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I, David R. Stickney of the law firm Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP (“Lead 

Counsel”), submit this Declaration in support of: (a) final approval of the $12.75 million cash 

settlement (“Settlement”) reached between and among Lead Plaintiff, Teachers’ Retirement 

System of Oklahoma (“Oklahoma Teachers” or “Lead Plaintiff”), acting on behalf of itself and 

all Class Members in the above-titled action, and defendants Connetics Corporation (“Connetics” 

or the “Company”)1, and Thomas G. Wiggans (“Wiggans”), Gregory Vontz (“Vontz”), John 

Higgins (“Higgins”) and Lincoln Krochmal (“Krochmal”) (the “Individual Defendants” 

collectively with Connetics, the “Defendants”); (b) approval of Lead Plaintiffs’ proposed plan of 

allocation of the settlement proceeds (“Plan of Allocation”); and (c) approval of Lead Counsel’s 

motion for approval of attorneys’ fees and expenses. 

   PRELIMINARY STATEMENT 

1. I have been actively involved in the prosecution of this action, am familiar with 

its proceedings, and have personal knowledge of the matters set forth herein based upon my 

active supervision and participation in all material aspects of the litigation.  Unless otherwise 

indicated, the statements in this declaration are made based on my personal knowledge, and if 

called to do so, I could and would testify competently thereto. 

2. The purpose of this declaration is to set forth the background of the action, its 

procedural history, the factual investigation and prosecution, and the negotiations that led to the 

Settlement.  This declaration demonstrates why the Settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate 

and should be approved by the Court, why the Plan of Allocation is fair and reasonable, and why 

Lead Counsel’s fee and expense request is reasonable and should be approved by the Court. 

3. The Settlement, reached after over two years of prosecution and extensive 

negotiations, is for a total of $12.75 million in cash (plus interest) as set forth in the Stipulation 

of Settlement filed with the Court and dated July 10, 2009 (the “Stipulation”) [Dkt. No. 190].  As 

detailed below, the Settlement is consistent with the mediator’s recommendation and is an 

excellent result for the Class given the amount of the Settlement and the risks of continued 
                                                 

1  Connetics has been acquired twice since the case began, first by Stiefel Laboratories, Inc. in 
December 2006, and later by GlaxoSmithKline in April 2009. 
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4. The litigation against Defendants commenced on or about October 31, 2006.  As 

summarized below, Lead Plaintiff’s efforts in prosecuting the claims to the point of settling for 

$12.75 million required, among other things: (i) drafting of a detailed amended consolidated 

complaint and the Second Amended Compliant after review and analysis of the Company’s SEC 

filings, annual reports, and other public statements, and interviews with confidential witnesses; 

(ii) extensive briefing on Defendants’ motions to dismiss; (iii) obtaining evidence through 

discovery, including a substantial number of documents produced by Defendants and third 

parties; (iv) responding to discovery propounded by Defendants, including the depositions of 

Lead Plaintiff’s designated witnesses; (v) advocating to obtain a prompt trial date; (vi) consulting 

with experts; (vii) reviewing and analyzing potential sources of recovery; (viii) overcoming 

Defendants’ opposition to Lead Plaintiff’s motion for class certification; and (ix) drafting a 

detailed mediation statement and preparing for and participating in mediation. 
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5. Lead Counsel also performed additional analyses and valuations of the claims and 

risks presented, and retained and conferred with an experienced damages consultant regarding 

the potential scope of class-wide damages.  The Settlement, therefore, was reached at a time 

when Lead Plaintiff and Lead Counsel were fully cognizant of the strengths and weaknesses of 

the case and the risks of continued litigation. 
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6. In addition, settlement negotiations were closely supervised by the Honorable 

Daniel Weinstein (Ret.), and included an arm’s-length mediation session between Lead Counsel 

and counsel for Defendants on March 2, 2009, in San Francisco.  The negotiations required 

careful analyses of complex factual and legal issues.  During the mediation, the parties reached 

an impasse, and no settlement was reached.  Following the mediation, Judge Weinstein remained 

in communication with the parties about the case and prospects for a potential settlement.  The 

parties continued to actively litigate the action and conduct discovery.  Ultimately, the parties 

agreed to settle the case for $12.75 million in cash.  The $12.75 million was deposited into an 

escrow account on or about July 30, 2009, and has been earning interest for the benefit of the 

Class. 
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7. The deadline for submitting objections to the Settlement is September 30, 2009.  

Notably, following the publication of notice in The Investor’s Business Daily, the posting of 

notice on Lead Counsel’s and the claim administrator’s websites, and the mailing of at least 

47,376 Notices, no Class Member has objected to date to any aspect of the Settlement, the Plan 

of Allocation or Lead Counsel’s application for an award of attorneys’ fees and expenses as of 

the date of this declaration. 
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8. This Declaration describes the following: (a) the background of the litigation, and 

the results of those efforts (¶¶10-47); (b) the Settlement and the risks considered in determining 

that the Settlement provided an excellent recovery for the class (¶¶48-63); (c) the Plan of 

Allocation and the basis for it (¶¶64-68); and (d) Lead Counsel’s fee and expense application 

(¶¶69-95). 
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   HISTORY OF THE ACTION 

9. The following is a summary of the principal events during the course of this 

action.  

A. Background 

10. This is a securities fraud class action against Defendants for alleged violations of 

§§ 10(b) and 20(a) of the Exchange Act arising from Defendants’ alleged false and misleading 

statements regarding the development of Velac Gel, the Company’s highly-publicized new acne 

medication, without disclosing material information about an important carcinogenicity test 

required by the Food and Drug Administration (“FDA”), and Defendants’ alleged false 

accounting for reserves and channel stuffing. 

11. Connetics was a pharmaceutical company that developed and marketed 

dermatological products to treat various skin conditions, including acne.  As set forth in the 

Second Amended Complaint (the “Complaint”), before the start of the Class Period, the 

Company acquired the rights to Velac Gel, a purportedly “safe and effective” acne treatment that 

had yet to undergo the required testing for, or to obtain approval from, the FDA.  During 

Connetics’ testing of Velac, the drug failed an important FDA-required test, a laboratory study 

on mice known as a Tg.AC mouse dermal carcinogenicity study (the “Mouse Study”).  The 
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Complaint alleges that Defendants misled investors about the safety of Velac and the prospects 

for FDA approval while knowing that Velac had failed the Mouse Study for nearly a year, 

concealing that Velac caused tumors in transgenic mice at such an alarming rate that Connetics’ 

own panel of experts concluded that no drug exhibiting such tumor-causing properties had ever 

been approved by the FDA. 
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12. In addition, the Complaint alleges that Defendants also issued false financial 

statements throughout the Class Period that misstated the Company’s earnings.  The Complaint 

alleges that Connetics intentionally “sold” excess inventory to its three main distributors – a 

practice called “channel stuffing” – and also understated Connetics’ reserves in violation of 

Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (“GAAP”).  Defendants also allegedly made false and 

misleading statements specifically assuring investors that distributors’ inventory levels were not 

inflated.  Ultimately, Connetics announced that the Company would restate its prior financial 

statements and that its then-current financial results were far below expectations because the 

Company had to reduce inventory levels at its distributors. 

16

17

13. As set forth in the Complaint, the alleged false and misleading statements inflated 

the price of Connetics’ securities and when the truth was revealed in a series of disclosures, 

investors who purchased the securities during the Class Period suffered damages. 

19

20

14. Throughout the litigation, Defendants denied the Complaint’s allegations, 

contending that their statements were and not false or misleading and that Lead Plaintiff lacked 

evidence of scienter and loss causation. 

24
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B. The Commencement And 
Consolidation Of The Class Actions 
And The Appointment Of Lead Plaintiff 

15. Beginning on or about October 31, 2006, various investors filed class actions 

against Connetics, Wiggans, Vontz and Alexander Yaroshinsky (“Yaroshinsky”) in the Southern 

District of New York, docket numbers 06-11496 and 06-12875. 

16. On or about November 17, 2006, applicants for appointment as lead plaintiff and 

lead counsel filed motions under § 21D(a)(3)(B) of the Exchange Act.  Congress enacted the lead 

plaintiff provisions of the Private Securities Litigation Reform Act of 1995 (“PSLRA”) in large 
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part because it wanted institutional investors to step forward and serve as lead plaintiffs in 

securities class actions.  See House Conference Report No. 104-369, 104 Cong. 1st Sess. at 34 

(1995).  Consistent with that Congressional goal, Oklahoma Teachers filed its motion to 

consolidate the actions, for its appointment as lead plaintiff in the consolidated action, and for 

the approval of Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP as lead counsel. 

17. By Order dated December 14, 2006, the Southern District of New York 

consolidated the two actions and appointed the Oklahoma Teachers as the Lead Plaintiff, and 

approved Lead Plaintiff’s selection of Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP (“Lead 

Counsel”) as Lead Counsel.  The Court found that “in light of the large financial interest 

Oklahoma Teachers possesses in the present litigation, there is sufficient guarantee that 

Oklahoma Teachers will vigorously prosecute the class’s claims.”  December 14, 2006 Order, 

Dkt. No. 32.   

C. Active Involvement Of Oklahoma Teachers 

18. Lead Plaintiff Oklahoma Teachers is a government-sponsored retirement plan that 

provides retirement, disability and survivor benefits to thousands of employees of Oklahoma 

public schools and other state-supported educational institutions.  Throughout the course of the 

litigation, Oklahoma Teachers has actively represented the interests of the class.  Oklahoma 

Teachers has supervised and monitored the progress of this litigation and actively participated in 

the case, including reviewing pleadings submitted in this matter; receiving regular status reports 

from Lead Counsel; participating in document and written discovery in this case; and 

participating in and supervising settlement negotiations, including in-person participation by 

Oklahoma Assistant Attorney General, David Kinney, in the March 2, 2009 mediation session in 

San Francisco.   

D. Preparation And Filing Of The Consolidated 
Complaints And Overcoming The Motions To Dismiss 

19. Lead Counsel engaged in an intensive investigation to satisfy the requirements of 

Rule 9(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and the heightened pleading standards imposed 

by the PSLRA.  Lead Counsel thoroughly reviewed and analyzed all publicly available 
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information regarding Connetics, including, but not limited to, its SEC filings and financial 

statements, press releases, reports about the Company in the media and analyst reports; 

interviewed former employees and other witnesses; and consulted with accountants and other 

experts to analyze the accounting, the FDA drug testing and approval process and other issues 

involved in the case.  

1. The Consolidated Class Action 
Complaint And Transfer Motion 

20. On February 14, 2007, Lead Plaintiff filed a consolidated class action complaint 

against the Company, Higgans, Wiggans, Vontz, Krochmal, Yaroshinsky, Victor Zak (“Zak”), 

certain Company directors, certain underwriters, and Ernst & Young LLP in the Southern 

District of New York.  The consolidated complaint asserted claims under §§ 10(b), 20(a) and 

20A of the Exchange Act, and §§ 11 and 15 of the Securities Act of 1933 (“Securities Act”). 

21. On March 5, 2007, Defendants moved to transfer the case to the Northern District 

of California.  On March 30, 2007, Lead Plaintiff filed its opposition to the motion to transfer.  

By order dated May 23, 2007, the consolidated case was transferred to this Court where it was 

docketed as case number 07-02940. 

2. The Amended Consolidated Complaint 

22. On June 28, 2007, Lead Plaintiff filed an amended consolidated complaint against 

the Company, Wiggans, Higgins, Vontz, Krochmal, Yaroshinsky and Zak [Dkt. No. 12].  The 

amended consolidated complaint asserted claims under §§ 10(b), 20(a) and 20A of the Exchange 

Act.  Specifically, the amended consolidated complaint included claims brought pursuant to        

§ 10(b) of the Exchange Act and Rule 10b-5(b) promulgated thereunder, on behalf of Lead 

Plaintiff and all other members of the Class, against Defendants Connetics, Wiggans, Higgins, 

Vontz, Krochmal, Yaroshinsky and Zak, alleging that Connetics’ and the Insider Defendants’ 

false and misleading statements and omissions were made with scienter and were intended to and 

did, (i) deceive the investing public, including Lead Plaintiff and the other members of the Class; 

(ii) artificially create, inflate and maintain the market for and market price of the Company’s 

securities; and (iii) cause Lead Plaintiff and the other members of the Class to purchase the 



 

STICKNEY DECLARATION -7- 
Case No. C 07-02940 SI 

1

2

3

4

5

6

13

19

20

7

8

9

10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Company’s securities at inflated prices.  Further, the amended consolidated complaint alleged 

that during the Class Period, Defendants traded in Connetics securities while in possession of 

material, adverse, non-public information in violation of § 10(b), Rule 10b-5 and § 20A.  The 

amended consolidated complaint also alleged claims against Wiggans, Higgins and Vontz as 

controlling persons of Connetics within the meaning of § 20(a) of the Exchange Act. 

23. On August 13, 2007, Zak filed an Answer to the amended consolidated complaint 

[Dkt. No. 20].  The remaining Defendants filed motions to dismiss, motions to strike, and 

motions for judicial notice [Dkt. Nos. 22, 24, 27, 29, 31, 38, 41].  Among other arguments, 

Defendants’ motions to dismiss contended that the Lead Plaintiff lacked standing to assert claims 

related to Velac because of the timing of its transactions in Connetics’ securities.  Defendants 

Yaroshinsky and Zak also moved to strike certain portions of the amended consolidated 

complaint [Dkt. No. 27]. 

24. On September 17, 2007, Lead Plaintiff filed oppositions to Defendants’ motions 

[Dkt. Nos. 42, 43, 44, 45, 47, 74, 79], and Defendants filed reply briefs on October 4, 2007 [Dkt. 

Nos. 49, 50, 52, 54, 56, 66].  Following a hearing on October 19, 2007, the Court granted 

Defendants’ motion to strike certain portions of the complaint, and as a result, also granted 

Defendants’ motions to dismiss.  The Court afforded Lead Plaintiff with leave to amend the 

complaint [Dkt. No. 83]. 

3. The Second Amended Complaint 

25. Lead Plaintiff undertook further investigation following dismissal of the amended 

consolidated complaint.  Lead Counsel’s investigation included, among other things: (i) 

interviews of former employees of Connetics and other percipient witnesses; (ii) a review of 

filings by Connetics with the SEC, Company press releases and statements, and Company 

conference call transcripts; (iii) a review of court filings in the action styled United States 

Securities and Exchange Commission v. Alexander J. Yaroshinsky, et al., 06-CV-2401-CM, 

including sworn statements therein; (iv) media and analyst research reports; (v) consultation with 

experts; (vi) consultation with the Company that conducted much of the early validation work that 

led to the FDA’s acceptance of the Tg.AC mouse model, BioReliance Corporation; and (vii) 



 

STICKNEY DECLARATION -8- 
Case No. C 07-02940 SI 

1

2

3

4

5

6

12

25

7

8

9

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

26

27

28

review of literature concerning the Tg.AC mouse study.  The investigation also included 

contacting attorneys for the SEC concerning the investigation into the Company, a request of 

records from the Food and Drug Administration pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act, 5 

U.S.C. § 552, and contacting members of the Company’s panel of experts convened on           

June 28, 2004. 

26. On March 14, 2008, Lead Plaintiff filed the Second Amended Complaint, alleging 

claims against the Defendants named therein under §§ 10(b), 20(a), and 20A of the Exchange 

Act.  Following briefing on Defendants’ second round of motions to dismiss, motion to strike, 

and request for judicial notice [Dkt. Nos. 93, 94, 96, 98, 101, 103, 106, 107, 110, 111, 112, 115, 

116, 118, 119, 120, 121], by Order dated August 14, 2008 [Dkt. No. 126], the Court granted in 

part and denied in part Defendants’ motions to dismiss and denied Defendants’ motions to strike.   

27. In ruling on the motions, the Court sustained Lead Plaintiff’s § 10(b) claims 

against Connetics, Wiggans, Higgins, Vontz and Krochmal.  In pertinent part, the Court 

sustained claims based on defendants’ statements about the safety of Velac that were made after 

June 2004 and also found that the facts strongly infer scienter with regard to Defendants’ false 

and misleading statements about Velac.  The Court also sustained claims based on Defendants’ 

statements about Velac made after April 13, 2005, including those made during the Annual 

Analyst and Investor Day on April 14 and those made in an April 26, 2005 press release that 

only partially disclosed the truth about Velac.  The Court also sustained claims based on 

Defendants’ violations of GAAP and channel stuffing.  In addition to sustaining § 10(b) claims, 

the Court sustained § 20(a) claims against Wiggans, Higgins and Vontz for control-person 

liability.  The Court also denied the motions to strike, finding that Lead Plaintiff and Lead 

Counsel had undertaken an appropriate investigation into the allegations set forth in the Second 

Amended Complaint pursuant to the PSLRA and Fed. R. Civ. P. 11.   

28. The Court’s August 14, 2008 Order dismissed certain claims, narrowing the 

remaining case.  In particular, the Court dismissed claims based on Defendants’ statements that 

were made before April 13, 2005, the date of a conference call between Company representatives 

and the FDA concerning FDA approval of Velac.  In addition, the Court dismissed the § 20A 
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claims against Wiggans, Vontz and Higgans, and dismissed the claims against Yaroshinsky and 

Zak with leave to amend. 

29. Lead Plaintiff thereafter provided notice that it would, without amending its 

complaint, proceed under the Second Amended Complaint in accordance with the Court’s 

August 14, 2008 Order [Dkt. No. 129].  The Court’s Order lifted the automatic stay of discovery 

that applied during the pendency of defendants’ motions to dismiss.  Defendants filed an Answer 

to the Complaint on October 6, 2008 [Dkt. No. 132]. 

E. Case Management Conferences 

30. Following the Court’s August 14, 2008 Order, the parties conducted a conference 

pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(f).  Lead Counsel and counsel for Defendants 

conferred extensively to draft a joint statement addressing a wide range of case management 

issues, including competing views of a pretrial schedule, the early disclosure of damage 

calculations, appropriate limits on discovery and the production of electronically-stored 

information.  On November 7, 2008, the parties submitted a Joint Case Management Conference 

Statement [Dkt. No. 140].   

31. On November 14, 2008, counsel for the parties appeared before the Court for an 

Initial Case Management Conference, at which time the Court set a briefing schedule for Lead 

Plaintiff’s motion for class certification, and indicated that the Court would set a pretrial 

schedule following the hearing on the motion for class certification [Dkt. No. 141]. 

32. On November 18, 2008, the Court scheduled a further case management 

conference.  In advance of the further case management conference, the parties again conferred 

extensively to draft a joint statement addressing case management issues, including competing 

views of a pretrial schedule.  On April 27, 2009, the parties filed a joint case management 

statement, which updated the Court as to the progress and status of the action and included the 

parties’ competing proposed pre-trial schedules [Dkt. No. 175].   On May 8, 2009, counsel for 

the parties appeared before the Court for a case management conference.  The Court thereafter 

issued a Pretrial Preparation Order setting forth certain discovery deadlines, including a 

discovery cut-off of October 30, 2009; certain deadlines for pretrial disclosures and pretrial 
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F. Discovery 

33. At the outset of the litigation, the PSLRA’s automatic stay of discovery prevented 

Lead Plaintiff from obtaining formal discovery during the pendency of the motions to dismiss.  

During the stay, Lead Counsel identified and interviewed witnesses who provided relevant 

information supporting Lead Plaintiff’s claims. 

34. After the stay was lifted, Lead Counsel pursued extensive discovery from 

Defendants and key non-parties.  Such discovery included, for example, (a) preparing and 

serving document requests to Defendants; (b) preparing and serving subpoenas to non-party 

witnesses to obtain documents; (c) meeting and conferring with recipients of document requests; 

and (d) obtaining, organizing and analyzing a substantial volume of documents produced by 

Defendants and third parties. 

35. On September 23, 2008, Lead Plaintiff served its First Request for the Production 

of Documents to Defendants.  Thereafter, Lead Counsel participated in numerous meet-and-

confer sessions with Defendants’ counsel regarding the scope of production and Defendants’ 

objections.  Counsel for the Defendants advocated for limitations on discovery.  Accordingly, the 

parties had numerous disagreements regarding the scope of discovery and timing of productions.  

It was also necessary for the parties to agree on the terms of a stipulation to govern the treatment 

of confidential information that the parties expected would be produced in the case.  The parties 

participated in discussions regarding the scope of the protective order, and filed a stipulated 

protective order which was approved by the Court on November 5, 2008 [Dkt. No. 139]. 

36. In advance of the mediation with Judge Weinstein, after extensive negotiations as 

to the scope of the production, Lead Counsel obtained critical core documents from Defendants 

and third parties, including material provided to the SEC (including documents and deposition 

transcripts), and continued to pursue production of additional documents.  All told, Lead Counsel 

and Lead Plaintiff obtained valuable information regarding the allegations in the Second 
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Amended Complaint and the defenses asserted by Defendants.   

37. In addition, Lead Plaintiff also propounded discovery and obtained documents 

from key non-parties, including Connetics’ auditor Ernst & Young LLP; the Company’s product 

distributors McKesson Corporation and Amerisource Bergen Corporation; the FDA; members of 

the Company’s expert panel; and numerous financial analysts firms that covered Connetics 

securities during the Class Period.  Lead Counsel engaged in numerous conferences with most of 

the subpoenaed third parties to discuss those third parties’ objections to the subpoenas, to 

negotiate the scope of the subpoenas and to arrange for the production of responsive documents.   

38. Ultimately, Lead Counsel obtained over 200,000 pages of documents as a result 

of the document requests and subpoenas directed to Defendants and numerous third parties.  

Lead Counsel, together with counsel working at the direction of Lead Counsel, undertook a 

diligent and extensive process of reviewing and analyzing such documents in order to prepare the 

case for trial in accordance with the schedule in the case.  Lead Counsel and counsel working at 

the direction of Lead Counsel coded the documents into categories pertinent to the action, 

including witness and issue files, to prepare for depositions.  Lead Counsel created a computer 

database and implemented a sophisticated system to search for and locate relevant documents. 

39. In addition, prior to reaching the agreement to settle this action, the parties 

extensively negotiated the deposition program, including for representatives of the Company 

pursuant the Fed. R. Civ. P. 30(b)(6) and scheduled the depositions of Defendants Wiggans and 

Krochmal, as well as the former general counsel for Connetics. 

G. Experts And Consultants 

40. Lead Counsel worked extensively with experts and consultants at different stages 

of the case to prepare the Complaint, analyze documents, prepare for depositions and trial, and 

negotiate the Settlement.  As described further below, Lead Counsel utilized expert consultants 

in conjunction with Lead Plaintiff’s motion for class certification, and with preparing materials 

and analyses presented at the mediations regarding damages.  Lead Counsel also utilized forensic 

accounting consultants regarding the alleged financial and accounting misrepresentations.  In 

addition, the regulatory and scientific medical context in which the litigation occurred required 



 

STICKNEY DECLARATION -12- 
Case No. C 07-02940 SI 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

12

19

25

28

9

10

11

13

14

15

16

17

18

20

21

22

23

24

26

27

Lead Counsel to seek the assistance of consultants experienced with the FDA regulatory 

approval process as well as those knowledgeable in the area of specialized medical and 

dermatological science, including, for example: (i) medications used in the treatment of acne and 

combination drug treatments; (ii) drug product inserts and issues about product safety; (iii) pre-

clinical dermatological testing; and (iv) the FDA’s drug application process and advisory panel 

practice.  

H. Class Certification 

41. On March 16, 2009, Lead Plaintiff filed a motion to certify this action as a class 

action and to appoint Oklahoma Teachers as class representative [Dkt. No. 155].  Lead Plaintiff’s 

motion included an expert declaration from Chad Coffman, CFA and documents and excerpts of 

deposition testimony further supporting class certification.   

42. Prior to moving for class certification, Lead Plaintiff responded to extensive 

discovery requests from Defendants.  This included Defendants propounding interrogatories and 

35 document demands, as well as serving subpoenas to Lead Plaintiff’s investment advisors.  

The parties met-and-conferred extensively regarding the scope of discovery requests to Lead 

Plaintiff.  Following negotiations as to the scope of the requests, Lead Plaintiff produced 

documents in response to Defendants’ document requests.  In addition, Lead Plaintiff’s 

investment advisors produced responsive documents to Defendants. 

43. In December 2008, Defendants issued a deposition notice to Lead Plaintiff 

pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 30(b)(6).  In that Rule 30(b)(6) notice, Defendants enumerated twenty 

separate areas for testimony.  On January 6, 2009, Lead Plaintiff’s two designated witnesses 

testified at their depositions in Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.  In particular, Defendants deposed the 

Lead Plaintiff’s designated witnesses covering topics related to whether Lead Plaintiff satisfied 

the class representative criteria set forth in Fed. R. Civ. P. 23. 

44. On April 6, 2009, Defendants filed their opposition to Lead Plaintiff’s motion for 

class certification, arguing that class certification should not be granted for numerous reasons 

and attached several exhibits in support of their opposition, including exhibits filed under seal. 

45. On April 27, 2009, Lead Plaintiff filed a reply memorandum in support of its 
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motion for class certification refuting Defendants’ arguments, including that (i) Lead Plaintiff 

was an atypical class member and therefore inadequate to represent the class; (ii) issues relevant 

to Lead Plaintiff predominated over common issues; and (iii) the composition of the class should 

be divided into two classes and was too broad. 

46. On May 11, 2009, the Court heard oral argument on Lead Plaintiff’s motion for 

class certification and entered an order granting class certification and appointing Lead Plaintiff 

as class representative on May 12, 2009 [Dkt. No. 183].  The Court’s order certified a Class of 

all persons and entities who purchased or otherwise acquired the publicly traded securities of 

Connetics from January 27, 2004, through July 9, 2006, and who suffered damages as a result.  

Excluded from the Class are:  (i) the Defendants and Dismissed Defendants; (ii) members of the 

family of each Individual Defendant or Dismissed Defendant; (iii) any person who was an officer 

or director of Connetics during the Class Period; (iv) any person who is or was named as a 

defendant in any U.S. Government or state criminal or civil proceeding relating to Connetics; (v) 

any firm, trust, corporation, officer, or other entity in which any Defendant or Dismissed 

Defendant has a controlling interest; and (vi) the legal representatives, agents, affiliates, heirs, 

successors-in-interest or assigns of any such excluded party.  Also excluded from the Class are 

any persons who exclude themselves by filing a request for exclusion in accordance with the 

requirements set forth in the Notice to the Class. 

47. As described below, Lead Plaintiff provided Notice of the Settlement to the Class 

through publication in The Investor’s Business Daily, postings on Internet websites, and the 

mailing of at least 47,376 Notices.  See Affidavit of Michelle M. La Count, Esq. (“La Count 

Affidavit”), ¶¶5-16, attached as Exhibit (“Ex.”) 1 hereto. 

III.   THE SETTLEMENT 

48. The entire Settlement Fund of $12.75 million (after deduction of Court-approved 

expenses and attorneys’ fees), plus interest, will be distributed to Class Members who timely 

submit valid proofs of claim.  There will not be any reversion to Defendants of any portion of the 

Settlement Fund. 
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A. Settlement Negotiations 

49. The process of achieving the Settlement was, at all times, conducted at arm’s-

length.  In December 2008, the parties agreed to mediate before the Honorable Daniel Weinstein 

(Ret.), but continued to litigate the action and conduct discovery. On March 2, 2009, Lead 

Counsel and Oklahoma Assistant Attorney General, David Kinney, along with counsel for 

Defendants, participated in person at the mediation with Judge Weinstein in San Francisco. 

50. In connection with the mediation before Judge Weinstein, Lead Plaintiff 

submitted a detailed mediation statement setting forth Defendants’ liability under the federal 

securities laws, which was supported by documentary evidence.  The mediation statement also 

set forth an analysis regarding estimated damages. 

51. Further, in connection with these settlement discussions, Lead Counsel asked its 

damages consultant to develop information relevant to the settlement negotiations.  In particular, 

Lead Plaintiff’s damages consultant provided an estimate of damages to the Class and performed 

research and analysis concerning Connetics securities, including public statements made by or 

about Connetics during the Class Period, as well as the market’s reaction to such statements and 

to other revelations about the Company. 

52. At the March 2, 2009 mediation session, the parties presented their respective 

views regarding the merits of the action as well as their views concerning available defenses, 

potential sources of recovery, the evidence and damage analyses.  The parties ultimately reached 

an impasse.  The mediation was suspended and litigation continued.   

53. Following the March 2, 2009 mediation, Judge Weinstein remained in 

communication with the parties about the case and prospects for a potential settlement.  

Throughout the course of the settlement process, the negotiations were undertaken at arm’s-

length, between and among experienced counsel, the well-informed Lead Plaintiff and 

Defendants.  Ultimately, after extensive negotiations, on May 29, 2009, the parties agreed to a 

settlement of this action.  The settlement amount is consistent with the Mediator’s 

recommendation based on his familiarity with the facts, claims, defenses and issues.   
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B. Reasons For The Settlement 

54. As stated in the Notice, Lead Plaintiff endorses this Settlement and recommends 

that it be approved.  Lead Plaintiff has entered into this Settlement with a thorough 

understanding of the strengths and weaknesses of the claims.  This understanding is based on 

Lead Counsel’s prosecution of this litigation which has included, inter alia: (i) drafting of a 

detailed amended consolidated complaint and the Second Amended Compliant after review and 

analysis of the Company’s SEC filings, annual reports, and other public statements, and 

interviews with confidential witnesses; (ii) extensive briefing on Defendants’ motions to dismiss; 

(iii) review and analysis of documents produced by Defendants and third-parties; (iv) 

consultations with experts; (v) review and analyses of potential sources of recovery; (vi) drafting 

of a mediation statement and preparing for and participating in mediation; and (vii) briefing a 

motion for class certification.   Lead Counsel conducted a thorough investigation relating to the 

claims and the underlying events and transactions alleged in the Complaint.  In addition, Lead 

Counsel has analyzed the evidence adduced during its investigation and has researched the 

applicable law with respect to the claims of Lead Plaintiff and the Class against the Defendants 

and the potential defenses thereto.   

55. Lead Plaintiff believes that the Settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate, and in 

the best interests of the Class considering the amount of the Settlement, the immediacy of 

recovery to the Class, and the defenses asserted by Defendants.  Lead Plaintiff further recognizes 

and acknowledges the expense and length of continued proceedings necessary to prosecute the 

action against Defendants thought trial and appeals, and has also considered the uncertain 

outcome and the risk of further litigation, especially in complex actions such as this action, as 

well as the difficulties inherent in any such litigation.  Lead Plaintiff is also mindful of the 

inherent problems of proof and possible defenses to the federal securities law violations asserted 

against Defendants.  Lead Plaintiff and Lead Counsel have taken into account the Court’s 

decision dismissing Lead Plaintiff’s claims in part, and the possibility that the remaining claims 

might have been later dismissed at the summary judgment stage or resulted in lesser or no 

damages at trial.   
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56. It is clear that Defendants do not agree that Lead Plaintiff would have prevailed 

on any of the claims asserted in the action, or on the average amount of damages per security that 

would have been recoverable if Lead Plaintiff prevailed on its claims.  For example, Defendants 

have argued that factors other than the alleged fraud caused the investors’ losses, and therefore, 

such losses are not recoverable.  If Defendants’ arguments were successful, damages would be 

significantly reduced or eliminated.  In addition, Defendants would inevitably assert substantial 

defenses to liability, including that they lacked scienter; the accounting corrections were minor; 

and that independent reviews found no wrongdoing.  These defenses would present substantial 

litigation risk at the summary judgment stage and trial. 
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57. Further, Lead Plaintiff and Lead Counsel took into account the uncertainty 

associated with Defendants’ ability to satisfy a substantial judgment in this action.  Connetics has 

been acquired twice since the case began, first by privately-owned Steifel Laboratories in 

December 2006, and later by GlaxoSmithKline in April 2009.  Defendant Connetics asserted that 

neither Steifel nor GlaxoSmithKline acquired the potential liability of Connetics for Lead 

Plaintiff’s claims.  Taking into account the immediate benefits of the cash settlement, given the 

risks and potential of no recovery at all, Lead Plaintiff and Lead Counsel respectfully submit that 

the $12.75 million settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate and in the best interests of the 

Class. 
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58. Additionally, even if Lead Plaintiff prevailed on liability on any of the claims and 

was awarded damages, there was a significant risk that given the competing legal precedent 

applicable to the circumstances presented here, Defendants would appeal the verdict and award.  

The appeals process would have likely spanned several years, during which time the Class would 

have received no distribution on any damage award.  In addition, an appeal of any verdict would 

carry the risk of reversal, in which case the Class would receive no recovery after having 

prevailed on the claims at trial. 
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59. In sum, as a result of these considerations, and taking into account the immediate 

benefits the proposed Settlement confers on the Class and the amount of provable damages, Lead 

Plaintiff and Lead Counsel submit that the $12.75 million settlement is fair, reasonable and 
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C. Notice To The Class Meets The 
Requirements Of Due Process And 
Rule 23 Of The Federal Rules Of Civil Procedure 

60. The Court’s Order preliminarily approving settlement and providing for notice 

was entered on July 20, 2009 (the “Notice Order”).  The Notice Order directed Lead Counsel, no 

later than July 31, 2009, to cause the mailing of the Notice of Pendency and Proposed Settlement 

of Class Action (the “Notice”) and the Proof of Claim and Release (the “Proof of Claim”) to all 

Class Members at the address of each such person as set forth in the records of Connetics or its 

transfer agents, or who otherwise may be identified through further reasonable effort. 

61. The Notice Order also directed Lead Counsel to cause the Summary Notice for 

Publication (“Publication Notice” or “Summary Notice”) to be published in the national edition 

of The Investor’s Business Daily on or before August 14, 2009. 

62. The attached Declaration of Michelle M. La Count, Esq., Senior Account 

Executive with A.B. Data, Ltd.’s Class Action Administration Division, the Claims 

Administrator, states that in the aggregate, as of September 8, 2009, 47,376 Notices and claim 

packets have been mailed to potential Class Members, and that the Publication Notice was 

published as directed by the Court.  See La Count Affidavit, Ex. 1, ¶¶5-16.  The Notice explains 

the action, the Settlement, the Plan of Allocation, the anticipated fee and expense requests, and 

the rights and options of Class Members.  The published notice also provided information about 

the Settlement and how to obtain a copy of the Notice. 

63. In addition, the Notice and the Proof of Claim were posted on the Claims 

Administrator’s website and my firm’s website.  Id. ¶14. 

D. Plan Of Allocation  

64. Lead Plaintiff has proposed a plan to allocate the proceeds of the Settlement 

among Class Members.  Lead Plaintiff is seeking approval by the Court of the Plan of 

Allocation, the details of which are set forth in the Notice.   

65. The objective of the proposed Plan of Allocation is to equitably distribute the 

Settlement proceeds to those Class Members who suffered economic losses as a result of the 
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66. We considered different approaches for allocating the recovery to claimants.  For 

the purpose of allocation, Lead Plaintiff engaged Chad Coffman, CFA of Winnemac Consulting 

to perform an economic analysis of the amount of inflation in the prices of Connetics securities 

on each day of the Class Period.  The Declaration of Chad Coffman (“Coffman Declaration”), 

attached hereto as Ex. 2, explains the methods used to determine the amount of artificial inflation 

in Connetics’ publicly-traded securities during the Class Period and the basis for the analysis.   
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67. As explained more fully in the Coffman Declaration, the Plan of Allocation 

provides for the allocation of the settlement proceeds among members of the class based upon an 

estimate of the amount of artificial inflation they acquired as a result of purchasing or otherwise 

acquiring artificially inflated securities.  For purposes of the Plan of Allocation, Mr. Coffman 

calculated the amount of alleged artificial inflation in the daily closing market prices for 

Connetics Securities for each day of the Class Period.  In computing alleged artificial inflation, 

Mr. Coffman considered price changes in Connetics Securities for changes that were attributable 

to market forces unrelated to the alleged fraud.  The Plan of Allocation, as set forth in the Notice, 

contains a table for each type of security that was publicly traded during the Class Period.   
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8. As noted above, in response to at least 47,376 Notices, as of the date of this 

Declaration, there have been no objections to the proposed Plan of Allocation. 

   THE APPLICATION FOR ATTORNEYS’ 
FEES AND REIMBURSEMENT OF EXPENSES 

69. In addition to seeking final approval of the Settlement and Plan of Allocation, 

Lead Counsel, with approval from Lead Plaintiff, is also applying to the Court for an award of 

attorneys’ fees and expenses.  Specifically, Lead Counsel is applying for a fee of 25% of the 

Settlement Fund and reimbursement of out-of-pocket expenses totaling $398,689.23, which were 
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A. Application For Attorneys’ Fees  

70. Lead Counsel’s fee and expense application was described in the Notice sent to 

potential Class Members beginning on July 31, 2009.  At least 47,376 Notices were mailed to 

potential Class Members, and Notice was posted on the website of the Claims Administrator 

since on or about July 30, 2009.  The deadline for Class Members to object is September 30, 

2009.  As of the date of this Declaration, no objection to Lead Counsel’s fee and expense 

application has been received.   

1. The Requested Fee Of 25% 
Of The Settlement Fund Is Fair And Reasonable 

71. For our extensive efforts on behalf of the Class, Lead Counsel is applying for 

compensation from the Settlement Fund on a percentage basis.  The percentage method is the 

appropriate method of fee recovery because, among other things, it aligns the lawyers’ interest in 

being paid a fair fee with the interest of the class in achieving the maximum recovery in the 

shortest amount of time required under the circumstances, is supported by public policy, has 

been recognized as appropriate by the United States Supreme Court for cases of this nature and 

represents the overwhelming current trend in most circuits including the Ninth Circuit. 

72. A team of lawyers supervised by Lead Counsel worked for nearly over two years 

to accomplish this result.  I maintained daily control and monitoring of all of the work provided 

by lawyers on this case.  While I personally devoted substantial time to this case, I have also 

utilized other experienced attorneys at my firm to undertake or work with me on particular tasks 

appropriate to their levels of expertise, skill and experience (for example, negotiations with 

defendants; researching and drafting briefs; working with experts; taking and attending 

depositions; and settlement mediation), and more junior attorneys and paralegals to work on 

matters more appropriate to their experience levels. 

73. The fee application is being submitted by Lead Counsel with the prior approval of 

Lead Plaintiff.  Based on the excellent result achieved for the Class, the quality of work 

performed, the risks of the litigation and the contingent nature of the representation, Lead 
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74. As set forth in Lead Counsel’s accompanying Motion For Approval Of Attorneys’ 

Fees And Expenses (“Fee Motion”), a 25% fee is fair and reasonable for attorneys’ fees in 

common fund cases such as this, and is well within the range of the percentages typically 

awarded in securities class actions in this Circuit and is in line with the benchmark established by 

the Ninth Circuit.   
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75. Respectfully, the work undertaken by Lead Counsel in prosecuting this case and 

arriving at this partial settlement has been challenging.  This action settled only after Lead 

Counsel conducted an extensive investigation into the underlying facts; prepared the complaints 

and overcame successive motions to dismiss; analyzed evidence obtained from Defendants and 

third parties; consulted extensively with experts and consultants; and engaged in hard-fought 

settlement negotiations with experienced defense counsel. 
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76. As described in Lead Counsel’s Fee Motion, the requested fee is not only fair and 

reasonable under the percentage approach but a lodestar cross-check confirms the reasonableness 

of the fee.  With respect to the lodestar approach, the requested fee represents a negative 

multiplier of counsel’s total lodestar, i.e., the lodestar is higher than the requested fee amount.  

As set forth in Exhibits 4 and 6 attached hereto, Lead Counsel’s total lodestar in the prosecution 

and investigation of this action is $2,835,396.25 and the total lodestar for counsel from the firm 

Barrack Rodos & Bacine, who assisted in the prosecution of this action, at the direction of Lead 

Counsel, is $486,345.00.  The requested fee, therefore, yields a negative multiplier and is fair 

and reasonable based upon the significant risk of the litigation and the quality of representation 

by Lead Counsel in achieving the exceptional Settlement before the Court.  Indeed, when using a 

lodestar cross-check courts have awarded fee requests with larger lodestar multipliers in 

securities fraud class actions. 
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77. Exhibits 4 and 5 hereto are tables that summarize the lodestar calculations and 

expenses incurred by my firm.  The summaries were prepared from contemporaneous daily time 

records regularly prepared and maintained by Lead Counsel, which are available at the request of 
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78. Lead Counsel took this case on a contingency basis and litigated it without any 

compensation or guarantee of success.  Based on the excellent result achieved for the Class, the 

quality of work performed, the risks of the litigation and the contingent nature of the 

representation, Lead Counsel submits that the request for a 25% fee award is fair and reasonable 

and consistent with the Ninth Circuit’s 25% benchmark. 
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2. Standing And Expertise Of Lead Counsel 

79. The expertise and experience of Lead Counsel is another important factor in 

setting a fair fee.  As demonstrated by Lead Counsel’s firm resume,2 Lead Counsel are among 

the most experienced and skilled practitioners in the securities litigation field, and have long and 

successful track records in such cases.  Moreover, the fact that Lead Counsel have demonstrated 

a willingness and ability to prosecute complex cases such as this was undoubtedly a factor that 

encouraged Defendants to engage in settlement discussions, and added valuable leverage in the 

negotiations, ultimately resulting in the recovery for the Class. 

3. Standing And Caliber Of Opposing Counsel 

80. The quality of the work performed by Lead Counsel in attaining the Settlement 

should also be evaluated in light of the quality of opposing counsel.  Lead Plaintiff was opposed 

in this case by very skilled and highly-respected counsel.  Defendants were represented by 

Fenwick & West LLP, who spared no effort in the defense of their clients.  In the face of this 

knowledgeable and formidable defense, Lead Counsel were nonetheless able to develop a case 

that was sufficiently strong to persuade the Defendants to settle the action on terms that are 

favorable to the Class.   

4. The Risks Of Litigation And The Need 
To Ensure The Availability Of Competent 
Counsel In High-Risk, Contingent Securities Cases 

81. As noted above, the litigation was undertaken by Lead Counsel on a wholly 

contingent basis.  From the outset, Lead Counsel understood that it was embarking on a complex 

                                                 

2  See Firm Resume of Bernstein Litowitz Berger & Grossmann LLP, attached as Ex. 3 hereto. 
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and effort that the case would require.  In undertaking the responsibility, Lead Counsel assured 

that sufficient attorney resources were dedicated to the investigation of the Class claims against 

the Defendants and that sufficient funds were available to advance the expenses required to 

pursue and complete such complex litigation.  Indeed, Plaintiffs’ Counsel received no 

compensation and incurred $398,689.23 in expenses in prosecuting this action for the benefit of 

the Class. 

8

12

16

23

24

25

9

10

11

82. Lead Counsel also bore the risk that no recovery would be achieved.  As 

discussed herein, this case presented a number of risks and uncertainties which could have 

prevented any recovery whatsoever.  Despite the vigorous and competent efforts of Lead 

Counsel, success in contingent-fee litigation, such as this, is never assured. 
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83. Lead Counsel firmly believes that the commencement of a securities class action 

does not guarantee a settlement.  To the contrary, it takes hard work and diligence by skilled 

counsel to develop the facts and theories that are needed to win at trial or to induce sophisticated 

defendants to engage in serious settlement negotiations. 
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84. Courts have repeatedly recognized that it is in the public interest to have 

experienced and able counsel enforce the securities laws.  As recognized by Congress through 

the passage of the PSLRA, vigorous private enforcement of the federal securities laws can only 

occur if private plaintiffs − particularly institutional investors − take an active role in protecting 

the interests of securities purchasers.  If this important public policy is to be carried out, 

plaintiffs’ counsel should be adequately compensated, taking into account the risks undertaken in 

prosecuting securities class actions. 

26

27

28

5. The Reaction Of The Class Further 
Confirms That The Requested Fee Is Reasonable 

85. As set forth above, at least 47,376 Notices have been sent to potential Class 

Members.  La Count Affidavit, Ex. 1, ¶10.  In addition, the Summary Notice was published in 

the national edition of The Investor’s Business Daily.  Id., ¶16.  The Notice explains the 

Settlement and Lead Counsel’s anticipated fee and expense request.  The deadline to object to 
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86. In sum, given the Lead Plaintiff’s approval of the fee request; the complexity and 

magnitude of the action; the responsibility undertaken by Lead Counsel; the difficulty of proof 

on liability and damages; the experience of Lead Counsel and defense counsel and the contingent 

nature of Lead Counsel’s agreement to prosecute this litigation, Lead Counsel respectfully 

submits that the requested attorneys’ fees are reasonable and should be approved. 
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B. Application For Reimbursement Of Expenses 

87. Lead Counsel also requests $398,689.23 in expenses reasonably and necessarily 

incurred in the prosecution of this action.  Lead Counsel respectfully submits that the expense 

application is appropriate, fair, and reasonable and should be approved in the amounts submitted 

herein. 

88. From the beginning of the case, Lead Counsel were aware that they might not 

recover any of their expenses, and, at the very least, would not recover anything until the action 

was successfully resolved.  Lead Counsel also understood that, even assuming that the case was 

ultimately successful, an award of expenses would not compensate them for the lost use of the 

funds advanced to prosecute this action.  Thus, Lead Counsel were motivated to, and did, take 

significant steps to minimize expenses whenever practicable without jeopardizing the vigorous 

and efficient prosecution of the action. 

89. The application for expenses is within the upper limit of $550,000 contained in 

the Notice mailed to the Class.  In response to at least 47,376 Notices, as of the date of this 

Declaration, there are no objections to such expenses. 

90. The expenses were necessary and appropriate for the prosecution of this action.  

These include charges for depositions and court transcripts; payments to consultants; computer 

research devoted to the case; costs incurred in out-of-town travel; charges for photocopying; 

telephone, postal and express mail charges; and similar case-related costs.  See Exs. 5 and 6.  

Courts have typically found that such expenses are reimbursable from a fund recovered by 

counsel for the benefit of the class. 
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92. In addition, Lead Counsel received a substantial volume of documents, both hard 

copy and electronic, from both parties and non-parties during the course of the litigation.  In 

order to effectively and efficiently review and analyze the documents, a document management 

system and database were necessary.  Conversion of electronic documents into a searchable 

format and duplication of many of these documents obtained in discovery was necessary for the 

effective prosecution of the case.  Included in the expense request above is $93,696.09, for 

reimbursement of internal and external copying costs.  See Exs. 5 and 6. 
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93. The expenses also include the costs of on-line legal research in the amount of 

$40,018.03, and on-line factual research in the amount of $8,760.53. These are the charges for 

computerized factual and legal research services such as Lexis-Nexis and Westlaw.  It is standard 

practice for attorneys to use Lexis-Nexis and Westlaw to assist them in researching legal and 

factual issues, and, indeed, courts recognize that these tools create efficiencies in litigation and, 

ultimately, save clients and the class money.  See Exs. 5 and 6. 
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94. Plaintiffs’ Counsel were required to travel in connection with prosecuting and 

settling the action, and thus incurred the related costs of airline tickets, meals and lodging.  

Included in the expense request above is $19,251.21, for out-of-town travel expenses necessarily 

incurred for the prosecution of this action.  See Exs. 5 and 6.  These expenses included airline 

tickets, meals and lodging for travel to Oklahoma City, Oklahoma for the depositions of Lead 

Plaintiff’s designated witnesses; and airline expenses, meals and lodging for travel to and from 

San Francisco in connection with the motions to dismiss hearings, the case management 

conferences, the hearing on class certification, and the mediation.  Lead Counsel’s expense 

request also includes $1,644.50 for reasonable costs associated with working meals incurred 

when working on this action on weekends, through lunch or past 7:30 p.m.  See Ex. 5. 

91. Included in the amount of expenses is $148,264.88 paid or payable to Lead 

Plaintiff’s damage consultant.  This damage consultant retained during the action provided Lead 

Counsel with substantial assistance in connection with the development, prosecution and 

settlement of the action and the development of the proposed Plan of Allocation.  See Ex. 5. 

95. As the Notice described, approval of the Settlement is independent from approval 
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of Lead Counsel’s application for an award of attorneys’ fees and expenses.  Any determination 

with respect to Lead Counsel’s application for an award of attorneys’ fees and expenses will not 

affect the Settlement, if approved. 

4 V.   C
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ONCLUSION 

96. For the reasons set forth above and in the accompanying Motion for Final 

Approval Of Settlement And Plan Of Allocation and Motion For Approval Of Attorneys’ Fees 

And Expenses, I respectfully submit that: (i) the Settlement is fair, reasonable and adequate and 

should be approved; (ii) the Plan of Allocation represents a fair and equitable method for the 

distribution of the Settlement Fund among Class Members, and should be approved; and (iii) the 

application for attorneys’ fees and expenses should be granted. 

I declare, under penalty of perjury, that the foregoing facts are true and correct and that 

this declaration was executed on this 18th day of September 2009. 

 
______/s/ David R. Stickney___________ 

DAVID R. STICKNEY 
 
Attorneys for Lead Plaintiff Teachers’ Retirement 
System of Oklahoma and Lead Counsel to the Class 
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