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Question No. 4:
Has Densify proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that VMware has literally
infringed any of the following claims of the 367 patent?

“Yes” is a finding for Densify. “No” is a finding for VMware.

Claim 1 Yes | No

Claim 9 Yes .~ No

Claim 13 Yes No

Claim17 |Yes ; ~ No

Question No. 5:
Has Densify proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that VMware has actively

induced direct infringement of any of the following claims of the *367 patent?

“Yes” is a finding for Densify. “No” is a finding for VMware.

Claim 1 Yes No ([~

Claim 9 Yes Ne 7=
Claim 13 ‘ Yes No ¢~
V

Claim 17 ‘ Yes No
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ion No. 6:
If you have found that VMware infringed at least one claim of Densify’s ‘367 patent, or
if you have found that VMware has actively induced direct infringement of at least one claim of
Densify’s ‘367 patent, has Densify proven, by a preponderance of the evidence, that VMware’s

infringement of the ‘367 patent was willful?

“Yes” is a finding for Densify. “No” is a finding for VMware.

1~ Yes (Willful)

No (Not Willful)

VALIDITY OF DENSIFY’S U.S. PATENT NO. 8,209,687

Question No. 7:

Has VMware proven, by clear and convincing evidence, that any of the following claims

of the *687 patent is invalid as anticipated by DRS 20067

“Yes” is a finding for VMware. “No” is a finding for Densify.

4

Claim 3 ‘ Yes Nc -7

\SZYEI VU Y ) 1w 1vw -
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t 1No.8:
Has VMware proven, by clear and convincing evidence, that any of the following claims
of the *687 patent is invalid because the claimed subject matter would have been obvious to a
person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the claimed invention based on DRS 2006?

“Yes” is a finding for VMware. “No” is a finding for Densify.

Claim 3 Yes No ¢&—
.

Claim 7 Yes No

TRADEMARK INFRINGEMENT

Question No. 9:
Do you find that VMware is liable for trad¢  wk infringement?

“Yes” is a finding for Densify. “No” is a finding for VMware.

Yes No ~* —

DELAWARE DECEPTI. .. T™ ADE PRACTICES ACT

Question No. 10:
Do you find that VMware is liable for deceptive trade practice?
“Yes” is a finding for Densify. “No” is a finding for VMware.

V4

Yes No 1
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The ’687 Patent

Question No. 11:
If you have found that VMware infringed at least one claim of the *687 patent, and if you
ha found that this me claim is not invalid, what is the dollar amount I 1sify has proven it is

entitled to as a reasonable royalty for past infringement?

2 ~a
s 735 7749, /s

Question No. 12:
If you have found that VMware infringed at least one claim of the *367 patent, what is the

dollar amount Densify has proven it is entitled to as a reasonable royalty for past infringement?

$ L L7 1

Trademark Infringement

Question No. 13:
If you have found that VMware is liable for trademark infringement, what is the dollar

amount of damages that Densify has proven?

$ .
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