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Merck Sharp & Dohme, LLC
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Patent Owner’s Motion to Terminate
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Overview

* Petitioner Merck Sharp & Dohme, LLC (“MSD LLC” or “Petitioner”) has been the
sole party controlling and funding the PGR proceedings

— MSD LLC’s in-house counsel has directed and overseen the PGR petitions

— Halozyme’s speculative theory that Petitioner’s corporate parent, Merck and Co., Inc.
(“MCI”), is an RPl is rebutted by the record evidence

« MSD LLC and MCI have maintained corporate separateness

* MClreceives only a generalized benefit from this proceeding via success of its
subsidiary

* Halozyme waived its RPl argument due to lack of action even after Corning was
designated precedential
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Petitioner Voluntarily Supplied Halozyme with All Requested Evidence

In December 2025, Petitioner voluntarily and completely responded to
Halozyme’s discovery request, including:

Answering Halozyme’s interrogatories

Producing official employment records, corporate registrations, engagement letters,
billing records, and pertinent facts about the corporate structure of MSD LLC and MCI.

The Board found the redacted information “does not ‘reveal blurred corporate

lines between MSD and [MCI]’ or ‘the ability of [MCI] to control and fund’ these
PGR proceedings.” PGR2025-00003, Paper 77 at 3-4; Paper 80 at 3.

Halozyme’s motion and reply rely largely ignore this evidence.

Opp. at 1-2, 9; EX2401
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MSD LLC Alone Controls the PGRs

Mark Stewart, Vice President, Global Intellectual Property Litigation EX2404; EX2430; EX2434

Opp. at 8-9; EX2401 CONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Opp. at 13; EX2405; EX2406
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MSD LLC Alone Funds the PGRs

Opp. at 13; EX2401; EX2426-2444 CONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Jennifer Zachery Is Employed and Paid by MSD LLC

20726, 159 P Exhibit

EXC10.28 4 2018form 10 o 080T b EXHISIT 1035 OFFER LETTER (ZACHARY)
[t is my pleasure to offer you a position with Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp., a wholly-owned subsidiary of Merck & Co.,
Inc. (*Merck™ or the “Company™). At Merck, we see ourselves as a company inspired to invent. We are determined to
discover, develop and deliver medicines and vaccines that will improve the lives of more people in more places around

the world March 16, 2018 Jennifer Zachary, Esq.

EXHIBIT 10.28

€% MERCK

Dear Jennifer:

It is my pleasure to offer you a position with Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp.. a wholly-owned subsidiary of Merck & Co.,
e, ("Merck” or the "Company”). At Merck, we see ourselves as a company inspired fo invent. We are determined to
discover, develop and deliver medicines and vaccines that will improve the lives of more people in more places around
the world

Our ability to excel depends on the integrity, knowledge. imagination, skill, diversity and teamwork of people like you. To
this end, we strive to create an environment of mutual respeet, encouragement and teamwork. As part of our global team,
you'll have the opportunity to collaborate with talented and dedicated colleagues while developing and expanding your

career.

Your offer of employment with Merck will be for position of Executive Vice President & General Counsel (the
"Position"), subject to approval of your appointment by the Board of Directors of the Company.

In the Position, you will report to me, will be a member of my Executive Committee and will be an Officer of Merck (as
defined in Section 16 of the Securities Excha Act of 1934). The Position will be based at our corporate headquarters in
Kenilworth, New Jersey. Our offer is subject to the contingencies set forth below.

Toial Compensation

Base Salary: You will be paid a gross annual salary of $800,000. This will be paid (bi-w
pay period. You will be eligible for consideration for a salary increase on an annual basis

Iy) at a rate of $30,769.23 per

Executive Incentive Plan (EIP): You will be eligible to participate in the Executive Incentive Plan (EIP) as it applies to
similarly situated Company employees, subject to the terms of the plan. The target bonus for the Position is 95% of your
annual base salary. The bonus is discretionary and the amount of the honus, if any, will be determined based on Company
and/or individual performance. To be eligible for an EIP award, you must have al least 90 days of active service in the
plan year and remain actively employed through December 31 of the plan year. Your EIP award, if any, will be pro-rated
based on the number of EIP-¢ligible months you have worked during that plan year. Bonuses, if any, for the current
performance year will be paid in March of the following year.

Long-Term Incentive (LTT) Program: You will be eligible for consideration for annual prants of stock- based incentives
under the Incentive Stock Plan. For Executive Committee members, annual grants generally include a mix of non-
qualified stock options and performance share units (PSUs), with the

Halozyme EX2451
Merck v. Halozyme
PGR2025-00003

nitps:/y 10158/000031015813000014/22018f0rm10-k_ax1028xoffer htm 16
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Officers Can Wear Two Hats Without Creating an RPI Issue

 “Directors and officers holding positions with a parent and its subsidiary can and do ‘change
hats’to represent the two corporations separately, despite their common ownership.” Daifuku
Co. Ltd. v. Murata Machinery, Ltd., IPR2015-01538, Paper 11 at 9-11 (PTAB Jan. 19, 2016)

(quotation omitted).

— “[E]vidence as a whole must establish that the nonparty possessed effective control over
a party’s conduct ... as measured from a practical, as opposed to a purely theoretical,
standpoint.” /d.

— “[T]he evidence [fails to] show that Par Co. exerts control over this proceeding merely
because Par Co. and Petitioner are in a similar business and the same person has roles in
both Par Co. and Par Inc.” Horizon, IPR2015-01117, Paper 13 at 10.

* Thereis no basisto conclude that Ms. Zachary has a “fiduciary duty to control the
[proceedings] on behalf of both entities.” RODE Microphones, LLC v. Zaxcom, Inc., IPR2025-
00230, Paper 61 at 13 (PTAB Jan. 21, 2026).

Opp. at 10-11 CONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme’s Motion Relies on Misinterpreting Public Documents

1113025, 1235 PM k20250830
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In TuE

Supreme Opurt of the Hnited States

Form 109 JACK DANIEL'S PROPERTIES, TN,
. N5, 1236 FM - 20250930 . Pf‘ll:ll:l'.\ﬂl'.r.
m
A Eatl-Fiancisl nfonnation VIF PRODUCTS LLE,
o - Foancilststoments
cuunzﬁcgguggﬂg‘:ig gﬁ:ﬁémﬂgwcouz Respomdint.
(Unaudited, § in millions except per shars amounts)

0w W o Crnmoseam v tug Usren Srares
Thvae Wortha Exded N Morihs Eniod " -
e’ 0 St B, Couer ow Arreacs vou vae Kivrn Coomr
(—era 3 ) EE )
Sales $ 17276 § 16,857 § 48611 § 48544
Costs, Expenses and Other
Costof sales 3,855 4,080 10,831 11,365
Seling, general and administrative 261 273 7.835 7.952
Ressarch and development 4234 5862 11,803 13,354
Resiructuring costs 57 56 678 258
Other et (238) (162) (281) (151)
- 10,531 12,567 30,954 32778
Gormmin anel Tncome Before Taxes 6,745 4,080 17847 15,766
17N Taxes on Income 950 29 2346 2317
L et Income 5787 361 15301 T
- | Less: Net Income Attributable 2 4 0 Practitioner Seard
s Net income Affrbutable to Merck & Ca., Inc § 5785 § 3167 5 15201 §
T s Basc ‘per Commen Share Afrbutabl to Merck & Co., Inc.
ot Comman Shereholders s 232§ 125 S 608§
Earmings par Common Share Assuming Dilukon Alinbuiabla to Marck &
eyt | GCo., Inc. Common Sharsholders 3 232 8 124§ 608 S ‘Accepting
G Yor 8 Mo .
e oy e Last First Middle Phone Postal New
532,405 of bl <ot s MERCK & CO., INC. AND SUBSIDIARIES Name  Name Name  Number City State/Province  Code  Status Clients
pri—— | CONDENSED cuusquua}m STMIENETOF c)ulwﬁinamvs INCOME
oo nauited, § in millions
e - Mark J 317 Rahway ~ NJ 07065  Patent YES
ey Stewart 370-6029 Attorney
M — ‘Three Montihs Ended Nina Months Endo:
Sepianioe Septninie 30
E2) T Suffix Registration Number
Hen et I Merck & Co., Inc. 5 5785 § 3157 8 15201 § 43936
- Firm Name g
parpt——" Giher Comprahansive Income (Loss) Nel of Taxes:
[o——— et unrealized gain (loss) on derivatives, nel of reclassiications: 1m0 (296) (4s7) Merck Sharp & Dohme, LLC Merck and Co. Status
Banefit plan net gain floss) and prior service credt (cost), net of
b e B - - " Address Patent Attorney
Cumulative iranslafion adustment (25) 299 162 126 E. Lincoln Ave Date registered as patent attorney
218 (10) 257) 04/05/2000
Cemprehensive Income Atfributable to Merck & Co., Inc. (] 6,004 § 3147 S 15034 § Country
1 UNITED STATES Date registered as patent agent
The accompanying notes are an inteqral part of these condensed consclidsted financial statements. 02/16/1999 .
Haloeyrme EX2446
US Government Employee
R No Moerck v. Halryme
Reciprocity under 37 CFR § 11.6(c) PLRZOZS-DU003
No

Showing 1-1 of 1

Mot. at 1-3, 8-13, 14-15, 17, 18; Reply at 1-4  cONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL

PGR2025-00003/4/6/9 DEMONSTRATIVE EXHIBIT - NOT EVIDENCE




Halozyme’s RPl Argument Is Built on Non-Definitive Sources

* Linkedln pages (EX2449), speaker listings (EX2448), organizational websites (EX2447), amicus
brief (EX2466) and OED listings (EX2416; EX2465) are not dispositive of which party controls
the PGRs.

 Evidence such as “a printed page from LinkedIn” purporting to show an in-house attorney was
employed by parent, rather than subsidiary did not lead the Board to find parent was an RPI.
Amneal Pharms., LLC v. Jazz Pharms., Inc., Case IPR2015-00545, Paper 25 at 10-14 (PTAB July
29, 2015).

Prior to November 2009, what is now MSD LLC was Merck & Co., Inc. (“Old Merck”).

In 2009, “Schering-Plough was renamed ‘Merck & Co., Inc.’['New Merck’] and Old Merck, renamed
Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp., became a wholly-owned subsidiary of New Merck).” EX1235.

In 2022, Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp., became Merck Sharp & Dohme, LLC. EX1166-1167.

T x2401.

Opp. at -9, 21 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme’s RPlI Argument Mischaracterizes SEC Filings

e “Company,” in SEC filings refers to “Merck & Co., Inc. and its subsidiaries.” EX2415, 131.

—  “Specifically, the use of the term ‘we’ in an SEC filing, even if used deliberately when referring to what could
be the current Petition, does not establish adequately that [parent] has control over this proceeding.” Par
Pharm., Inc. v. Horizon Therapeutics, Inc., IPR2015-01117, Paper 13 at 10 (PTAB Now. 4, 2015)

— “[S]tatements of [parent corporation] in its Annual Reports about other litigation involving the Petitioner” do
not “prove that [parent corporation] is able to control the actions of Petitioner in this proceeding.” D-Link
Sys. Inc. v. Chrimar Sys., Inc, IPR2016-01425, Paper 15, at 8 (PTAB Jan. 17, 2017)

 Article lll courts have rejected SEC filings as evidence of jurisdiction over corporate
parents.

— Tahaya Misr Inv., Inc. v. Helwan Cement S.A.E., 2016 WL 9024808 (C.D. Cal. May 23, 2016); Bellomo v. Pa.
Life Co., 488 F. Supp. 744 (S.D.N.Y. 1980); Darrick Enters. v. Mitsubishi Motors Corp., 2007 WL 6813810, at

*6 (D.N.J. Jan. 19, 2007)

« Statements in SEC filings about the “MDASE” dispute do not indicate that MCI took, or
could have taken, any action relating to the PGRs. EX2036; EX1166; EX1167.

Opp. at 5-7 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme’s New Jersey Suit Supports MSD LLC as the Sole RPI

« Halozyme sued only MSD LLC in the MDASE litigation
relating to Keytruda® QLEX™, which includes 12 of the
PGR-challenged patents.

* Halozyme was aware that MCl is the parent of MSD LLC
in that litigation no later than July 2025 when MSD LLC
served corporate disclosures.

This matter was presented to the Court by Plaintiff Halozyme, Inc. (“Plaintiff™) and
Defendant Merck Shamp & Dohme Corp. n'k/a Merck Sharp and Dohme LLC by stipulation and
proposed order, seeking to substitute the defendant, affect service, and set a deadline for the

defendant to answer or otherwise respond to the complaint.

Case 2:25-cv-03179-ES  Document 1  Filed 04/24/25 Page 1 of 50 PagelD: 1

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

HALOZYME, INC.,
Plaintiff,
V.
MERCK SHARP & DOHME CORP.,

Defendant.

COMPLAINT FOR
DECLARATORY JUDGI

Plaintiff Halozyme, Inc., (“Haloz
for its Complaint for Patent Infringement
against Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp. (“M

NATUE

1. This is an action for patent

~f United States Patent Nos. 10,8654
“eimeq

12,152,262, 12,195,773, and 12,264,345

suit”) against Merck. All asserted patent:

2. The asserted patents arise
modifications to a human hyaluronidase,
subcutaneous administration of therapew

Halozyme’s inventors identified several 1

Case 2:25-cv-03179-ES-JRA  Document 8  Filed 05/15/25 Page 1 of 3 PagelD: 6057

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW JERSEY

HALOZYME, INC,
Plaintiff, Civil Action No. 2:25-3179 (ES) (JRA)

V. STIPULATION AND ORDER
SUBSTITUTING PARTY,
AFFECTING SERVICE, AND
SETTING DEADLINE TO ANSWER
OR RESPOND TO COMPLAINT

MERCK SHARP & DOHME CORP.,

Defendant.

This matter was presented to the Court by Plaintiff Halozyme, Inc. (“Plaintiff”y and
Defendant Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp. n/k/a Merck Sharp and Dohme LLC by stipulation and
proposed order, secking to substitute the defendant, affect service, and set a deadline for the
defendant to answer or otherwise respond to the complaint.

'WHEREAS Plaintiff filed this action on April 24, 2025 (ECF No. 1);

WHEREAS the summons and complaint name “Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp.” as the
defendant in this action (ECF Nos. I and 6);

WHEREAS the complaint and summons were delivered to Merck Sharp and Dohme LLC
at its office in Rahway, New Jersey;

WHEREAS “Merck Sharp & Dohme Corp.” is no longer an existing corporate entity and
the proper party is Merck Sharp and Dohme LLC;

WHEREAS the parties have agreed to substitute Merck Sharp and Dohme LLC as the

defendant in this matter;

MERCK_PGR00094
Petitioner Merck, Ex. 1167, p. 1
Merck Sharp & Dohme LLC v. Halozyme Inc.
PGR2025-00003

Opp. at 5-7; EX2036; EX1166-1168
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MCI| Could Not Control the PGRs

. MSD LLC is one of hundreds of subsidiaries
worldwide. EX1237.

e “[E]vidence of a common address and telephone
number, substantial overlap of officers, and the
other evidence on which Patent Owner relies,
establishes a relationship between parties; it
does not establish a relationship between [the
parent] and this proceeding.” Daifuku, IPR2015-
01538, Paper 11 at 10-11.

EX1244, 2

Opp. at 1, 5-6, 21-22 CONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme Misrepresents the MCl and MSD LLC Boards

175126, 2:11 PM Board of drectors - Merck.com
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g ’ ‘ Board of directors
KENILWORTH, N.J. - Merck (NYSE: MRK), known as MSD outside the United States and Canada,
has been operating in the United States under the name Merck for 125 years. To protect our long-

Ell 5 ° FRE
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Corporate governance dc
» ;

Katry J, Warden

T —
EX2410 Related links

Halozyme EX2409
Merck v. Halozyme
PGR2025-00003

EX2409
Opp. at 17-18; Mot. at 15 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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MCI| and MSD LLC Have Different Boards

115026, 211 PM Board of dreciors - Merck.com
€9 MERK STATE OF NEW JERSEY
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
oy > Ly > oo s DIVISION OF REVENUE AND ENTERPRISE SERVICES

LONG FORM STANDING WITH OFFICERS AND DIRECTORS
Boa rd Of dlreCtorS MERCK SHARP & DOHME LLC
(0465333

af the businass and the kay risks facing the compary,

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOQF, I have
hereunto set my hand and affived
my Official Seal at Trenton, this
18¢h day of February, 2026

+ el
Ao 55 e

Aaron Binder
Acting State Treasurer
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Yoty . Warden 126 E LINOLN AVENUE
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b Corpraration (*Scharing Pleugh’) o Newwsiber 3, 2003, reflact mambarship en the beard of legacy

W Cartfcas of ncsrporation Halozyme EX2410

Petitioner Merck, Ex. 1240, p_ 3
Merck v. Halozyme Merck Sharp & Dohme LLC v. Halozyme Inc.
PGR2025-00003

PGR2025-00003

EX2410; EX1243 EX1240; EX1243

Opp. at 17-19 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme’s Theories Do Not Support MCI as RPI

Trials@uspto.gov Paper 11
Gonzalez and applied in Galderma. As stated in Gonzalez, the evidence as a Tel: 2202020822 25RO

IPR2015-01538
Patent 6,113,341

whole must establish that “the nonparty possessed effective control over a

a common address and telephone number, substantial overlap of officers,

partyﬂs COlldl,lCt - HS measured frorl-l a pl‘ﬂ.Cthﬂl, as UppCISEd to a purely and the other evidence on which Patent Owner relies, establishes a

relationship between parties; it does not establish a relationship between
. . L] : . Daifuku Holdings and this proceeding.
theoretical, standpoint.” 27 F.3d 759 (emphasis added). Theoretical, ¢ proceeding
Petitioner relies on Galderma 5.4. v. Allergan Industrie, SAS, Case
IPR2014-01422, (PTAB Mar. 5, 2015) (Paper 14) (quoting Gonzalez v.
Banco Cent. Corp., 27 F.3d 751, 759 (1st Cir. 1994)) for the general

hypothetical, or speculative assertions about effectiv|e control, unsupported

proposition that “a non-party may be an RPI where it has ‘the power—

by evidence, are neither probative nor persuasive. Every corporate parent whether exercised or not.to call the shots."™ Sur-Reply 1. This selective
. . . . quote, while accurate, does not state the complete legal principle analyzed in
hﬂ.S the theoretlcal pOWﬂI' tO COlltI'Ol ltS SlleldlaIles . See U. S v. BengOOdS', i Gonzalez and applied in Galderma. As stated in Gonzalez, the evidence as a
//‘/must establish that “the nonparty possessed effective control over a
524 U.S. at 61-62. If theoretical power, whether exercised or not, were the g~ party’s conduct ... as measured from a practical, as opposed to a purely
g theoretical, standpoint.” 27 F.3d 759 (emphasis added). Theoretical,
controlling test for determining a real party in interest, the test would be / hypothetical,or speculative assertions about effective control, unsupported
Bef(i: by evidence, are neither probative nor persuasive. Every corporate parent
BRI

has the theoretical power to control its subsidiaries. See U.S. v. Bestfoods,

eviscerated of substance.

MUR 524 U.S. at 61-62. Iftheoretical power, whether exercised or not, were the

controlling test for determining a real party in interest, the test would be

eviscerated of substance.

In discussing the issue of whether a party is a real party in interest for
purposes of an inter partes review, the Office Patent Trial Practice Guide
cites Gonzalez. 77 Fed. Reg. 48,759. As explained in Gonzalez, “the
concept of substantial control can be illustrated better by examples than by

linguistic constructs.” Gonzalez, 27 F.3d at 759. For instance, substantial

control has been found where a liability insurer assumes the insured's

- |

Opp. at 19-21 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Any Benefit to MCI from the PGRs Is Only from MSD LLC’s Success

I”
L]

« “[M]ere benefitis not the standard for determining whether a party is an RP
Bowtech, Inc., v. MCP IP, LLC, IPR2019-00379, Paper 14 at 23 (P. TAB July 3,
2019)

* A parent of a subsidiary “always ‘has a preexisting, established relationship
with the petitioner’ and is likely to benefit when and to the degree that its
subsidiary benefits . ... [M]ere establishment of parent-company status is
insufficient to render a non-party an RP1.” Puzhen Life USA, LLC v. ESIP Series 2,
LLC, IPR2017-02197, Paper 24 at 9 (PTAB Feb. 27, 2019).

* MCI has no separate interest from MSD LLC. See Nuseed Ams. Inc. v. BASF
Plant Sci. GMBH, IPR2017-02176, Paper 16 at 11 (PTAB Apr. 11, 2018).

Opp. at 22-23 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme’s Inexcusable Delay

1. DUE DATE 1

Patent Owner may file—

a. Aresponse tothe petition (37 C.F.R. § 42.120). If Patent Owner
elects not to file aresponse, Patent Owner must arrange a conference call
with the parties and the Board. Patent Owner is cautioned that any
arguments not raised in the response may be deemed waived.

b. A motion to amend the patent (37 C.F.R. § 42.121).

Trialsi@uspto. gov
571-272-7822

Paper 26

Date: June 2, 2025

UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND AFPPI

MERCK SHARP & DOHME LL/
Petitioner,

V.

HALOZYME, INC.,
Patent Owner.

PGR2025-00003
Patent 11,952,600 B2

Before JEFFREY N. FREDMAN, SUSAN L. . ™
CYNTHIA M. HARDMAN, Administrative Patent J

FREDMAN, Administrative Patent Judge.

SCHEDULING ORDER

—

PGR2025-00003
Patent 11,952,600 B2

specifically identifying the changed due dates, must be promptly filed. The
parties may not stipulate an extension of DUE DATES 4, 7, and 8.

In stipulating differenttimes, the parties should consider the effect of
the stipulation on times to object to evidence (37 C.F.R. § 42.64(b)(1)), to
supplement evidence (§ 42.64(b)(2)), to conduct cross-examination
(§ 42.53(d)(2)), and to draft papers depending on the evidence and cross-
examination testimony.

1. DUE DATE 1

Patent Owner may file—

a. Aresponse to the petition (37 C.F.R. § 42.120). If Patent Owner
elects not to file a response, Patent Owner must arrange a conference call
with the parties and the Board. Patent Owner is cautioned that any
arguments not raised in the response may be deemed waived.

b. A motion to amend the patent (37 C.F.R. § 42.121).

2. DUE DATE 2
Petitioner may file a reply to the Patent Owner’s response.
Petitioner may file an opposition to the motion to amend.
3. DUE DATE 3

Patent Owner may file a sur-reply to Petitioner’s reply.

Patent Owner may also file either:

a. a reply to the opposition to the motion to amendand/or preliminary
guidance (if provided); or

b. a revised motion to amend.

NOTE: IfPatent Owner files neither of the above papers (a reply to
the opposition or a revised motion to amend), and the Board has issued

preliminary guidance, Petitioner may file a reply to the preliminary

Opp. at 25 CONFIDENTIAL - PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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Halozyme Waived the RPI Issue by Failing to Raise It in Any of its PORs

Halozyme fails to
raise RPI in its later PORs

Opp. at 23-25

PGR2025-00003/4/6/9

PGR

Patent

POR

PGR2025-00003 11,952,600 9/23/2025
PGR2025-00004 12,018,298 10/7/2025
PGR2025-00006 12,152,262 10/8/2025
PGR2025-00009 12,123,035 10/9/2025

Oct. 28, 2025: Corning designated precedential
Nov. 12, 2025: Halozyme first raises RPI allegations

PGR2025-00017 12,110,520 1/6/2026
PGR2025-00033 12,049,652 1/7/2026
PGR2025-00039 12,104,185 1/8/2026
PGR2025-00046 12,091,692 1/9/2026
PGR2025-00030 12,054,758 1/12/2026
PGR2025-00052 12,264,345 1/13/2026
PGR2025-00024 12,060,590 1/14/2026
PGR2025-00042 12,037,618 1/15/2026
PGR2025-00050 12,077,791 1/16/2026
PGR2025-00053 12,195,773 1/20/2026

CONFIDENTIAL — PROTECTIVE ORDER MATERIAL
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