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| hereby certify that I translated this online news article titled “Samsung says
Galaxy Tab 10.1, blocked from sales, is an old model... says, ‘no impact’”
obtained electronically on 28 June 2012 at
http://money.joinsmsn.com/news/article/article.asp?total id=8598298&ctg=
1100 from Korean to English, and that is an accurate and complete rendering
of the contents of the source document, except for the word
“TRANSLATION?” at the upper right corner of the translated page. | further
certify that 1 am competent in both languages and have twenty years of
professional experience in Korean to English translation.
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TRANSLATION

Samsung says Galaxy Tab 10.1, blocked from sales, is an old model... says, “no impact”
Published online 10:24PM KST June 28, 2012

Samsung Electronics has revealed that its position is that it will not suffer real harm because of
the Galaxy Tab 10.1 that received a court decision prohibiting sales in the United States. It also
dismissed the possibility that the resulting waves will spread to other products like the Galaxy S3.

“Our view is that in the U.S. this will not deal a big blow to sales of tablet PC’s, since the
successor model to the Galaxy Tab 10.1 is already on the market,” said Samsung Electronics on
June 28th.

On June 27, the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California accepted Apple’s
request for an injunction prohibiting sales of Samsung Electronics’ Galaxy Tab 10.1 in the U.S.

This injunction decision was the same matter from July of last year, in which Apple filed a
motion for a preliminary injunction against Samsung Electronics’ smartphone and tablet PC but
was dismissed before an appeals court sent it back, ordering a rehearing only on what covered
the Galaxy Tab 10.1.

At issue was whether Samsung Electronics had infringed no Apple’s design patent of ‘what is
four-sided, oval-cornered and has a display in the middle.’

In accordance with this order Samsung Electronics becomes unable to do further sales of the
Galaxy Tab 10.1 in the U.S., except for volume already in supply. The sales ban takes effect
immediately after Apple posts a court-stipulated bond (USD2.6 million) within the next few days.

Samsung Electronics said, “We think it could restrict the industry’s design innovation and
development for Apple to use broad design characteristics to demand a sales ban on another
company’s product,” but nonetheless stressed there will be no great direct hit to sales from this
court decision.

That’s because the Galaxy Tab 10.1 that is subject to this sales ban is an old model that came out
in the summer of last year, and then it does not apply to new products like the Galaxy Tab 7, 7,
8.9 [sic].

What’s more, unlike is the case with smartphones, with which it has overtaken Apple, [SEC’s]
share of the U.S. market for tablet PC’s remains insignificant. Indeed, in the case of the U.S.
tablet PC market, Apple’s iPad has a market share of close to 70 percent. Samsung Electronics’
Galaxy Tab series is said to have a market share that stops at six to seven percent.

Ironically, the low volume of sales becomes what lessens the harm done by the sales ban.

It is expected, however, that this decision will lead to stronger pushing by Apple targeting new
Samsung Electronics’ products like the Galaxy S3. It is also possible that this decision could
unfavorably impact Samsung in the main trial, when it is actually determined whether the two
companies infringed on each others patents.

“We will take the necessary legal steps against this decision,” said a Samsung Electronics
official. “It will be hard for there to be any other products banned.”
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