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» Total of 28 factors comprising 3
general categories

= Patentee

= Infringer
= Third parties / public
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» Basis for inclusion in study

» 49 cases selected from May
15, 2006 to December 31, 2008

» “Second pair of eyes” review



» Relevance of data
= Frequency of mention Iin cases

= Percent difference in Yes vs. NoO
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Public Health Concern Implicated

Compliance with Injunction Easy
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Biggest Differences Between Yes and No
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Smallest Differences Between Yes and No
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