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In the Matter of )}
}
Schering-Plough Corporation, }
a corporation, }
' }
Upsher-Smith Laboratorias, )} Diocket No. 9297
a corporation, }
)
and }
),
American Home Productz Corporation, ) .
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On January 3, 2002 an  d Janugry 4. 200]. Regpondents Scherine-Plourh Corporation
{“Schering™) and Upsher-Smith Iaboratories (“Upsher-Smith™) filed a totel of nine motions in
limine. On January 4, 2002, Complaint Counsel filed a motion for an extension of time for filing
its responses to Respondents’ motions i limine. By order dated January 4, 2002, Respondents
were required to file their cppositions to Complaint Counsel’s motion by 1:00 pan. oo January 8,
2002. On January 7, 2002, Respondents filed their responses to Cnmplamt Counsel’s motion for
an ¢xtension af e,

The Scheduling Order requires Cnmplamt Cnunscl’s responses to munnns in hmme to be
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On Jamuary 4, 2002, Schering filed a moticn for an extension of time for filing its motion
in limine to exclude the testimony of Banakar and Adelman. The Scheduling Order required
motions in fimine to be filed by Fanuary 3, 2002, According to the motion, Schering tried to file
the motion on January 3, 2002, bui amve:d at the Office of the Secretary four rinutes passed the

£1:4 o Ama Al inm T¥ nF e debimd Tocrmramems A W S e Y e e ] b FRT— M




