0sT xhsog
160/T) siAe1dY ‘(60/1) ZOPUES (80/ZT) Xedwi| “(80/2T) VAN ‘(80/ZT) [EMNY Blipiag TUIEY T WRIIA, N $0E90-AI-B 80/€2/21 VN Pa.eys 3400 'SL Kiog|
VN Suipuad YN N o N VN VN 1072/ papd Jw'sz/0ze ‘S'zr/oze 1OH UgABIg
VN Buipuag VN VN N VN VYN {¢) uelAW! 3w 57/09T 'SZT/091 ‘S°Z1/08 LJH ueaclg
i (20/6-S "20/8) Axequey 21/6 ydunel ’20/6 papas Jadoo) T AE N SSLEQ-AI-£ £0/6/8 20/82/9 Axequey BUs07€ 09T ‘08 ‘o GeAolg
VN Buipuad N YN TG YN YN ~Teo/sija paid %0£°0 upajjig
VN Buipuag VN VN N WN VN 80/€7/71 papd Wy w/Aw g |eipnae Jeiselq
(£0/2-5 'b0/2) 1ed 01/6 Yaunen o/ pamas puepI 3 uyor] N 8ETEQ-A-PO: 0/8/L v0/82/s Jegjiey (R 1e3seiq
: . /0 '€/ST ‘20T ‘TS 'S°0/S°T
(80/8 “80/£) xedw| “{£0/T) BADL 3uipuad yBneueae] "W sluuag N TEET0-A-80°Z Lo/zr/er L0/og/01 eA3L 3wy V1 [o412q
(v0/€) easy £0/€ passiwsia YSneueae) "W siuuag N 8IYI0-AH0'Z v0/92 /€] 0/£2/2 EADL Bwz T 104380
(60/5) S1L Buipuag uosyOM " B33 N STIE0-A-60E 60/9¢/9] 60/vT/S euLeyd SUL Jws/3wog wihspa
{60/8) uayauy (80/z1) Uns (80/T1) opinqoiny {go/T1) uidny Buipuad Kauuppw °r Areq NIjoas aidnniA; 80/¥1/11| 80/9/11-82/0T paieys 3w 09 "0¢ ‘02 eyequid)]
‘(80/1T) 12q0D {80/TT) IP/EY%20M ‘(80/TT) ZOpuUeSs (80/T1) seidy ‘(g0/TT} xedwy :
(6002/T1} 6311134 “(80/0T) MEWU3|S Buipuag uowy ‘gosed]  ANJO a3 £2050-A3-80 80/21/21 80/2Zj0T }ewuag %S00 SjEAIND
(60/€) eAaL Buipuag 193]S "W AJoda.s) 30 68100-/9-60 60/€7/€ 60/9/t eA3] [9/A73UIG05 052 upigny)
(SN-20/Z1) Wewualo ‘(SN-£0/ZT) eAs) “(20/Z1) uns “{20/ZT) velA ‘{20/ZT} Suipuad “Jf ‘ueuled °f ydasor| EL) a|dnInA, £0/T1/2T{£0/6T/TT-TE/OT paseys Bwopozors 1035340
20pues {£0/21) +ed ‘{£0/2T) YeqoD ‘{80/1-ra ‘20/z1) xa10dy ‘{z0/2T) OpuIqoIny .
(go/z} emniyAun 80/11 passiwisiq puins Aepieg| " vd Jo a3 6v500-A3-80:C 80/v/¢ L0/p1/T1 feminAYn 3w 0z "0t ‘08 ‘O ¥J 53103
VN Suipuagd ¥N YN VN N £0/TT paid 8w ope SH B1aA0))|
{90/21) x230dy “(90/1) Y231-1H £0/% P1AYdn f90/p 3507 1adoa)  Arew N 30/81/1 s0/s/zt [EJBWIRY4 YO31-IH %50/%2 14650
{60/11} uelA "(80/8) Zopues/eluawow Sulpuad Sauor °g edeqleg AN Jo as 80/87/8| 80/vT/L 20puEg/EIUIWON Wt /3w oz 3uoxedo))|
(S0/6) xapuv (30/01-0 ‘50/6} xedwi 90/0T passiwisig 3 ‘weutey ' 4dasor| 3a S0/1/6 sofoz/e xeduy 2w ps '9€ "2z ‘81 €19IU0)
{80/TT) uuey4 uns “{Z0/6) 1pJeyyIom TT/6 yaune '60/p PajIas 12315 " Aiodalg) aa L0/€1/6) L0/¢/8 IPLeYNI0M 3w g0z UEIWO))
{go/8) widm ‘{£0/11) eAaY| duipuad “If “ueuleq f ydasor| aa L0/z/1t Lojoz/e EAS) 4 00g/05T JIMqUIo)
(60/11) vo31v “{60/9) Y231-1H ‘(60/p) 20puEs 3uipuagd PIEM 'L Uyor| XL jo a3 60/L/Y 60/02/2 Z0pues %S'0/%2°0 uesiquwo))|
160/21) 081154 (60/1) Jo0pped Buipuag suedy Y AUBL[™  xij0aN 60/L/T 80/bT/T1T ¥30pped %S00 Aeids xaqop>
{80/2) siAe1av| Suipuagd apAIgd uyor X1 0 aN 80/12/2 80/8/1 SIABY %500 oodweys xaqol)
(90/2) sineny| Supuagd SUEIIN ¥ Al3]| X1 Jo aN 80/5/¢ 90/22/S SIABDY %500 Uono| Xaqa|7)|
i VN Buipusg VN YN VN VN 80/8/5 Falid Jw/Bw g0 dniAs xauue|)
" (8o/e) zopues “(zo/o0T) Usiyduy ‘(80/z1-5 ‘90/6) Appay "ia 80/21 pamas J1adooy 1Al N STLp0-A-90" g0/ez/6] 90/1£/8-11/8 s,Appay "1q 3w ove/s ‘ozt/s'T /710 XULED)
(60/8-5 ) PIY210 (80/Z1-5 '90/6) S, APP3Y 1d "(90/6) ShPAZ 80/T1 paIas 1adoo) 1 Aew N STLp0-A>-90: 90/62/6] 90/1¢/8-L1/8 SAppay 1Q ‘snpiz Bw’sz| sqeplpay XauLe)
{£0/11) Usyouy {5076 jie) Uosiem “waely uns Axequiy (80/¢1-5) Uidny “BuiiEyd6ss Hliplad 134863 KIgiN N STiv0-A5-90°€ S0/6¢/6| S0fiE/e-Lt/e paiEls ETES EEITIETS)
Sulewusin 80/71-<} 02urad ‘160/2-) prugan “fen/b-Sl WeIAN {A0/1-S) ZODUES ‘snDAZ
YN 3uipuagd YN YN YN VN YN 80/b1/QT P2l Swgz syer|
WN Buipuag WN VN vN VN VN 10f1Z/11 pana Bwoz ‘0TS ey
{60/€) Y20pped Juipuad N AN J0 as: SO6T-A>60'T 60/2/¢ 60/91/T ¥I0ppEd 3wszg'0 ‘szt unsaua)y
N Buipuag YN YN YN YN YN 80/12/€ palid w0 X3.g3]a))]
{v0/z) ers] 80/€ ued uf pasisnay/iied pueyn 3 uyoy| N ¥5200-A3-b v0/61/2 v0/9/T eAsy Bui 0ov "00¢ ‘00T X319313))|
ui piaYdn {20/F 31501
{Z0/Z1-5 "20/01 "S0/01 ‘50781 XIpUy| 60/ Younel 120/71 pamas UERIOf 'Y JUSY 30 98500-3-50'1 50/01/8] {sasap. xipuy: 3w 0zv ‘09€ “00€ ‘OPZ ‘08T 0T V1 Wazipiey
J3y30) 50/2/6
{Bw
02b) 5002/L2/9
{60/€1 80/11 pjuesd (s 353y "y Asjuess ™ 99270-A-30°Z 90/£1/9| 90/0¢/€ eulieyd a1y Fw 00z ‘00T Joneqie)
‘£0/£) SRV ‘(80/£) xa10dY ‘(80/2) WnJISON ‘(60/6-S ‘L0/S) eA3L ‘{90/S) Bulieyg 3103
(60/€-1'80/2) S1Ae13Y (60/6°S '£0/S) BASL {80/5) PWieyd 3163 *(€0/6) WAASON S0/ palvap [s. 1adoo) T AE N 9EPYO-AIEOE €0/81/6] €0/62/¢ Eluleyd WnIsoN B3 DOE 1oneqiey
{60/11) eAdl] Buipuag 43Jsay3 'y Asjuelg N 92090-A2-60:T 60/52/11 60/22/01 ZETR |e1a/3u 0z pue |eia/3w gg’ (fuy) sepyauey
{60/01) zopues “(rq-80/¢ "L0/¢) Axequey L0/11 3501 ~Jf ‘ueusey °f ydssor| 3d 8ET00-A-L0'T L0/6/€ £0/v2/T Axequey 08/01 ‘0z/0T 1anpe)
“OT/0T ‘0v/S ‘02/S ‘01/5 ‘05/5°T
VN VN YN VN VN ¥N VN 60/1/01 papd uiz/aseq BwsT00 eueAoig|
N N N VN VN VN N VN L0/1€/2 Papy 121 |w € |/Bw T EAllOg
{a-80/9 '80/5) SiAeidY (Z0/6Y UeiAN “(£0/6) Suipuag 13jsaY) Y A5juEs) N BIPO-A-L0T 10/178] 20/1Z/Z polEys HUi 95T puE 57 BhIOG
PIY310 ‘(20/6) Heq0d {20/6) SAPP2Y “1a ‘(20/6) x310dY ‘(£0/6) IenIniN {£0/6) BABL
(20/9) velAn 60/ 3507 N 6E0E0-A-20:T £0/22/9 20/41/S Uiy 3w 5z/0p 'S Z1/0¥ 'S2T/0T 1JH Jeduag
(90/Z} uejAW 60/£3501 [ Z9vE0-A5-90'7 S0/TE/L 90/61/9 UEAA dw oy 0e’S Jgsjuag]
(80/9) ueiAn 60/ 3501 ™ Z9VED-A-90:T 80/€/9 80/81/v ue)Aw 3w gv/01 "0z/$! Jdozy|
(90/€) eAaL 20/21 Pamas eYsaid 'V eN2I0| AN JO QS £6720-A3-90'T 90/ve/E 90/8/2 EA3] 3w 5T 'ST9 1oxy|
{80/1} 1128 Surpuag uosUIqoy  ans ag ZI100-A3-80°T 80/52/T 80/T1/T dieg 4w s0°p 34epony
{60/Z] z0pues {£0/01) sineny| Suipuag uojuadip "g uesns N 19050-A-£0°C £0/81/01 10/v/6 SIAEIY B 071 '06 'S 09 'Sv OF €2
{pans 33eq) siapd Al ydesdeseq 5510 3uad =3pnr unoy Baquiny pang PayRoN [IETECT] @s0q Fhag
Jo} awonng ase) aReq ajeq pajewsy
¢
sjedrynadewiaeyd 010z ‘Gl Atenuer



8l JSINieW [ende) Hgy
{£0/eT) elidsop “{gp/8) Uo3 “zopues/eUBLiGiA BA] *(£0/8) JEISeyduwy| jeadde Jazj3e)q Y BUBIIEN vJ30d3 18800-M-E0'S £0/v/8 YN eulield Jeiseyduiy| ETL AL XOU3ADY
23pUn 1£0/7 o, {(papueiay}
S0/p PALINLBAQ 'S0/9 {5 YOM !
(60/%) xe30dv T60/v) 22d (60/v) enaL Suipusg uosuiqoy ] 8ns. Els] 98700-A2-60'T 60/€2/Y| 60/L1/€ X310dy ‘eA3] Jed 3t BZEADY
{80/9) 1eq0] ‘(80/2) erdL (60/6-S ‘90/21) urdm Tg0/z1) ed duipuad “Jf “umodg ‘3 Raisen N 88LY0-A-90°T; 90/62/71 90/LT/T1 Jed 3w ov/01 ‘ob/s ana)
160/6-5 '80/T) 1eq0) "(£0/0T) UelAW (60/6-S "80/S 20/L) 3P 14 07 ¥ 3y "J[ 'UM0Ig ‘3 NALIED) N ELVPO-A-POT! v0/9T/6) v0/9/8 ers)| 3w 0z/01 ‘02/s '0T/S '01/5C 13507
Appay 14 “{60/6-5 ‘90/2T) wdm ‘{60/2-5 ‘90/0T) Jed ‘(90/€) UosIem ‘(v0/6) BASL
(60/17-5 "60/01) ewua)5 {£G/8-S "90/9) oopped £0/8 panag siAeq [ IPEYIN NW 88520-A3-90:0 90/¢z/9 90/8/5 Hopped 198%77°0 139 x0id67
. (60/01-G "60/8) Wit} "{60/1-5 “90/4) udsiem Bz y pioiel N 16p€0-A>-50¢! 90/8¢/L 90/61/9 uosiem 4w 7 pue §u zg'o/Sui T 83 pZ ULisa0]
(60/21) sAppay “1a "(60/21) veqin-s1awsiy (60/TT) 0danX (60/3) 90/8 Pi3udn 'sp/2t 3507 ~Jr ueuseq ° ydasor El 60200-A-£0°T: €0/S2/T £0/0T/T Axequey 3w o8 ‘o '0¢ 0T Jondn
UelA “(80/21) xo30dy ‘(£0/0T) 34€q0D {80/v ‘20/9) BASL ‘{R0/€-TC ‘60/T) Axequey
(60/1) AL 3uipuad 193(S "W Aodaig i) 08Y00-A-60°T 60/T/L 60/61/5 EABL| Bwoz'ol’s eJ31A87
(60/2-5 ‘90/1) 03183 "(S0/0T-S v0/S) wiseydeydiy (€0/6) XAl £0/6 p3udn '95/s 1 ueusey 7 ydasor) ad 16800-A9-€0:T £0/€2/6 YN Xenl 8w oz ‘0T ‘s oJdexay
(80/01) UejAy 3uipuad uepLRYS °9 J31ad N Zp0S0-A3-80-C 80/01/07 80/42/8 uejAiy 3seq 3w ov ‘07 |o3sa}
(SN “z0/€] Jed dlijpuag N VN N pans 36N VN ied dog X 03557
(60/€] UeiAN suipuad [ mog "IN Waqoy 1140 N 985T0-A-60'T 60/£1/¢ 60/0€/1 uelAn 4w 05/007 ‘s2/00T ea33)ey
{60/2) eAaL VN Jauhor spang 30 50100-A3-60 60/81/Z 60/8/1 eA3] Tein W o w/fw g (IR
(60/8) 5uexoy "(60/£) ZOPUEs ‘(607 t) a/3e3 (80/2) Yoaiuad Fuipuag [ MoG N 13q0y 10 an €8010-79-80°1 8071/ VN Wa23usg/oBli1ad senduse i 7 jw/Bow 7 {Tur) josonay
YN 3uipuad VN V240 AN £8550--60 60/s2/11 60/9/TT uidny 3w 000T ‘005 e71aWn|Y
WN Buipuag N N wN YN VN weyq ung 3w 00v ‘00T 23339
uidii Buipiag WN N VN VN VN uidny Sl 08 "09 ot ‘o¢ uopo3y
(80/6) ‘ens1 ‘(Bo/1) SUAEIN "{8o/1) elidson 60/8 VoM 1ayieg sueAy yeies NIo as| LE000-A-80°T 20/0T/1 10/5/e1 sukeiy/elidsoy 1eIAf8 7 IEZWiBY
(60/0T) zopues "(£0/6-d '90/21) Wieyd uns ‘(90/7) EABL €0/8 uom isyeg suea3 yeseg NI Jo a5 8£700-M-90°T 80/ST/2 90/LT/1 eAs) 1eIA/3 T Jezwsg
{60/07) 2opues “{70/6- '90/71) W.eyd uns [90/8) 3ukel T90/z) eAsL] 60/8 Yom i3yleg suea3 yedeg NI je g 8£200-A-30:T 90/51/2 90/0/1 eAs) 1e1/3w 007 dezwag
{50/5) uns| 3uipuad VN YN SO/T/Z PRI AL 'd pans 10N VN uieyd ung Wz 1gen
(60/€) 018N “(60/¢) JJea (60/€) uRIAN 3uipuad aydapieg 9 ned AN Jo as 0BEZOAE0T 60/9T/€ 60/2/2 oneN ‘Jeg ‘UelAy 3w 0001 ‘05£ ‘005 jouaisod
(90/2) xa30dy Suipuag uosianeg d Uaqoy AN 10 a5 T7550-A-90'T 30/v2/L 30/¢t/9 %5300y Fow 6oz G
(60/1) Widny duipuag I ‘veusey °f ydasop 3a L£000-A2-60 60/ST/T 80/€/e1 uidny 3w 00T ‘005 13Weyod
{zo/1t) idea {1o/0T) SiAgIdY “(Z6/0T) Jed Huipliad uosuiqoy j ang i £0900-M-L0°T £0/%/0T 10/e2/8 Jed Bt YX uiedog
{20/71) 1ieg 20/0T) sieddy £0/0T) 18d {£6/6) EASL Buipuag uosuigoy 1 3ng aq 25500-A>-20:T 1075178 L0/€/8 eAd ] Buozor's X uyeIoy
(£0/0T) Jed “{t0/8) eAR| Buipuag Uosj{om "] epald N 0€0V0-A2-Y0E ¥0/61/8: (8w BADL wor’s’sT Ajtep uyesod
5'7) vo/8z/L
(Bw
o s} vo/e/L
(60/01-5 "80/2) xedwi “{20/11-5 '50/5) Axeqiiey Z0/11 PSS 110/ 587 ssdoo Thew N £95Z0-A9-S0E SO/ET/S) s0/9/v Axequey Swpo Xewo|y
{60/T1-S '80/01 "80/Z) J2eg (80/9) uosiem Suipuad uosuiqoy " ang El) 0E£ECO-M-80'E 80/2/9] 80/1Z/¥ uosIem| Swe e v E T T es03uay
80/¢T afias URIEA T WEGTAR] iN 055P0-M3-76:¢ L0/ve/E] L0/ET/8 " ueg| Bi'p0*0 ‘81l SE0°0 83 uo3waj
(90/9) UeiAW 80/ZT PaI=s 48doo) 7 Ale m 58820-A2-90°€ 90/92/9| 90/0T/s VEAN 3w sz eJewsy
(80/TT) 13A0N ‘(80/8) Jieg 60/8 p3soyd ase) “Jf ‘ueuseq °f ydasor aa TE500-A2-80°T 80/12/8] 80/v1/L leg 8w 00T ‘ST oj3eze4
VN VN VN VN YN YN YN 60/T/0T Palid W § W 57 Jui/Bui oS {Iu) xapojsey
{80/¢) auexoy ‘(s0/v) eAdl| 50/T7T 3507 {20/6 4314 1] yBneuese] ‘I siuuag N L8810-A-50: S0/8/v s0/¢e/t eAd] | 3w gos "05Z ‘SZT ]
PIY3I0 3uipliag WN VN YN VYN 80/0€/S P10 Jwoze D]
>xma:mm m:_ﬂcma_ YN YN YN YN VN xequey _E\ME r4 uoignjos :D_wmw.
{Z0/21-G750/5) 80/T 20/2T pajiias iaeg pjoseH| AN 36 G3| §¥080-A-v0°T V7578 VN| T WiEd UhE s Kppay ig ETERR AR sde3 Tgjsx3|
uosiem ‘(50/g) Axequey ‘{/0/21-§ ‘p0/8) WIeyd uns ‘(80/1-S ‘v0/8) sAppay g
{SN 20/T1) Jed YN YN YN VYN Pans IeN VN Jegd 8w oze/s adiopa
(SN “20/1T) Jed VN N YN VN pans 10N N 3w oze/oT adi0jx3
(SN “£0/01) Jed VN N N N pang JoN VN Jw 091/s aflop3
(SN 'Z0/01) ied VN VN VN VN pans JoN; YN 3w 09T/0T a810)x;
(60/TT) Z6pUES “(60/3) X510dY Biiipiiad Sipueii§ g SUisiaf id 0200-A5-60°T 60/92/9 VN BiigE SEXOAT
{60/€) 33603 Buiplsg Uosuiqoy 7 ans 3d 18100-A5-60°T 60/ET/E 60/62/1 %1 Ulj30A3
(60/1) uaBeauj (90/9) eAs} "{z0/z1) 1ea 60/6 3501 1ayJeg sueA] Yetes) NiJo as YY8T0-A-20°1 20/92/11 20/6/0T 3w og 2151A3
(v0/8) wieyd ung| 60/ P3|118S 'B0/E X513 1V SIQIED T AR aw Z1920-P-40°T v0/21/8 ¥0/62/9 Wiieyg ung Je1A/8 005 10Ay13
(80/1) stepy duipuaq 193] ‘W Asodasg 3a 9£000-A3-80°T 80/(1/1 L0/w/T1 (¢) staeldy 8w 00£ ‘007 0133nb3
N VN VN VN VN VN VN (?) opuigony §W 00E/009 wodzd3
VN WN WN YN VN VN VN LO/TE/0T pajs i 6ot AGH JInd3]
VN VN YN VN YN N VN L0/1/0T payis JiirgsT
{60/6] enal] Buipuaq 13315 "W Miodain 39 25900-M-60°T 60/0z/L eAa)| FWED ST0
(80/£) uelAW “(g0/s) ieg duipuad 189]5 "N AioBalp) ag SO£00-A-80°T 80/22/S 80/6/¥ dreg Ju'e Uodojul
{60/v) uayduy “(50/t) uosiem T66/v) ersl 3uipuad Uosuigoy -] ang| 4] 16200-A-60:T 60/v2/v 60/6T/€]  Uayduy ‘uosiem ‘eaal] Wt sy %3jqeu3
{60/2) Zopues Buipuad Jadoo) TN N 06800-A2-60:€ 60/L2/T 60/ST/T z0pues Jw SZ1 '08 ‘OF puawy
(80/1) 11eg [£0/1T) eA3] (£0/6) BukeW (20/2) 3m343 '(£0/2) 38d 3ulpuad UOSJ{OM ‘] epal] N EVTEC-AT-L0'E 20/9/L L0/v2/s amagy ‘1ed jeiA Jad 3w g0z ugexof3
(8078) xa10dy 60/6 papuewiay UOSJlOM "7 €pal3 ™ T9L20-A-10:€| LODZ AR(/3UnS 100z Fey pajeqs|  [EiA 1od S 00T 1€1/3W 05 unexo;3
“(280/1) 1129 (£0/6 *£0/L) aukew (£0/1) oariEDfuns (£0/ L) seldY ‘(60/L-S ‘66/8 O¥1 ‘60/9 uoM
'40/£) @m393 ‘(£0/£) sxeaqv ‘(20/1) ead) ‘{£0/¢) Yed ‘(£0/9) JNGeQ ‘(£0/9) Z0pUES
ENENED) a8pnr wno) JaquinN pans PaynoN FEPEC] asoq 3nig
Joj awonng ase) ajeq ayeqa pajewnsy
€
sjedinadewleyd 0107 ‘s) Adenuer



6l SIBMIEW je)de) gy

(£0/v} Axequey 80/£ passiwsiq 188(5 "W AJodaig Els] 62200-A-L0T L0/0g/Y: £0/2z/T Axequey 8W 05/ ‘005 W1 uixewlid
(80/9} +1eg “(90/5) eAaL 60/TT MOM uosuiqoy 7 ans 30 TEEQO-AY-L0'T £0/52/s Lo/et/y eA3) 8w of 'ST|  SQELN|os pReAsld
{90/} enay 80/1€/€ 1507 uosuIGoY "7 ang| 30 €£000-A-90°T 90/L1/1; eAa) Bui g 'sT PloeASId
(60/6) zopues Buipuag 13doo3 ™ KieW N T6550-A-60°€ 60/v/6 eojzejt] zopues; " jui/B3uionT Xopaialg
(60/5) velAw s0/9) oaese) 60/2¢/5 1501 13335 v pleuoq IWjoa3 88T0p-A-S0Y, 50/6/9 50/92/%| osese)! BWZ 0T 50 uipueld
(60/11) zopues “(60/0T) siAe1oY Buipuad aydspies ‘pined|  ANJ0 QS 6£680-A-60°T 60/22/0T 60/01/6 x310dy 3w 005/z "00S/T Jawipueld
{80/.) uns “(50/6) 112403 “zopues Ve £0/91501 wials H Asupis| AN JO as §5220-A-20°C zo/te/e 20/v1/e xaj0dy Swgs Xirg[d
‘{{60/8-5 ‘v0/8) uosiem ‘(v0/6) ena) ‘(z0/S) ApPaY "0 (90/€-S ‘Z0/g) x10dy|  ‘{ou/z Peralow) 9o/t PAIILS
— 160/9) eAay] Buipuag Aapsay Wouall[  AM 4O N £8000-"-60:T 60/€2/9 60/21/5| EASL Juiz/Auz’g 1IUI010,13d
N WN duipuagd wN YN wN VN VN 60/6T/5 Pajid dwsze Y3 [ixed
(60/7) xa10dy “(0/T) Lreg Juipuagd uosups-snudeyy auer] Nij0 Qs 92000-A3-60:T 60/8/T 80/¥2/11 g %T'0 Aepeled
(60/2) zopues (z0/0T) J1eg "(90/T1} Xa10dy Buipuad 3unoj 7 pleyy 1140 g 2v910-A-90°T 90/ST/1T 90/2/01 xajody %10 |oueleq
(60/01-5 ‘80/01) 11eg ST/v YIune '60/0T PIISS 193|5 ‘W Aiodalg ag £6£00-M-80°T 80/£2/0T; 80/T1/6 dseg SYZ/8WE'E 10A%0
{80/6) 13AON Buipuad UOSHOM 1 epai] N 829Y0-A-80'€ 80/8/6. 80/SZ/L SQE J9AGN 386€ 0 PUE 3 20T T dadowsg
(60/9) 20pues “(g0/0T) uosiem (60/L-5 ‘€0/01) ieq ST/t pune) 33153y 'y Asjuers N 8L9V0-A-E0'T €0/1/0T €0/02/8 1ieg SW/Aw'sz0'0/57°0] 07 U3|IAY-11L o4t
‘60/L PAINIBS 60/9 ASHY IV ‘§20°0/51Z°0 ‘'520°0/81°0
VN Auipuag WN WN VN VN VN £0/2z/E pa1d 3w zo'0/Aw sT'0 eIA3 OYUO
{60/6) xedw “{s0/2) uidm (0/5) uelAN 8uipuad "Jf ‘ueuJed r ydasor| aa Y8T00-A3-60°T 60/6T/¢! 60/b/C uejAyg Jw oy eadelg
{£0/9) wuey4 uns {z0/g) x310dy 60721 Yaunel :g0/b papias uosuiqoy 7 ang Ia ¥QT00-A-L0°T 10/Ltfy £0/9/¢ x810dy uouN|os %50°0 Jeandg
(60/2) eA31 “(g0/2) xedwi {60/z S5-80/L) sinerdy duipuad UapAeH s aulieyiey N €9ST0-A-80°C 80/1T/L 80/62/5 BwsT 'S/ ¥3 euedg
{60/2) BA31 (80/£) Xedwi [50/Z 5-80/2) SIRELSY Blipuag uspAey °s suueyIEy N £95T0-A3-80°C 80/TT/L 80/0€/9 3w og ¥3 evedg
{80/07) e “(80/8) 20pues “{60/z S-80/€) SiAeIY (70711 Xedui 3uipuad uapAeH ‘s auueyiey N TE800-A-60°Z L0/ST/11T L0/g/0t 3w ob ‘0z ‘01 ‘s
{80/t) Y331ua4 “(50/0T) 0NI34 : “Jf ‘UMaIg ‘3 RaLIED N 8£050-A-50°C S0/61/01 S0/L/6! Weo) %50°0
(oT/1) Uosiem “(60/TT/21) UBIAIN *(60/8/Z 1) SineidY (60/2/21) eAs] 195 5 ia ¥5600-A3-60°T 60/T1/ZT 60/2/TT o (8igoz
(0T /1) uosiem {60/TT/2t) UelAIN “{60/8/ZT) SiA&ISY (60/2/2T) eAaL Buipuag 1335 "IN Kiog835, 3d 81600-7-60'T 60/z/T1 60/6T/0T {8uiosz
‘05T ‘05 ‘puswe) 3wooz ‘00T
N Bupuag VN VN YN N VN SO/61/701 Palid W90 +'0 €0 1EIs0NIN
" €15y (90/v) ied 671 137 3y| " asjoAsqag 'y uosud N 0/610-A3-90:Z 30/82/% 90/ZT/¢E Jed BUZ70T '§°0 620 WeAgiiN
(60/z1) 20pues 3uipuad 193]s ‘W A1o3aig Eld 2£600-73-60'1 60/81/21 60/9/11 20puEs’ [BIA W T TuI/3WZ “jelA Twoz (fu1} xsquan
“Iw/Bw 0T ‘fe1A Tws “w/Bwz
(60/€) widn1 “(S0/v-S "Z0/€) 1189 €T/6 YIuney 's0/v P3N 0J3IEIN I01IIA; AN Jo Q5| S6680-A2-20'T 20/21/8 YN dieg 3w ps¢ ‘00§ uedseiy
(60/€) uidm "(50/v-S "20/€} Jieg £1/6 Ydune) '50/p papas 0J31Ie | JOIA AN j0 as €89T0-M-20°T 20/p/¢ YN Jeg Bw 0001 uedsely|
(80/p] eray| Juipuad OuEsid v/ {aor] N 8£200-A5-80) 80/SZ/¥. YN €A3L 1e1A/3W Oy “07 fuff Wnpen
2opues “(SN) uelAw {£0/) s,Appa4 "id “(80/0T 'S0/€) Xeni {So/TT) AkequeN| v/ Z/s Uune 50/b pajiag “Jf ‘umolg "3 13adien N €5550-A)-50°€ S0/TZ/11 S0/¥T/0T Axequey 3w op ‘07 wnixan
(60/z1) xa10dy 3uipusd Jf ‘umoJg '3 nasen N €£€90-A2-60" 60/81/21 VN| xa30dy Aeads Bwgs XauoseN
{g0/5) iieg TT/5 UdUneT ‘Bo/T1 pAINSS 15315 N 368535 34 98200-3-9G'T 50/2/5 90/0¢/¢| Odi1id4jiieg REIdSTHI 5560 DV 1io3esen
{80/1) ynws-Jaysdn 3uipuad 193}S ‘W Atodasn E]] 12000-A2-8f 80/0T/T L0/v1/21 Yuws-saysdn 3wz st EpuUSWEN
‘(60/01-am “80/1) wieyduag Buipuad EL TZ000-A3-80°T 80/0T/1 a|dniniy paleys Jwor’s epusweN
'(60/6-5 ‘80/T) (eauwy “{80/T) UElAW “(60/ZT-AM ‘80/1) 5,APP2Y 20 “{60/8|
~S ‘80/1) Ip4eYYI0M (60/6-S ‘80/T) Unws-s3ysdn “(60/11-5 ‘80/1) eral {80/t)
PIY2J0 “(60/21-S '80/T) UIdNT "(60/01-S ‘80/T) 290D ‘{60/S-OM ‘B0/T) Jeg
(60/11) X230y Suipuag Je0] °H PIAEQ 11J0 aN 05690-A-60° 60/v/1T 60/02/6 X3j0dy 3w 09¢ ‘08T SIoAN
(60/9) Uosiem Sulpuad sauof ‘s eleqieal AN 0 as| S5TY0--60'T 60/5/9 60/12/% UasIEM 3w 0Z1/002T '09/009 q xaunniy
(60/b) tosiem Siijpiiag sauof ‘s eiegieg| AN IO QS EE6E0-A-60°T €0/v/Y 60/11/€| U0SIEM 5w 0g/002T ‘0£/009 ING 3UPAA
{60/} uosiem {20/6) 98u13d "{20/€-5 "90/0T) 1n/EMnA ZT/L Yaunet {L0/€ pamas puoweiq 's ned vd 40 03 8TYb0-A3-830:7 90/z/01 90/2z/8 1emnA YA Jur 00zt ‘008 3§ XSupPny
{80/5) 13A0N Buipuag uosyom 1 EpaLy N TT£20-A3-80:€| 80/¥1/s wN SQET [9AON ynodiad 8y pue Fe's| ujos jeio dardiaoN
‘8510181697852 ‘8001
(80/p) 08us3d 80/6 passiwsia UOSIOM ™ EpIY N 60610--80" 80/81/v’ 80/L/¢ o3uiad FTTPUE %Z| oRd UOREUIQUO))
1 383s1u0
(50/21) uelA “(80/8-S ‘S0/6) 1ieg o1/t "Jf “etise °f ydasor, 3a 00£00-A3-50:T 50/92/6 So/oi/g lieg IS KA R RTAN KT i
Youne 'g0/g PRINAS {30/9 UOM
VN Buipiag VN VN VN VN VN 80/1€/21 pajia 2UISZ/08 'S ¢1/08 LOH SIpIEaIN
WN Suipusg VN WN VN N N (&) ussiem 398 ‘ov ‘07 sipJealiN
{60/t-0 “60/€) 4BqI0L 60/v passiw Avgpog J piea XLJ0 QN 00¥0-A-60°E 60/€/€ 60/61/T tewjor %5.°0]  {jeadoy) |9Bois N
(80/v] A duipuag I ‘UBUIe3 [ ydssof 3d €2200-A-80°T, 80/81/t VN Uiieyd AY 3w op| 0D A1epeiy
VN Siijpiisg VN WN WN N VN SO/E1/5 Paild Ui OE ‘07 ‘01 a5 1ePE
VN Buipusd J2hsuwjjed "y B3390y 7140 aN 896£0-A-60°T 60/€2/71 60/6/11 x310dy 3w st 01 CLRE
VN 3ujpuad VN N VN N VN {2) ueiAy qwor’s 1IN 3jexeiy
N Suipuad VN YN N N YN +0/2/6 pand qwot’s Jjexey
160/8) yewua|s Juipuad "I “weuJey [ ydasof L] 80900-A-60°T, 60/v1/8 60/01/8, HEWURI wooT /05T audsejle
"(60/v) 312403 “{60/t) Uns “{66/%) HUipuad 1335 "W AiodaiD) 30 SRiniAl 60/62/v 60/LT/E paieis; Hiigoe B3y
WpeYPOM (60/b) Siaeidy ‘(60/b) Z0pues ‘(60/b) udn) ‘(60/v) URlAW ‘(60/p) eaaL ‘522 ‘002 ‘0ST ‘00T ‘S£ ‘05 ‘ST
{60/6-0 "80/5) 20pues {60/v-0 '80/€) UOSIEM| 01/ UsURET '60/p passiusiq “If "uglseg f ydasor| 34 SY100--80°T 80/21/€ 80/1/2 Uosiem W 60°0/3W 200 13:95
(£0/1T) Pawad 8uipuag lleyas1309 °g ueor| 1J0 aN 16790-A-10'T 20/9/11T 10/v2/6 Yaa3uad/oduiad %ZI'0 bixm)
{60/0T) ua3uY "60/0T) SINEPY Buipusg 18515 "W Asodaig) 3d Y9L00-7>-60-T 60/9/01 60/v2/8| UBLPUY SIREY S 0sT ‘00T ¥J %oAm)
‘(60/¢€) wieyd uns “(60/€) vidn] “(60/€) snuaBiQ (60/E) PIYS10 (60/€) WS Hujpuad|  ydneueae) ‘W SIUUSG N TOET0-M-60'C 60/0Z/€ SjdninN paieys JweTT €eisaun]
‘(60/€) 12q03 '(60/€) 3uexoy (60/€) S APP2Y (60/€) IseYAIOM {60/€) eAay
(60/5) Jeg ujpuad uastigoy 1 ang 3a £££00-73-60 60/L]s} 60/92/¢ JEg %€0°0 ueBilin
Pans ajeq) s13{14 Al ydesdesed #Y0 3uauan Mmm.-q uno) JaquinN pansg payioN 49|14 3514 asoq MH

Joj awonng ase) ajeq ajeq pajew|isy

sjes3nasew.eyq 0107 ‘G} Atenuer




0z SIajiew |eiide) Dgy
(60/2) end1 T60/2) Jed Supuad SIAEQ g 3wolFa 3a T8Y00-43-60'T 60/1/L 60/1/9 Jed %v00°0] ZueieAR(]
{60/0T) x@10dy {60/£) Jed “{60/v) ersl Buipuad sineq g 3w aa BIE00-A260'T 60/0E/v/ 60/L1/€ BASL %v00°0) uejeAe.]
{60/z1) eAdL dupuad uswijiH "} 130N 30 67600-42-60°T 60/01/21 60/22/01 EA3L Ws/Bwpog 190
{asop 3w 0gT uo £0/11T ‘Wajed Zip, Maul U0 £0/8 'Z0/T) +leq Buipuag UOIUABIM "q LESNS N (ase Lo/8t/T 90/9/2T areg 1eA/3ur' 0oz ‘0T ‘00T 05 pruofeyy|
PE3}) 98200-A2-20°7
{Bo/cT) winws-saysdn SuipUag uosuIqoY 7 ang 30 80600-A>-80°T 80/v/2T 80/zz/01 \iws-Jaysdn %1 wisay]
VN Huipuad VN N VN N N 80/v2/€ Pl I 08T ‘09T Jepoua]]
{z0/1) 32e Buipuad uosuiqoy 7 ang ETe] L5V00-AL0°T 10/0t/L 20/8/9 21eg BW 057 00T '0Z 'S Jepoway]
{60/0T) Zopues Sujpuag 3g 01800-A>60'1 60/62/07 60/51/6 70puEg|  Juw Z pue Tw § 0 Tw/3w gy| aJa30xe]]
(60/8) 29 uns *{g0/8) zq xa10dy T£0/TT) 29 €/IdSOH Bupuad 19315 ‘I Atodasg) 3q 96¥00-A3-80:T 80/8/8 80/L2/9 29505 Xa10dy| 1wz/308 '5'0/02 “T/0v 3J3j0Ke ]
{60/8) 29 uns *(80/8) 24 ¥e30dv ‘(£0/TT) 24 EIGSOH Suipuad 193i5 "W Aodaug 3a TTL00-A3-L0°T L0/6/11 10/87/6 29505 es1dseH 1W9T/3W09T *8/08 2/02 31230
VN Jujpuag VN N YN VN VN 80/02/Z Pald i Gve/T exte]]
B ope/Bw 140} 80/v ‘L0/71) Mewu3 (D) Buipuad y3neueae) " siuuag N[ {2sop 8ul opz/Bui 0/t/11 Zo/ez/ot JIBWUAO w eyey]
1) 85910-A-80°T ovz/1 081/ ‘0VT/T OVT/Y
SS850-A3-£07
(60/€) veIAW “(60/g) eAay. Auipuad uosuIqoy 1 ansg aa S8T00-A3-60'T 60/61/€ 60/9/7 UeIAW "enaL] aseq Sw 0sT 00T ‘52 EASDIE] |
{s0/v) eaay L£0/0T passiwsi Bunox ™ pieydan NIjoas $6500-A-50°T S0/2¢/v So/Tt/e enal| 3w 0S/21 '05/9 'S2/21 'ST/9 xeAquiAg
VN, Buipuad paugjsseun] 30 15900-9-60 60/8¢/8 60/91/L GEjAN 5UI 009 eARSAS|
{60/1] peJuy Buiptad paudisseun 30 $S000-A-60 60/£2/T so/zT/al PEJUIN %6 66/ suesdng
WN Suipusg VN N WN N N 80/87/T1 PaIl JwvE S ST Jejng
-80/8 £0/6) vouiAs (20/6) opuiqoiny (L0/6) xe10dy T20/6) eAaL T20/6} vehn Bupuad ygneueae) " siuuaq N OLLEQ-A>-L0'Z| £00T/5/6-6/8 £0/91/8-82/9] PalIeys| B 00T 08 ‘09 ‘07 'SZ ‘81 0T eranens|
‘15 ‘ ‘ra- SiAe]
{SN] Uosiem [SN) eA3L ‘{SN) e Hutpuad WN N N pans 10N SO/6T/T| _ uosiepm ‘ena) "ied Fw 0ZT 09 Xij1es
V| Suipusd VN N VN VN YN 60/61/5 Paid| Pue W 00Z/8u §2/3W S£°8T]| S21 'SZ ohsiElg
{80/zZT) 3PIRROM| 21/6 B9S W Kiodasg EQ] 11600-%-80 80/8/2T 80/62/0T IPIEYNIOH| Bur 0oz ‘05 5 21| 00Z 05 OAjeas|
yaune ‘60/p PaINSS
(£0/17) ung| Bupusd 13doo) 1 Aiewy N IEVSO-A-LO'E Lo/eT/iT £0/1/01 wileyd uns[ 3w goz/0st/S L€ ‘002/001/5¢ 0ST ‘00T 0ASjels|
{01/1) vidmi {60/zT) eAsL Suipuad sigJen ‘1 Une an VIVEQ-A-60'T 60/82/T1 60/0Z/T1 en3) | JwsTL 59 uApojog
{60/T1)) Folpuad I uewsRy °f 4d3sor 30 €€000-A5-60°T 60/ET/T 80/8/7T| zopues “ueg ‘ueAN B SET '06 S| ufpojos|
widn1 {50/9) Axequey ‘(60/£-5 ‘60/T) 1eg ‘(60/8-S ‘60/T) 20pues ‘(60/T) uelAN
(80/71-5 "80/T} xeduwy| ‘80/b pIssiusiq Kausay) " auveiy Vi0aN £5200-A3-8 80/51/T 80/ST/1 xeduw]| Bw S€T ‘06 ‘St uApolas
{z0/s) sieaaN Suipuad|  ydneusae) N SUUsg N SL0Z0-M-L0°T 10/¢/s 10/0z/¢ {zasos] 1231007 S¢ | 3781E}0S)
Jauwinsuo) SiyeAoN
{v0/e1) voz 60/T (S yom 128e1] "9 "piaeg AN J0 03 QbSS0-A3 v0/L1/21 vO/E/TT [E] 8w 0g| UIXE[3YS|
{60/T} eral] 60/83501 3 “UMOIg "3 HALIRD! N ££700-9-60) 60/9T/1 80/8/71 ena] Juy| ssjnuesd senduy
[TYEEEN 60/8 3501 I Fumolg ' #9.1eD) ™ Y9Z045-L0° 2075175 20/v]v] enal] WS | ssiqemays Enaus|
{20/v) eAdl 60/8 1501 I “UM0)g 3 138110 N 96STG-A-L0°E 20/€/v] i07eefT B 01 'S D) S19|qe) JiEjnaus|
VN Bipiiad N VN VN N N 3w 0001/07 1635
(60/1} i1erotg “(80/6) seau1/p1033¥ “(80/01 '80/4) ePUCH Buspuag oueslq " 20| N ELLEC-AYBO'E 80/82/L| (3w oov) 80/€T/L sfedunadeuseyq Bw 00v ‘00€ ‘002 05T dX [9nboJ3s]
{3w EpuUeH:
00 ‘002) 80/01/¢
{z0/%)] 60/6 ouestd 'Y [20]] TN| '00T) 825TG-A2-90°Z| ‘00T 90/TE/E {3w ooe A3 ] i [onboJ3g|
Zopues ‘(3w 00v “0ST ‘05 ‘£0/£ ‘Bw DOE ‘00 ‘00T ‘90/€ ‘Bw 57 ‘SO/TT) eAL]  PIRYdn ‘8072 15 1501 (8w (8w| ‘00z ‘00T) 90/12/2 00V ‘00€ ‘00T ‘05T ‘001 ‘05 “S2
S2) ££650-A-50'| §Z) $00Z/8/TT| (8w 52) Sa0z/92/6
[80/L) enal '(80/L) 37e8 Bupuad Wl ofeg Aanleq 3a ¥SY00-AT80°T 80/ST/L 80/21/9 eA3] “iieg Hui 06 03 ‘o€ Jedjsuag|
{80/€- °80/€} vosiem| 80/€ passiwisiq saJeuy] 7 asof N SPIT0-A-80°T 80/9/€ 80/22/1 uosiem Buw sT0 Fw £0°0 anbjugseag|
(60/6) widm “(£0/zT) zopues (£0/z71) uosiem| Buipusq J4adoo) 7 Aey [ TP6S0-A-L0'E L0/ET/ZT VN uosiem 3w sTg 9jeuoseag
{z0/0T) 11ed "(20/0T) AX Sujpuad WN VN VN N N {2) twieyd ung 2NN UREISOpUEs|
(60/TT) 20pues '(60//} uosiem| Bulpuad VN 3a TTS00-A3-60 60/€T/L 60/2/9) uosIEM 3w 0g X eJndueg
(60/TT) Ung uipuad UBpIOT 'Y JUS) 30 60/S/11 60/62/6 ung| Jus Go¢ "00z ‘00T 3j02hy
{60/v°s '90/21) Jed 60/t PARIZS ' “wewrey °f ydasor El g0/61/z1 90/8/TT JEg BW Sz 'STE 'StE ¥S jowdy
{60/z1) uosiem "(60/1T) ersL Bupuad uosuiqoy 7 ang g 60/9/T1 60/22/1 [ Bw gl wasazoy
{60/0T) 08134 Bupuad 133}S "W AtoBaug) aa 60/6/01 60/92/8 o8luag %S weay uc_mumm_
{z0/c1) 1428 "{Z6/0T) M| Buipuad YN VN YN N L0/12/s Pa1y w o1 Y1 uyEny
{Z0/0t1 2428 ‘{£0/0T} AN 150/21) EX1IqV) Buipuag UOLjoM 1 epald N 90/9/71 90/€z/01 e3Lqy 3w gy 0¢ ‘0z V1 uyeny]
VN pans 10N YN YN Pans 10N Pans 10N xajody| Feads /(35w 7} Jw 2€0°0)] Rexds po3ouny|
VN duipuad UGSUIGoY ] ang 30 60/7/2T 60/61/01 €nsl B 0OE ‘002 ‘05T ‘00T
N Buipuad N pans 10N 6002 ver SIERY Yedw] BT 8 b€ 7|
i Fujpuad ZION Y31opald T an| 60/£/v| €07eefT xedus) Sw gog]
(60/0T) OPU3 (60/] 76PUES "(60/£] XEOUI ‘[60/£) WM “(PaNS I0N) ¢ UBIAIN Huipusd N N pang 10N YN [BEELT 5w 008 ‘00v
{80/zT) eral] N uasuigoy 7 ans L] 75600-73-80 80/81/21 80/L/11 eA3]] 1eiA Jur 0Ot W73 500 {luijisepay
[€0/0T] Yo3L1H| %0/2 passiisig UepIor -y Uy 30 TSTIOAEGT £0/61/2T €0/L/TT]  ieoewseyd WIS E-tH UGINIOS %S°0) uxing
60/v) xa30dy g0/€) Weaig 50/0T) xen) 80/TT PaiRas| quing SUEW 9aUaY ] TYISOATSOT s0/9z/0T S0/v1/6| XeA] W Z/S0 W g/ST'0| Seindsey Lioanung
[SN-80/8) EUDIIH ‘(SN-30/T) X230V (SN-50/TT) 63€se) '(5-50/2] PeqsHeD 15075 21/b younetgo/z PURYIT ") uyor| N PEETO-A-E £0/1¢/E €0/8t/t Fxequey 3W 00z "00T| 181014
4a-v0/s) 20pues ‘{s-£0/€) 11eq ‘(S-£0/¢) Axequey ‘(S-£0/€) uelAN ‘(S-€0/€) BASL]  ‘90/T ‘SO/ZT PamIas ‘uieg ‘elAl ‘ens)
{80/9) eAa) “go/sY 20pues Tgo,/zZ} xa10dy TsN] eAs) 50/9) wieyg ung| Fujpuag soJeur) 7 asof| N TEECO-AS so/s/s S0/t/E uleyg ung| 1etn/3ui op) A Xuoiold
{60/8) x10dy {50/8) 03aM 150/S 'Y0/v] Wieyguns| 10/ZT Asu Y saJeun] "1 3sor N SSEZO-AIH0’ +0/02/S v0/9/%] uireyd URS “BAD 3w oy ‘0E| X1ue30.g|
‘{sjuazed uonejnuiig) ue Ald ‘Juated punodwod uo Ilid-v0/b) 20puEs (b0 ) BABL|
EIIEEr) B Uunoy faquinN pans PaUiioN ECTFET) 3500 ia
1O} AWoNNY ase) aeq akeq pajewns3

sjedljnadeulieyd

0107 ‘S) Asenuer



1z S1Ijey jende) Hgy

‘s9jeWIISS SIyey jeide) Hgy ‘siiodal Auedwio) ‘Y3nvd 1924nos

VN Suipuad VN VN WN YN VN 50/12/21 papd 3w 009 (ges) xonkz
N Buipuad VN VN VN VYN VYN 60/€/8 paild ws/3wooT {dsns) xoaAz
VN Bulpuad VN WN VN WN VN 60/1/6 pajld Jeq |wpog Tw/Bwg (fur) xonAz
(£0/11) xe10dy, Bujpuad TRES 3a 6££00-A-£0°T 10/62/11 £0/41/0T x330dy| sdo.p uoiN|os %£°0 Jewhz
{80/2) eASL Buipuad uosuIqoy -} 3ng] 3q 65¥00-A3-80:T 80/v2/L 80/0T/9 ZEN 3ws wg/aseq 3wy {fuy) ejawoz
{20/€) uewusin Bujpuad saleuiasof| ANJO Qs PEETO-AI-L 10/ze/e £0/6/T JHEWUID)] Swor 337
(60/TT) kA2 ‘(60/Y) Zopues 3uipuad 192(S ‘W AioBaig 3a STZ00-A-60 60/1/¥ 60/61/2 20pues| w/3wsp00 {fut) sejdwiaz

Pue (e1A W T Ul Jw/Bwz00°0
(80/0T) eAaL dulpuad 584030 'd S3|eY) N30 AN 65930-A3-80°T 80/02/TT 80/8/01 ZEN Bwy 77 {sded) seydwiaz
(20/2T) 124 Buipuag 19315 ' A1oBarn E) £T800-7-L0°T £0/0T/TT LO/ET/TT ded]  39yded Jad 3w 089T/3w o uojsuadsns
283z
(¢0/6) 1ed Bupuad 133(S "W A108319 3q 1S500-A-£0'T L0/€1/6 £0/2/8 Jed 3w sded puagaz

0891/0 ‘00T T/0% ‘00T T/0T
(80/T) ew.eyd [eauwy “(80/T-Q '£0/9) 55idAD Tr0/€) EABL Buipuad uep.of "y JU3) 3a TLT00-M-40°T v0/8T/€ v0/5/T €na) 1w/aseq 3w 5T dniAs sejuez
{£0/0T) Xa30dy Buipuaq “Jf ‘umolg "3 aLen) N LEBYO-N-L0:T £0/T1/01 20/T€/8 x3l0dy| dwgpz[ (sdea) xayeuez
- (80/2) 20pues (z0/TT) IdM (80/3-5 ‘SN-30/6) 188 80/9 papas VN VN YN pang JoN pans 10N 1leg) 3w zo'0/3w £ zeA
(80/v) zopues 80/y) uosiem (50/e) JJeg 80/9 Pajuas ueplays ‘9 Jajad N 80£20-A3-50:Z so/62/v S0/81/¢ Jieg 3w £0'0/3w € utwses

‘80/€ 1S U0 Uom

(60/9) uoyyuAg Buipuag uugeI'm|  anjoa3 $9200-A-60: 60/L1/9 60/5/5 uoyjuAs/oBLiIag Jw/Aws o 105 [eJo jezhy
(60/%-0 "80/2) 1128 “(80/9) zopues “(60/5-Q "80/5) UNs '(80/9- ‘80/v) UOYIUAS| 8079 paddoiq ase) 193]S ‘W Aodain 3a £0Z00-M-80'T 80/01/Y| 80/82/¢ uoyauAs/oduiag Swg sqey [ezAx|
(30/6) Aag duipuad uepiof 'y uay 3a €1100-A3-90:T 90/42/6 90/¥1/8 Ksa uo[INn|os %SZ'0 gau xauadoy
{60/€-S “£0/£) 4328 "(SN "90/€) uGsIEM (90/2) A2Q (80/%-5 'S0/0T) qaEalg 80/S Paj13s ¥30[poosm *d sejSnog YN €Y00T-A-90:T so/tz/ot 50/3/6 P11 Yiea:ig uopnjos qau xauadox

%2Zb0°0 PUE %TZ0'0 ‘%E0T00
(60/z1) auexoy ‘(60/0T) eraL {60/b) uelAW Bulpuad UeW T Wellllm N 26910-A-60'C 60/8/¥ 60/T1/¢€ uelAw 3w 00S ‘0ST epOJax|
‘(10/TT) mouy/ied| 50/0T lepuein ’S0/8 131584 "y Asjuess] 3a TT090-A-T0:€ 10/12/21 10/81/21T MoLy/ied wez uejejex

pIRYdn 'vo/2 1501
VN Buipuad VN VN N N VN 60/1/4 pall4 Bwszg 1043[aM|
(60/2T) uelfin Suipuad Asjpa) ‘Wauani  AMJOaN £9T0G-A3-60'T 60/81/ZT 60/5/1T velAln| 3wos/0T ‘0v/0T ‘02/0T 0T/0T [TISYY
{s0/v) eAay 60/0T 3507 uosuiqoy “} ang Eld $£200-A3-90'T 30/s/v 90/12/2 uolnjos %5'g Xoweg|p
VN Buipuad VYN VN VN VYN VN 3w 001 eJdein
VN 3uipuad VYN VN VN VN VN 8w 05 ‘sz eJgeIA
(SN) zopueg Sujpuad VN VN VYN Pans 10N Ppans 10N (e1n/3wgoz {fu1) puajA
TSNT e 60/0T pajas VN VN VN pans JoN pang 10N 8w 00z ‘05 {gey) puasn
(60/6} eAaL| 3ujpuad 1S ‘H Adupis ANJO QS 00T80-A-60°T 60/22/6 60/11/8 Swor’s JBDISBA
(20/8-a “90/6) uelAn £0/8 passiwsig Asppa) ‘Wauas|  AmJoaN EET00-A3-90'T 90/1/6 90/61/L 3w 00 ‘007 ‘00T INd UejaIaA
(60/2) eAaL Jujpuad 133)s "W AioSaup) 30 £ZT00-A3-60'T 60/12/7 60/91/T ZEn 1e1A/3ws g SpEIRA
{60/11-5 '60/9) 3Jewua|s “(60/t-5 ‘80/9) 081iiag 60/v panIas Asuoley Y ined|  IWjoam 6E500-AI-80: 80/9/9 80/sz/v 08il43d Weasn %10 SOUBA|
{ra-60/2) xa1odv (20/L5 "£0/S) Aequey 20/ paIN3S J3doo) 1 Ay N 8STZO-A-£0:€ €0/6/5 €0/1/v| Axequey 3W 000T ‘005 XaljeA
{90/v) Axequey 60/6 UOM UOSJ|OM T P34 N £0070-A2-90°€ 90/82/v, S0/L1/E Axequey| 3w o5y ahdjeA
(80/¢€) Wpseyx20m {20/z1) xa10dy {£0/6) 12eq (L0]6) Axequey (£0/6) a0l Buipuad 123 "W A10331D aa 2£500-A-£0:T L0/1e/6 adniA paJseys 3w ot |ef1exoun
‘(£0/8) uns “(£0/6) er3L “(£L0/6) URlAN ‘(£0/6) OPUIGQOINY ‘(£0/6) Jed/siAeIdY|
{60/21} 20puEs 3ujpuad “Jr ‘ueuseq "1 ydasor 30 §5600-A3-60'T 60/T1/2T 60/0€/0T 20pUEg] 1eiA/3wpog {fuy) oedAL
(80/z1) eray Buipuad UBNY|INS °f pIeydry AN jOas 8£201-A3-80'T 80/¢1/21 80/6/11 BA3] 3w gog/00T epeans)
(60/6) 5,App=y "1a “(60/) #A51 60/1) uelAN (80/TT) 4ed Buipuad Sineg pieuna] XLjo a3 LEYOG-AI-80:9 80/7T/TT 80/8/01 g 3w 00s/s8 JauIXalL
{60/01) xedw) ‘(50/€) uidn1{g0/TT) leAcig Suipuag uasiapuy 'y auAem 40 aN $4790-A2-80'T 80/€/11 80/61/6 eAOlg) Sw gy qe3 JOduL |
{60/0T) xedw| “(g0/€) uidm “(80/TT) i1eA0lg ‘(60/T1-S '80/¢) EASL 60/T1 Pajuas| “Jr “Aemeuasis "y ydasor| N $80T0-A2-80:7 80/62/2 80/91/1 SN R qe3 Joay] |
(v0/1) Axequey {£0/z) Jed “(£0/1) xedw) (50/9-5 '20/11) eAaL] 50/9 pA113s uepaor 'y Juay ia ZISTO-AI-ZO'T 20/v/ot YN BAS| W pS qe3 2031 |
(v0/1) Axequey (€0/z) Jed (€0/T) xedwi (50/a5 ‘Z0/11) eAB) 50/9 Paj1as Uepiof 'y U3y 30 2IST0-M-Z0'T 20/v/0t VYN eA3] 3w 091 qe3 JO3L] |
{pansa1eq) siayiy Al ydesdeieq Jayno EIYEIETY a3pnr Hno) BquinN pang PayloN A3)14 38213 as0q anig
0 3WoNnNp ase) 21eq aeq pajewns3y

sjesijnaseulieyq 010Z ‘gL Asenuer



January 15, 2010 Pharmaceuticals

Appendix D: Litigation Scorecard History 2000-2009 (Complete)

Success
Lost % Won % Settled %  Dropped % TOTAL %
Actavis (total) 1 17% 2 33% 3 50% 0 0% 6 83%
Alpharma 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Actavis 1 20% 1 20% 3 60% 0 0% 5 80%
Alcon 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Amneal 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Amphastar 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Anchen 0 0% 1 25% 3 75% 0 0% 4 100%
Apotex 12 57% 2 10% 7 33% 0 0% 21 43%
Baxter 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Bedford 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Breath 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 4] 0% 1 100%
Caraco 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100%
Cheminor 1 100% 1] 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Corepharma 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Covidien 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Cypress Pharma 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Dr. Reddy's 7 39% 2 11% 9 50% [¢] 0% 18 61%
Endo 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Exela 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Glenmark 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 3 67%
Hi Tech 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1] 0% 1 0%
Hospira 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 3 67%
Impax 2 14% 4 29% 7 50% 1 7% 14 86%
KV Pharm 1 14% 1 14% 3 43% 2 29% 7 86%
Lupin 2 25% 1 13% 4 50% 1 13% 8 75%
Mylan 9 36% 7 28% 9 36% 0 0% 25 64%
Nostrum 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%
Orchid 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
Par 2 13% 4 27% 9 60% 0 0% 15 87%
Paddock 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
Perrigo 0 0% 1 13% 4 50% 3 38% 8 100%
Prasco 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0] 0% 1 0%
Ranbaxy 7 37% 2 11% 9 47% 1 5% 19 63%
Roxane 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0] 0% 3 67%
Sandoz (total) 3 13% 11 46% 9 38% 1 4% 24 88%
Sandoz 3 18% 6 35% 7 41% 1 6% 17 82%
Eon Labs 0 0% 5 71% 2 29% 0 0% 7 100%
Schwarz 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50%
Sun 3 33% 1 11% 4 44% 1 11% 9 67%
Teva (total) 24 22% 27 25% 51 46% 8 7% 110 78%
Teva 17 25% 16 23% 31 45% 5 7% 69 75%
Copley 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100%
IVAX 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 5 20%
Barr 3 9% 9 26% 19 56% 3 9% 34 91%
Tolmar 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1 100%
Upsher Smith 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2 100%
URL Pharma 2 40% 1 20% 1 20% 1 20% 5 60%
Watson (total) 4 10% 6 15% 23 59% 6 15% 90%
Watson 2 0 5 88%
Andrx 2 6 0 87%
Cobalt 0 4] 1 100%
Wockhardt 0 0 0 100%
1 0 0 0%

22



January 15, 2010 Pharmaceuticals

Required Disclosures

Conflicts Disclosures

This product constitutes a compendium report (covers six or more subject companies). As such, RBC Capital Markets chooses to
provide specific disclosures for the subject companies by reference. To access current disclosures for the subject companies, clients

should refer to hitp://www7.rbcem.com/GLDisclosure/PublicWeb/Disclosurel.ookup.aspx?EntityID=1 or send a request to RBC CM

Research Publishing, P.O. Box 50, 200 Bay Street, Royal Bank Plaza, 29th Floor, South Tower, Toronto, Ontario M5J 2W7.

The analyst(s) responsible for preparing this research report received compensation that is based upon various factors, including total
revenues of the member companies of RBC Capital Markets and its affiliates, a portion of which are or have been generated by
investment banking activities of the member companies of RBC Capital Markets and its affiliates.

Distribution of Ratings

For the purpose of ratings distributions, regulatory rules require member firms to assign ratings to one of three rating categories - Buy,
Hold/Neutral, or Sell - regardless of a firm's own rating categories. Although RBC Capital Markets' ratings of Top Pick/Outperform,
Sector Perform and Underperform most closely correspond to Buy, Hold/Neutral and Sell, respectively, the meanings are not the same
because our ratings are determined on a relative basis (as described above).

Distribution of Ratings
RBC Capital Markets, Equity Research

Investment Banking
Serv./Past 12 Mos.

Rating Count Percent Count Percent
BUY[TP/O] 587 49.50 182 31.01
HOLD[SP] 529 44.60 120 22,68
SELLU] 71 6.00 4 5.63

Conflicts Policy

RBC Capital Markets Policy for Managing Conflicts of Interest in Relation to Investment Research is available from us on request. To
access our current policy, clients should refer to

hittps://www.rbcem.com/global/file-414164.pdf

or send a request to RBC CM Research Publishing, P.O. Box 50, 200 Bay Street, Royal Bank Plaza, 29th Floor, South Tower,
Toronto, Ontario M5J 2W7. We reserve the right to amend or supplement this policy at any time.

Dissemination of Research and Short-Term Trading Calls

RBC Capital Markets endeavours to make all reasonable efforts to provide research simultaneously to all eligible clients, having
regard to local time zones in overseas jurisdictions. RBC Capital Markets' research is posted to our proprietary websites to ensure
eligible clients receive coverage initiations and changes in rating, targets and opinions in a timely manner. Additional distribution may
be done by the sales personnel via email, fax or regular mail. Clients may also receive our research via third party vendors. Please
contact your investment advisor or institutional salesperson for more information regarding RBC Capital Markets research.

RBC Capital Markets also provides eligible clients with access to a database which may contain Short-Term trading calls on certain of
the subject companies for which it currently provides equity research coverage. The database may be accessed via the following
hyperlink https://www2.rbecem.com/cmonline/index.html. The information regarding Short-Term trading calls accessible through the
database does not constitute a research report. These Short-Term trading calls are not formal ratings and reflect the research analyst's
views with respect to market and trading events in the coming days or weeks and, as such, may differ from the price targets and
recommendations in our published research reports reflecting the research analyst's views of the longer-term (one year) prospects of
the subject company. Thus, it is possible that a subject company's common equity that is considered a long-term ‘sector perform' or
even an 'underperform’ might be a Short-Term buying opportunity as a result of temporary selling pressure in the market; conversely,
a subject company's common equity rated a long-term 'outperform’ could be considered susceptible to a Short-Term downward price
correction.

Analyst Certification

All of the views expressed in this report accurately reflect the personal views of the responsible analyst(s) about any and all of the
subject securities or issuers. No part of the compensation of the responsible analyst(s) named herein is, or will be, directly or
indirectly, related to the specific recommendations or views expressed by the responsible analyst(s) in this report.

&5 RBC Capital Markets® 23
Ne

-

RBCH



January 15, 2010 Pharmaceuticals

Disclaimer

RBC Capital Markets is the business name used by certain subsidiaries of Royal Bank of Canada, including RBC Dominion Securities Inc., RBC Capital Markets
Corporation, Royal Bank of Canada Europe Limited and Royal Bank of Canada - Sydney Branch. The information contained in this report has been compiled by RBC
Capital Markets from sources believed to be reliable, but no representation or warranty, express or implied, is made by Royal Bank of Canada, RBC Capital Markets, its
affiliates or any other person as to its accuracy, completeness or correctness. All opinions and estimates contained in this report constitute RBC Capital Markets'
judgement as of the date of this report, are subject to change without notice and are provided in good faith but without legal responsibility. Nothing in this report
constitutes legal, accounting or tax advice or individually tailored investment advice. This material is prepared for general circulation to clients and has been prepared
without regard to the individual financial circumstances and objectives of persons who receive it. The investments or services contained in this report may not be
suitable for you and it is recommended that you consult an independent investment advisor if you are in doubt about the suitability of such investments or services. This
report is not an offer to sell or a solicitation of an offer to buy any securities. Past performance is not a guide to future performance, future returns are not guaranteed,
and a loss of original capital may occur. RBC Capital Markets research analyst compensation is based in part on the overall profitability of RBC Capital Markets, which
includes profits attributable to investment banking revenues. Every province in Canada, state in the U.S., and most countries throughout the world have their own laws
regulating the types of securities and other investment products which may be offered to their residents, as well as the process for doing so. As a result, the securities
discussed in this report may not be eligible for sale in some jurisdictions. This report is not, and under no circumstances should be construed as, a solicitation to act as
securities broker or dealer in any jurisdiction by any person or company that is not legally permitted to carry on the business of a securities broker or dealer in that
jurisdiction. To the full extent permitted by law neither RBC Capital Markets nor any of its affiliates, nor any other person, accepts any liability whatsoever for any
direct or consequential loss arising from any use of this report or the information contained herein. No matter contained in this document may be reproduced or copied
by any means without the prior consent of RBC Capital Markets.

Additional information is available on request.

To U.S. Residents:

This publication has been approved by RBC Capital Markets Corporation (member FINRA, NYSE), which is a U.S. registered broker-dealer and which accepts
responsibility for this report and its dissemination in the United States. Any U.S. recipient of this report that is not a registered broker-dealer or a bank acting in a broker
or dealer capacity and that wishes further information regarding, or to effect any transaction in, any of the securities discussed in this report, should contact and place
orders with RBC Capital Markets Corporation.

To Canadian Residents:

This publication has been approved by RBC Dominion Securities Inc.(member IIROC). Any Canadian recipient of this report that is not a Designated Institution in
Ontario, an Accredited Investor in British Columbia or Alberta or a Sophisticated Purchaser in Quebec (or similar permitted purchaser in any other province) and that
wishes further information regarding, or to effect any transaction in, any of the securities discussed in this report should contact and place orders with RBC Dominion
Securities Inc., which, without in any way limiting the foregoing, accepts responsibility for this report and its dissemination in Canada.

To U.K. Residents:

This publication has been approved by Royal Bank of Canada Europe Limited (‘'RBCEL") which is authorized and regulated by Financial ServicesAuthority ("FSA"), in
connection with its distribution in the United Kingdom. This material is not for general distribution in the United Kingdom to retail clients, as defined under the rules of
the FSA. However, targeted distribution may be made to selected retail clients of RBC and its affiliates. RBCEL accepts responsibility for this report and its
dissemination in the United Kingdom.

To Persons Receiving This Advice in Australia:

This material has been distributed in Australia by Royal Bank of Canada - Sydney Branch (ABN 86 076 940 880, AFSL No. 246521). This material has been prepared
for general circulation and does not take into account the objectives, financial situation or needs of any recipient. Accordingly, any recipient should, before acting on
this material, consider the appropriateness of this material having regard to their objectives, financial situation and needs. If this material relates to the acquisition or
possible acquisition of a particular financial product, a recipient in Australia should obtain any relevant disclosure document prepared in respect of that product and
consider that document before making any decision about whether to acquire the product.

To Hong Kong Residents:

This publication is distributed in Hong Kong by RBC Investment Services (Asia) Limited and RBC Investment Management (Asia) Limited, licensed corporations
under the Securities and Futures Ordinance or, by Royal Bank of Canada, Hong Kong Branch, a registered institution under the Sccurities and Futures Ordinance. This
material has been prepared for general circulation and does not take into account the objectives, financial situation, or needs of any recipient. Hong Kong persons
wishing to obtain further information on any of the securities mentioned in this publication should contact RBC Investment Services (Asia) Limited, RBC Investment
Management (Asia) Limited or Royal Bank of Canada, Hong Kong Branch at 17/Floor, Cheung Kong Center, 2 Queen's Road Central, Hong Kong (telephone number
is 2848-1388).

To Singapore Residents:

This publication is distributed in Singapore by RBC (Singapore Branch) and RBC (Asia) Limited, registered entities granted offshore bank status by the Monetary
Authority of Singapore. This material has been prepared for general circulation and does not take into account the objectives, financial situation, or needs of any
recipient. You are advised to seek independent advice from a financial adviser before purchasing any product. If you do not obtain independent advice, you should
consider whether the product is suitable for you. Past performance is not indicative of future performance.

®Registered trademark of Royal Bank of Canada. RBC Capital Markets is a trademark of Royal Bank of Canada. Used under license.
Copyright © RBC Capital Markets Corporation 2010 - Member SIPC
Copyright © RBC Dominion Securities Inc. 2010 - Member CIPF
Copyright © Royal Bank of Canada Europe Limited 2010
Copyright © Royal Bank of Canada 2010
All rights reserved

RBC Capital Markets” 24




oy
gk

e —
s

-

S

.
n\w\\w\ -
i

.

e

is of
in the U

September 2011

ic Analys

)

O)
(]

7
=

O)
-

~
(&)

o
e

Econom

Y
i
/

g
N

1C

An

Gener

i




s government leaders in Washington and across the country look for ways
Ato cut health care costs, this new analysis details the remarkable savings

achieved through the use of generic medications. Over the past 12 years
(January 1999 through December 2010), the use of FDA-approved generic
prescription drugs has saved the U.S. health care system an astounding $1.031
trillion. And at the current generic utilization rate, more than $3 billion is being
saved every week as American consumers and patients rely on generic
medicines to provide the quality care they need.

This independent analysis, conducted for GPhA by the IMS Institute for
Healthcare Informatics and IMS Health, shows that:

e The use of generic prescription drugs in place of their brand name
counterparts saved the U.S. health care system more than $931 billion
over the past decade (2001 through 2010).

® In 2010 alone, generic use
generated more than $157
billion in savings.

$158
Savings by Year ($ in billions) s

$160.0

$140.0

$120.0

e Savings from newer generic  sio0
medicines—those that have $80.0
entered the market since $60.0
2001—continue to increase $400
exponentially and account  se00
for more than one-third of $0.0
the total savings.

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

With government leaders being forced every day to make difficult choices
pertaining to spending and deficits, it is imperative that the savings available
through generic use be recognized. Policies that encourage generic dispensing
and steer clear of unwarranted restrictions on generic use can bring even
greater savings as new requirements under the 2010 health care reform law are
put in place. For instance:

» Data from the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) show
that increasing generic use in Medicaid by just two percentage points
would save the program more than $1.3 billion annually. These savings
are critical to sustaining the viability of Medicaid, as studies have
concluded that the program needlessly spends billions of dollars each
year by reimbursing pharmacies for costly brand products when generics

1
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with identical active ingredients, strengths, dosage forms and therapeutic
benefits are available at lower costs.

With more than a third of annual savings generated by generic
medications coming from products that have entered the market since
2001, it would be misguided to enforce a ban on patent litigation
settlements since most new generics get to market as the result of a
settlement. In fact, of the 22 new, first-time generics launched this year,
16 will be launched prior to expiration of the brand drugs thanks to a
patent settlement.

Increasing funding to the FDA's Office of Generic Drugs (OGD) is also an
essential component in ensuring the savings potential from generic
medications is fully realized. Currently, more than 2,000 generic drug
applications are awaiting OGD action, with as many as 365 of those for
first-time generic drugs, according to the FDA. Savings are being left on
the table each day this backlog continues to grow, as consumers and the
government are forced to pay brand drug prices for prescriptions that
could be available in affordable generic versions. With generic
manufacturers on the verge of a historic agreement to provide the FDA
with hundreds of millions of dollars in new user fee funding, it is critical
that members of Congress follow suit to ensure that the savings
generated by the use of generic medications will continue to grow.

The forthcoming introduction of an approval pathway for biosimilars
offers an additional opportunity to provide consumers and the
government with enormous savings. Just as the introduction of generic
versions of chemical drugs some quarter century ago ushered in a new
era of access to safe and affordable medicines, biosimilars now hold the
promise of providing consumers with the same benefit. In order for these
benefits to be realized, however, it is critical that the FDA maintains its
commitment to funding the biosimilars program, and ensures that a
workable approval pathway is created that is free from obstacles that
would serve only to delay the availability of these FDA-approved, safe,
effective and lower-cost medications.

The analysis that follows clearly demonstrates that any effort to reduce health
care costs — whether on Capitol Hill or in state legislatures — must recognize
the billions of dollars in savings that can be achieved through the use of generic
medicines. For more than 25 years, generic prescription drugs have allowed
millions of Americans to get the medicine they need at an affordable cost. As new
health care reform policies are implemented, the savings generated by generics
will help make it possible to improve lives for less.

2
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HIGHLIGHTS AND TRENDS

4 I Yhe IMS analysis shows that substituting generic prescription drugs in
place of their brand-name counterparts saved the nation’s health care
system more than $931 billion dollars from 2001 through 2010. In 2010

alone, the use of FDA-approved generics saved more than $157 billion. That

amounts to more than $3 billion in savings every week.

In addition, the IMS analysis also shows that:

e Savings from generic medications that have entered the market since
2001 have continued to grow at an exponential rate, reaching more than
$360 billion by the end of 2010;

e Generic products for nervous system and cardiovascular treatments
alone account for 62 percent of the cost savings; )

¢ Despite having nearly seven times as many products on the market,
generic medications still accounted for less drug spending than branded
products with generic competition; and

e Over the past 10 years, patent settlements have resulted in billions of
dollars in savings as dozens of first-time generics have come to market
prior to patents expiring on the counterpart brand drugs.

This remarkable level of savings continues to dwarf the initial savings estimates
that were made in 1984, when the Hatch-Waxman Act established the modern-
day generic industry, and when it was projected that generics might save $1
billion dollars over the first 10 years. The Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
reported in 1998 that savings realized from the substitution of generic for
brand-name drugs saved consumers between $8 billion and $10 billion in 1994,
the 10th year after Hatch-Waxman was enacted. Since then, annual savings have
grown exponentially.

Generic Versions of Blockbuster Drugs Continued to Provide Big Savings

This new analysis from IMS Health, based on brand and generic prescription
drug sales and pricing data, shows that, in 2010, annual savings from the use of
generic medications continued to be driven by the introduction of generic
versions of well-known brand drugs. Generic versions of Flomax® and Aricept®,
among several other big selling drugs, helped to continue the double-digit
percentage growth in savings from 2009.

When combined with the phenomenal four-year growth in savings between
2005 and 2009 that was spurred by the launch of generic versions of several

3
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blockbuster brand drugs, including Zocor® Norvasc® and Zoloft®, generic
medications are now saving the U.S. health care system more than $3 billion
every week. And with more than 20 new generic versions of blockbuster brand
drugs entering the market this year—16 of which were made possible due to a
pro-consumer patent settlement—2011 looks set to continue that trend.

Newer Generics Maintained Exponential Growth

The IMS analysis also found that the savings from generics introduced in the past
10 years has now reached approximately $362 billion and accounts for more
than 40 percent of the overall generic savings. In 2010 alone, the U.S. health care
system saved nearly $100 billion from these recently genericized products, or 63
percent of the savings for the entire year. Older generic medications, those
approved prior to 2000, continued to provide a steady foundation of cost
reduction as well, producing nearly $60 billion in savings in 2010.

The savings generated by
newer generics is expected

to continue increasing over
the next several years as sie0
many of the world’s largest-  s140
selling brand' drugs lose zizg s 3628illon
patent protection and face 580

generic competition for the
first time. That includes the 40 $569 Billion
two biggest-selling drugs: s
Pfizer's $8 billion cholesterol %0

fighter Lipitor® and the ™% g 00 ot oo orame 2%
blood clot preventer Plavix®

by Bristol-Myers Squibb, both of which will lose patent protection in November
2011 thanks to the use of pro-consumer patent settlements.

Generic Savings over Time
(S Billions)

Among the other name-brand blockbusters that will lose patent protection
between now and 2014 are Zyprexa®, Singulair® and Aricept®, Meanwhile, new
reports continue to highlight the impact of generic medications for those
suffering from chronic disease. These factors make it crystal clear that generic
drugs are an integral part of the solution in reigning in U.S. health care costs.

Central Nervous System and Cardiovascular Drugs Lead the Way

Generic central nervous system (CNS) and cardiovascular drugs once again
delivered the bulk of the savings generated by the generic industry in 2010.
Combined, these two therapeutic areas alone provided the U.S. health care
system more than $100 billion in savings. Generic CNS medications also
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continued their significant yearly growth in savings, growing 10 percent over the
savings generated in 2009.

Generic metabolism drugs Generic Cost Savings by TA (2010 only)
also continued to be a major

source of health care savings

. i Systemic Dermatological Blood
in 2010, reducing costs by  permatological

Hormones 1% Disorders
2%

11 . 1%
more than $22 billion. Since 2% > Other
. Respiratory <1%
2001, the savings generated 9 .
2% Cancer Parasitology
by these drugs has grown an 3% <1%
astounding 500 percent from GU system

5%
their initial level of more

than $4 billion. When added Musculo-Skel
to the savings provided by
generic nervous system and , ,

. .. Anti-Infectives
cardiovascular  medicines, 8%
these three therapeutic Metabolism
categories account for nearly 14%
three-fourths of all savings Cardig;’f/fcmar
generated by generic drugs
in 2010.

35%

Generic Savings Are an Integral Component in Reducing Health Care Costs

GPhA has long maintained that reducing government overspending in Medicare
and Medicaid is an integral part of the solution to reducing U.S. health care costs.
And one way states can control these growing costs is through a greater reliance
on the use of generic drugs. Because the federal government pays states a
portion of the cost of prescription drugs they purchase through Medicaid, the
government can save hundreds of millions of dollars each year as the use of less
costly generic drugs increases.

According to data from the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, in 2010
Medicaid paid, on average, approximately $200 for each monthly brand
prescription, compared to just $20 for a month’s prescription in the generic
version. By increasing generic utilization in Medicaid by just one percentage
point, the government and taxpayers would save more than $500 million. With
Medicaid’s generic utilization rate running nearly 10 percentage points lower
than the 78 percent national rate, states have considerable opportunities to
achieve added savings.
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Generic Prescriptions Bring Patients Savings at the Pharmacy Counter

An additional IMS analysis has shown that generics are also bringing savings
directly to patients at the pharmacy counter. In 2010 the average copayment for
a generic drug was $6.06 per prescription, compared to $23.65 and $34.77 for
preferred and non-preferred brand drugs, respectively, according to the IMS
Institute for Healthcare Informatics study entitled “The Use of Medicines in the
United States: Review of 2010.”

Against this background, it is critical that new FDA-approved generics be
introduced into the market sooner rather than later. American consumers and
payors, including the federal government and the states, lose billions of dollars
each week that generic access is delayed.

Inadequate funding of FDA’s Office of Generic Drugs (OGD) in past years has
resulted in a backlog of more than 2,000 unapproved generic applications — as
many as 365 of which are for first-time generic drugs — and a median approval
time of nearly 30 months. As a result, consumers and the government are forced
to pay brand drug prices for prescriptions that could be available in affordable
generic versions if the FDA is adequately funded.

Pro-Consumer Patent Settlements Continued to be a Major Boost to Savings

Access to new, cost-saving generics also is facilitated through pro-consumer
settlements of drug patent litigation. Over the past 10 years, patent settlements
have enabled dozens of first-time generics to come to market many months
before patents on the counterpart brand drugs expired. Of the 22 new generic
drug launches expected in 2011, settlements made 16 of these possible where
the generic will launch prior to patent expiry.

Outside experts have also realized the savings
pro-consumer settlements provide. An
QRO PR LFLEORiEER independent study by RBC Capital Markets,
launches expected in 2011, Analyzing Litigation Success Rates, found that
generic companies are successful, thus able to
market the generic product before patent
ST : expiration, in just 48 percent of cases, and that
LIRS BRI (e, factoring in settlements, generics are

patent expiry. successful in bringing the generic product to
market before patent expiration in 76 percent
of cases.

settlements made 16 of

these possible wherethe

While the settlement issue has engendered opposition from some who contend
such generic-brand agreements are anticompetitive, the federal courts and
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Congress have repeatedly recognized that settlements can be desirable options
in patent litigation. The record is clear: settlements allow generic drugs to come
to market long before patents on the counterpart brands expire, resulting in
billions of dollars in annual savings. Year after year, settlements have proven to
be pro-consumer and pro-competitive.

Generic Versions of Biologics Can Provide Comparable Savings

It is GPhA’s position that the success of generics in achieving savings for
consumers using traditional drugs can be duplicated in the biopharmaceutical
market. Biogenerics and biosimilars would inject the competition needed in the
biologic market to lower costs and provide significant savings for patients in
need of these lifesaving treatments.

Estimates from various economic impact studies pin the projected savings from
$42 billion on the low end to as high as $108 billion over the first 10 years of
biogeneric market formation. Even stakeholders on the brand side of this issue
—namely BIO and PhRMA—recognize that competition from biogenerics and
biosimilars will significantly reduce health care costs.

In addition, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) has estimated that the
resulting increase in competition from biogenerics will yield substantially lower
prices for certain drugs. CBO estimates that biogenerics will initially have prices
about 25 percent below their brand-name counterparts and, after several years
of competition, would have prices about 40 percent below those counterparts.

As the FDA continues to work toward implementing regulations on biogenerics,
it is essential that the agency creates an approval process that is workable and
free from obstacles that would serve only to delay the availability of FDA-
approved, safe, effective and lower-cost biogeneric drugs.

For complete information on any of the topics discussed in this study,
including Medicaid and Medicare generic utilization, funding for the Office of
Generic Drugs, patent settlements and the cost trends for brand and generic
prescription drugs, please contact the Generic Pharmaceutical Association at
202-249-7100, or visit gphaonline.org. This IMS analysis was commissioned
by the Generic Pharmaceutical Association; 777 6t Street, NW, Suite 510;
Washington, DC 20001. www.gphaonline.org
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METHODOLOGY

This analysis conducted by IMS Health updates the previous analysis released in July
2010 on the total cost savings generic pharmaceuticals have provided to the U.S. health
care system over the 10-year period of 2001 through 2010.

The analysis utilized IMS data on sales : : %
- . (¢)

and unit volumes of brand and generic ~ Types - Moleules
products, estimating potential savings — =
at the molecule level To ensure
consistency of the analysis, branded | o ' |
products are defined as originator
molecules that no longer are patent
protected; generic drugs are those that
were introduced after the patent
protection had expired on the original | Tot! Number 4,521
referenc'e product. The'z total savings ¢, ce: iMs Midas Data
was derived from a universe of 4,521  pata Source includes: US Clinic, Drugstores, Fed Facilities, Food
drugs, which are those products for Stores, HMO, Home Healthcare, Long Term Health Care, Mail

. . Service, Non-Fed Hospital and Misc.
which both brands and generics were

K Note: Because analysis was conducted across multiple TAs, some
available on the market. molecules can exist across multiple TAs.

4. No brand volume in the data set 49%

As shown in the chart at right, excluded from the savings analysis were drug products
for which: (1) there was no measurable generic competition, either because of an
exclusivity or patents still in effect or because there was no generic version of the brand
yet approved; and (2) only a generic drug was available for sale because the brand drug
was no longer available on the market.

The overall methodology approach was to add 2010 generic volume to the 2009 Cost
Savings Study data for each molecule. The average brand price in the last year of patent
protection (for patent expirations before 2001) was estimated using the formula (Total
sales of brand molecule) divided by (Total standard units of brand).

For year 2010 brands under generic competition, the estimated value of the replaced
brand product with generics was calculated using the formula (Average brand price)
multiplied by (Total standard units of generic). Finally, the generic cost savings was
computed using the formula (Value of replaced brands with generics) minus the (Total
sales of generic), with total savings equal to the sum total of all cost savings across all
therapeutic areas. To obtain the most accurate savings estimate, “standard units” are
used throughout the study. The standard unit is the “number of units” divided by
“smallest common dose of a product form.” Number of units refers to the number of
tablets or capsules, ml or grams sold, multiplied by the number of packages sold, then
multiplied by package size.
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