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SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20549

SCHEDULE TO
Tender Offer Statement Under Section 14(d)(1) or 18)(1)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934
(Amendment No. 27)
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a subsidiary of
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Alkaloida Chemical Company Exclusive Group Ltd.
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+36-42-521-005
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and Communications on Behalf of filing persons)

Copy to:
Peter D. Lyons Clifford M. J. Felig
Shearman & Sterling LLP Meitar Liquornik Geva & Leshem Brandwein
599 Lexington Avenue 16 Abba Hillel Silver Rd.
New York, New York 10022 Ramat Gan 52506, Israel
(212) 844000 (972) -61C-3100
CALCULATION OF FILING FEE
Transaction Valuation* Amount of Filing Fee**
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third-party tender offer subject to Rule -1.

issuer tender offer subject to Rule -4.

goinc-private transaction subject to Rule -3.

amendment to Schedule 13D under Rule-2.

Check the following box if the filing is a final @ndment reporting the results of the tender ofi€




This Amendment No. 27 (this “Amendment”) amends smplplements the Tender Offer Statement on Sché@dblé#ed on
June 30, 2008, as amended by Amendment No. 1 thrAogendment No. 26 (as so amended, the “Schedule GyQAlkaloida Chemical
Company Exclusive Group Ltd. (“Purchaser”), a Humgacompany and a subsidiary of Sun Pharmaceudtidaltries Ltd. (“Sun”), an Indian
company. This Schedule TO relates to the offelPschaser to purchase all outstanding OrdinaryeShaiominal (par) value NIS 0.0001 per
share, of Taro Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd. {@@mpany”),an Israeli corporation, at a purchase price of $pér Ordinary Share, net to 1
seller in cash (subject to applicable withholdiages), without interest, upon the terms and sulbgettte conditions set forth in the Offer to
Purchase dated June 30, 2008 and in the relatéet loétTransmittal. Except as specifically provddeerein, this Amendment does not modify
any of the information previously reported on tleh&dule TO.

Item 11. Additional Information.
Item 11 of Schedule TO is hereby amended and sogpited as follows:

Section 15 of the Offer to Purchase entitled “dartaegal Matters and Regulatory Approvals” is hgreimended and
supplemented as follows:

The following paragraph is hereby added after #s¢ paragraph of Section 15(1V) entitled “Relemaitigation”:

“On September 29, 2009, the Company and Taro URA & complaint in the United States District Cdartthe Southern
District of New York against Sun, Purchaser, Adityad Caraco Pharmaceutical Laboratories, Ltd. @€alf), a majority-owned
subsidiary of Sun. The complaint alleges, amongrdthings, inadequate disclosure in Purchaser's@dbe TO, breach of contract,
misappropriation and misuse of trade secrets, uofanpetition, tortious interference, fraud andushjenrichment and seeks as a
remedy, among other things, additional disclosyr&bn, compensatory and punitive damages and andiipn to prevent Sun from
taking further steps to consummate the Offer. SuhRurchaser believe that these allegations ateutitmerit and intend to
vigorously contest them.”

The complaint, filed by the Company as Exhibit {8)(to the Company’s Schedule 14D9/A filed with @@mmission on
September 29, 2009, is attached hereto as Exh§B)(Y).

Item 12. Exhibits.
Item 12 of the Schedule TO is hereby amended astdtesl as follows
@A) Offer to Purchase dated June 30, 2(*

(@)(1)(B) Form of Letter of Transmitta”

0 Previously filed.




@)(1)(C)
(@) (1)(D)
@)(1)(E)
@)(1)(F)
@(1)(G)
(@)(1)(H)
@G)(A)
(@)(5)(B)

@)(5)(C)
(@)(5)(D)
(@)(S)(E)
@G)(F)
@)(6)(G)
@G)(H)

Form of Notice of Guaranteed Delive*

Form of Letter to Brokers, Dealers, Commercial Barlkkust Companies and Other Nomin¢

*

Form of Letter to Clients for use by Brokers, Deal€ommercial Banks, Trust Companies and OtheriNeas.
Guidelines for Certification of Taxpayer Identiftzan Number on Substitute Form-9.*

Declaration of Status for Israeli Income Tax Pugs”

Tax Declaration Form for Israeli Financial Instituts.”

Summary Advertisement as publishe(The Wall Street Journion June 30, 200¢

Text of Press Release issued Sun on June 25, 2008, incorporated by referenteet&tatement on Schedule 1
(including exhibits), originally filed by Sun, Sdtharma Global Inc. and Purchaser, with respettadtrdinary Shares, par
value NIS 0.0001 per share of the Company, with.itfe Securities and Exchange Commission (the ‘i@aig

Schedule 13D"); the Amendment No. 1 to the Origiaelhedule 13D, filed on July 25, 2007 (the “Amendtri¢o. 17); the
Amendment No. 2 to the Original Schedule 13D, fiedAugust 2, 2007 (the “Amendment No. 2”); the Ardment No. 3 to
the Original Schedule 13D, filed on February 19&¢he “Amendment No. 3”); the Amendment No. 4he Original
Schedule 13D, filed on May 29, 2008 (the “Amendm¥at 4”); the Amendment No. 5 to the Original SchiedL3D, filed on
June 5, 2008 (the “Amendment No. 5”); the Amendnimt 6 to the Original Schedule 13D, filed on J@de 2008; the
Amendment No. 7 to the Original Schedule 13D, fiedJune 25, 2008 (the “Amendment No. 7”, togethién the Original
Schedule 13D, the Amendment No. 1, the AmendmenPNine Amendment No. 3, the Amendment No. 4 Atmendment
No. 5 and the Amendment No. 6, *Schedule 13D”) and by reference to Statement dre8gle TO filed by Purchaser on
June 25, 200¢

Text of Press Release issued by Purchaser on 0u26@3.*

Text of Press Release issued by Purchaser on 4uR00D8.*

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on July 3@®.”"

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on AugustQl®,. *

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on AugustQ®R.*

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on August@®B,.*




@)1
@G)I)
(@)(G)(K)
@)L
@G)M)

@G)N)
(@)(5)(0)
@)(G)(P)
@(G)(Q)
@G)R)
@)(5)(S)
@(G)(T)
(@)(S)(V)

@)©G)V)
(@)(G)W)
@©G)X)
@)G)(Y)

(b)
(d)(A)

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on SeptemB608,"

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Octob&08,*

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Novem|[2§08."

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Decemb&0@8,"

Text of letter from Su’s Chairman and Managing Director, Dilip Shanghwiltyron Strober, Chairman of the Aui
Committee of the Board of Directors of the Compaigted January 2, 2009, regarding the financiéstants of the
Company

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Januaf09,"

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on JanuaB0R9,”

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on March ®,.”

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on March 2®. "

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on April 392

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on April 1092

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on April 2d9Z*

Text of letter from Purchaser to the Quamy’s shareholders, dated June 18, 2009, distidbiat the Company’s shareholders
along with the Tax Declaration Form for Israeli &mtial Institutions”

Text of Press Release issued by Sun on AugustaD®,.*
Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Augusta2®,*
Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Septemb200g.”

Complaint filed by the Company on Sepbem30, 2009 in the United States District Courtthe Southern District of New
York against Sun, Purchaser, Aditya and Car

Not applicable

Agreement of Merger, dated as of May 18)20among Purchaser, Aditya Acquisition Company. bttd the Company,
incorporated by reference to the Schedule I




(d)(B)

(d)(C)

(d)(D)

(d)(E)

(d)(F)
(d)(G)
(d)(H)
(@)

(dQ)

(d)(K)
(@)(L)
(d)(M)
(d)(N)
(d)(0)
(d)(P)

Amendment No. 1 to Agreement of Merger, dated akibf 23, 2007, among Purchaser, Aditya Acquisittmmpany Ltd
and the Company, incorporated by reference to thedile 13D*

Option Letter Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2@d7ong Taro Development Corporation, Barrie Levi# Levitt, Daniel
Moros, Jacob Levitt and Purchaser, incorporatetefgrence to the Schedule 1%

Share Purchase Agreement, dated as of May 18, 20@0hg Purchaser and the Company, incorporatedfbgence to th
Schedule 130"

Agreement and Plan of Merger, dated as a§ 8, 2007, among Sun Pharmaceutical Industnes, $un Development
(fglgpgration I, Taro Development Corporation, Batitt and Daniel Moros, incorporated by referetwéhe Schedule
Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarthaser and Barrie Levi*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarchaser and Daniel Morc

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarchaser and Tal Levi*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarthaser and Taro Development Corporar’

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarchaser and Morley & Company, Ii*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®em Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Barrieitt.€*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Danieldd¢*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Tal Le*

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Jacobti.”

Warrant, dated as of May 18, 2007, issued by thm@my to Sun, incorporated by reference to the &deel3D."

Warrant No. 2, dated as of August 1, 2007, issyeithé® Company to Sun, incorporated by referendhddSchedule 13[°




@)(Q)

(d)(R)

(d)(S)
(d)(T)

(d)V)

(d)(V)

(@)
(h)

Registration Rights Agreement, dated as of May208,7, between the Company and Purchaser, incogubbgtreference t
the Schedule 13

Assignment and Assumption Agreement, dated asref 24, 2008, between Purchaser and Sun, incorpdogteeference t
Schedule 130"

Irrevocable Trust Agreement, dated as of June @98 2between Purchaser and Ubank Trust Company*

A letter of demand for delivery pursuant to the iOptAgreement, dated August 27, 2008, from Purahtas@&aro
Development Corporation, Barrie Levitt, Tal Levitgcob Levitt and Daniel Morg

A letter from Su’s Chairman and Managing Director, Dilip Shanghwithie Compar’s Board of Directors, dated Januan
2009, regarding proposed settlement terms for 1@ Stigation.”

A letter from Su’s Chairman and Managing Director, Dilip Shanghwithie Compar’s Board of Directors, dated Januan
2009, in response to the letters from Dr. Levitttedl January 4 and January 6, 2¢*

Not applicable

Not applicable




After due inquiry and to the best of my knowledge &elief, | certify that the information set foiiththis statement is true,
complete and correct.

Dated: September 30, 2009

ALKALOIDA CHEMICAL COMPANY
EXCLUSIVE GROUP LTD.

By: /s/ Harin Mehta

Name: Mr. Harin Mehte
Title: Director




After due inquiry and to the best of my knowledge &elief, | certify that the information set foiiththis statement is true,
complete and correct.

Dated: September 30, 2009
SUN PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES LTD.

By: /s/ Sudhir V. Valia

Name: Mr. Sudhir V. Vali
Title: Director
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@(1)(G)
(@)(1)(H)
@G)(A)
(@)(5)(B)

EXHIBIT INDEX

Offer to Purchase dated June 30, 2(*

Form of Letter of Transmitta”

Form of Notice of Guaranteed Delive”

Form of Letter to Brokers, Dealers, Commercial Barlkkust Companies and Other Nomin¢

Form of Letter to Clients for use by Brokers, Desl&€ommercial Banks, Trust Companies and OtheriNeas."
Guidelines for Certification of Taxpayer Identiftmn Number on Substitute Form-9.*

Declaration of Status for Israeli Income Tax Pugs”

Tax Declaration Form for Israeli Financial Instituts.”

Summary Advertisement as publishe(The Wall Street Journion June 30, 200¢

Text of Press Release issued Byn on June 25, 2008, incorporated by referentieet&tatement on Schedule 13D
(including exhibits), originally filed by Sun, Sdtharma Global Inc. and Purchaser, with respettadtrdinary Shares, par
value NIS 0.0001 per share of the Company, with it Securities and Exchange Commission (the ‘i@aig

Schedule 13D”); the Amendment No. 1 to the OrigiBehedule 13D, filed on July 25, 2007 (the “Amendtrido. 17); the
Amendment No. 2 to the Original Schedule 13D, fiedAugust 2, 2007 (the “Amendment No. 2”); the Ardment No. 3 to
the Original Schedule 13D, filed on February 19&¢he “Amendment No. 3”); the Amendment No. 4he Original
Schedule 13D, filed on May 29, 2008 (the “Amendméat 4”); the Amendment No. 5 to the Original SchiedL 3D, filed on
June 5, 2008 (the “Amendment No. 5”); the Amendnimt 6 to the Original Schedule 13D, filed on J@de 2008; the
Amendment No. 7 to the Original Schedule 13D, fiedJune 25, 2008 (the “Amendment No. 7”, togethi¢n the Original
Schedule 13D, the Amendment No. 1, the AmendmenPNine Amendment No. 3, the Amendment No. 4 Atmendment
No. 5 and the Amendment No. 6, *Schedule 13D”) and by reference to Statement dre8gle TO filed by Purchaser on
June 25, 200¢"

*  Previously filed.




(@)(5)(C) Text of Press Release issued by Purchaser on 02838

(a)(5)(D) Text of Press Release issued by Purchaser on 4uR00D8.*

@)(B)E) Text of Press Release issued by Sun on July 3@®. "

@)(5)(F) Text of Press Release issued by Sun on AugustQDR.*

@)(B)G) Text of Press Release issued by Sun on AugustQ@R.*
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@)OB)X) Text of Press Release issued by Sun on Septembp200g.”




@)(B)(Y) Complaint filed by the Company on September 30920Ghe United States District Court for the SauthDistrict of New
York against Sun, Purchaser, Aditya and Car

(b) Not applicable

(d)(A) Agreement of Merger, dated as of May 18, 2007, apfeurchaser, Aditya Acquisition Company Ltd. anel @ompany
incorporated by reference to the Schedule I

(d)(B) Amendment No. 1 to Agreement of Merger, dated akibf 23, 2007, among Purchaser, Aditya Acquisittmmpany Ltd
and the Company, incorporated by reference to the@ule 13D*

(d)(C) Option Letter Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2@0D7ong Taro Development Corporation, Barrie LeVi#t, Levitt, Daniel
Moros, Jacob Levitt and Purchaser, incorporatecelgrence to the Schedule 1%

(d)(D) Share Purchase Agreement, dated as of May 18, 20@ah)g Purchaser and the Company, incorporatedfbgence to th
Schedule 130"

(d)(E) Agreement and Plan of Merger, dated as of May @872among Sun Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc.,[Bauelopmen
Corporation |, Taro Development Corporation, Batrwitt and Daniel Moros, incorporated by referetméhe Schedule
13D.”

(D(F) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarchaser and Barrie Levi®

(d)(G) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwrchaser and Daniel Mor¢

(d)(H) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarthaser and Tal Levi*

(D Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarchaser and Taro Development Corpora”

(d)() Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betwarthaser and Morley & Company, I*

(d)(K) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Barrigtt.e"

(d)(L) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Danieldd(

(dy(M) Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Tal Le*
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(d)(R)
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(d)V)

(d)(V)

(9)
(h)

Voting Agreement, dated as of May 18, 2007, betw®am Pharmaceutical Industries, Inc. and Jacobti.”
Warrant, dated as of May 18, 2007, issued by theg@my to Sun, incorporated by reference to the @dbel3D."
Warrant No. 2, dated as of August 1, 2007, issyeithé® Company to Sun, incorporated by referen¢heédSchedule 13[

Registration Rights Agreement, dated as of May208,7, between the Company and Purchaser, incogubbgtreference t
the Schedule 13

Assignment and Assumption Agreement, datedf June 24, 2008, between Purchaser and Sumporated by reference to
Schedule 130°

Irrevocable Trust Agreement, dated as of June @98 2between Purchaser and Ubank Trust Company*

A letter of demand for delivery pursuant to the iOptAgreement, dated August 27, 2008, from Purahtas&aro
Development Corporation, Barrie Levitt, Tal Levitgcob Levitt and Daniel Moro*

A letter from Su’s Chairman and Managing Director, Dilip Shanghwithie Compar’s Board of Directors, dated Januan
2009, regarding proposed settlement terms for 1@ Stigation.”

A letter from Su’s Chairman and Managing Director, Dilip Shanghwithie Compar’s Board of Directors, dated Januan
2009, in response to the letters from Dr. Levidttedl January 4 and January 6, 2¢*

Not applicable

Not applicable




Barry J. Brett
Stephen G. Rinehart
TROUTMAN SANDERS LLP
The Chrysler Building
405 Lexington Avenu
New York, New York 1017-
(212) 70-6000
Attorneys for Plaintiffs
Taro Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd. and
Taro Pharmaceuticals U.S.A., Inc.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

TARO PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES LTD. and

TARO PHARMACEUTICALS U.S.A., INC., : Case No.
Plaintiffs, :
COMPLAINT
-against-
: JURY TRIAL
SUN PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES, LTD., : DEMANDED

ALKALOIDA CHEMICAL COMPANY
EXCLUSIVE GROUP, LTD., ADITYA
ACQUISITION COMPANY, LTD. and CARACO
PHARMACEUTICAL LABORATORIES, LTD.,
Defendants.




SUMMARY OF THE CASE
THE PARTIES
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND
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Plaintiffs Taro Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd. &ato Pharmaceuticals U.S.A., Inc., by their atg®) Troutman Sanders LLP,
their Complaint, allege as follows:

SUMMARY OF THE CASE

1. This is an action for violationstbe Williams Act, 15 U.S.C. Sections 78n (d) any fer unlawful use and disclosure
Taro’s proprietary and confidential business infation in violation of a nomlisclosure agreement, and for other misconduct ucdemol
law. The plaintiffs are Taro Pharmaceuticals IndestLtd. (“Taro Ltd.”),a publicly held corporation organized under Isrdali with its
headquarters in Yakum, Israel, and Taro Pharmam@sitU.S.A., Inc. (“Taro USA™)a New York corporation headquartered in Hawtholey
York (collectively, “Taro”). Taro manufactures aseélls a wide range of products, including proprietand generic prescription and non-
prescription pharmaceutical products in the Unib¢ates and elsewhere. Taro is currently the taryathostile takeover attempt by defen:
Sun Pharmaceutical Industries, Ltd., a companyrozgd under the law of India, and its affiliatechgmanies (collectively, “Sun”)For twc
years, Sun has sought to control Taro after thégs’ May 2007 merger agreement was met with sharehaldposition and litigation. TI
merger agreement was terminated in May 2008.

2. Sun is seeking to coerce sharehsldéTaro to sell their Taro stock to Sun for asgty inadequate price by means
tender offering statement which has been amended2s/times, and extended as recently as $eigtember but which continues to violate
Williams Act by failing to disclose such obvioustyaterial matters as: (i) a long pattern of seridotations of Food and Drug Administrati
(“FDA”) rules and procedures by Sun’s U.S. subsidi€araco Pharmaceutical Laboratories, Inc. (“Cafpwhich competes with Taro in t
manufacture and sale of generic pharmaceuticélghé seizure by U.S. Marshals of over $20 millmfnCaracos products at the behest of
FDA and the subsequent closure of




Caracos major manufacturing and packaging operationshén Wnited States; (iii) issues raised by Caraceatiirs who charge Sun w
treating independent i(e. nonSun directors) improperly and with failures to resg appropriately to FDA actions; (iv) suits by &
shareholders alleging violations of securities leamsl failures to disclose material facts; (v) aglaoncealed history of unwillingness
inability by Sun and its designees to operate atpfaconformity with applicable United States laavid (vi) press reports of increased scrt
of Taro by the FDA as a result of Sun’s intendesblmement in Taro’s operations, and a plan to mbae manufacturing to India.

3. Upon information and belief, Sun dioates the Board of Caraco, directs the Comparsnter into arrangements on te
highly favorable to Sun and has imposed hundredsiltibns of dollars of obligations on Caraco whdggnificantly diluting Carac® minority
shareholders. Sun has caused Caraco to purchadigcts, raw materials and “research and develognsenvices from Sun on terms that le
handsome profits in Sun but impose staggering deliZaraco. As a result of these and other depoeaby Sun, Carace’gross profit is we
below the industry average and its share pricephasmeted. On September 20, 2009, the chairmaneoindependent committee of Caraco’
Board of Directors resigned, citindguhdamental disagreement with the majority shadnsl, Sun . . . and senior management of Carac
over issues of corporate governance and the fiduoide of independent directors . . .".

4, The revelation of these matters &nd’s failure to disclose them in its current tendetamals are merely the latest step

pattern of material misstatements and omissionSuy in the inception and each step of its ongoimgam to acquire Taro. Unless Su
enjoined, Taro and its shareholders will suffegparable harm, in that shareholders will be
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forced to sell to Sun at an inadequate price dhdf reject Sun’s below-market tender offer antdiretheir Taro shares, they will bétkec
in” as shareholders of a Taro that is dominated @drolled by Sun, which will engage in sdialing transactions with Taro, as it has «
with Caraco, and cause Taro to be subject to batfeased FDA scrutiny because of the Sun affilmtemd control by a management wi
historically would not or could not comply with FD&quirements or protect Taro shareholders whoaddemder their shares.

5. In their effort to take control o&fd, Sun and its affiliates have also misapprogdiand misused confidential informatior
Taro which Sun obtained under a written ConfiddityisAgreement dated February 16, 2007 (the “Coatfidhlity Agreement”providing tha
all such information would be used solely to evedumproposed merger among the parties or théliass.

6. Recognizing that a thriving and fiedfle Taro would make Sum'offer even less attractive to the shareholdedsirereas
the risk that the merger and/or the tender woulddjected, defendants embarked upon a plan andneche frustrate and impede Tago’
continued growth. Defendants wrongfully exploit&@ro’s highly confidential and proprietary business infation to launch repeat
competitive attacks on sales of Taro products énUhited States, to disparage Taro and its manageiaed to tortiously interfere with Ta’
business relationships and commercial opportunitiego has lost and is continuing to lose salastamers, and business opportunities
direct result of defendants’ conduct.

7. Taro here seeks: (i) to enjoin Suméending tender offer unless and until it makdisafiod fair disclosure as required by
Williams Act and the SEC’s rules and regulationsnpulgated thereunder; (i) damages and injunctiliefrarising from defendantsirongful
use and disclosure of Taro’s proprietary, senshiyginess information in violation of the
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Confidentiality Agreement and the common law; ailigiguch other relief as may be appropriate.
THE PARTIES

8. Plaintiff Taro Ltd. develops, manttfares, and markets proprietary and generic pigtgmni and over-the-counter (“OTE”
pharmaceutical products, primarily in the Unitedt8$, Canada, and Israel. Stock of Taro Ltd. ligy traded in the United States.

9. Taro markets its products in thetelhiStates through its subsidiary, plaintiff TarSAJ Taro owns 96.9 % of the equity
Taro USA. Taro USA is principally engaged in thale of prescription and OTC pharmaceutical derlogiwal and oral pharmaceuti
products to wholesalers, large drugstore chainsemedrug distributors, HMOs, mass market outéetd supermarket chains.

10. Taro has established a reputatiomf@nufacturing high quality products and holds p&t®n the manufacture and conter
many pharmaceutical products. Its facilities anodpcts are the subject of inspection and reviewhieyFDA. Taro products are accepted
sold in all leading pharmacy chains in the Unit¢até&s. Taro also manufacturers prescription przducder brand names for other compe
and OTC products under private label packagingn&ional chains.

11. Upon information and belief, defentd@non is an Indian corporation with a principalgdaf business in Mumbai, India. ¢
develops and markets generic pharmaceutical preduist products are sold in the United Statesedsewhere.

12. Upon information and belief, defenidaikaloida Chemical Company Exclusive Group, L{thAlkaloida”) is a Hungaria
company and an indirect subsidiary of Sun.

13. Upon information and belief, defendAditya Acquisition Company, Ltd. (“Aditya”)s an Israeli company controlled
Sun. Aditya was organized solely for the purpose




of entering into the Merger Agreement describeeinezind has no business operations.

14. Upon information and belief, defentd@araco Pharmaceutical Laboratories, Ltd. (“Caiaoa Michigan corporation wi
a principal place of business in Detroit, Michigamd is controlled and directed by Sun. As of Ma3th 2009, Surs beneficial ownership
Caraco stock is 74% (76% including its convertiBbries B Preferred Stock)Caraco develops, manufactures, markets, and distslgener
pharmaceuticals to wholesalers, distributors, dargschains, and managedre providers. Caraco is also a major distribaf@un products
the U.S.

15. In the United States, Caraco compeéiestly with Taro, primarily in two products: Gamazepine tablets and Pheny
capsules. Carbamazepine is an anticonvulsantdteticfor the treatment of psychomotor and grand sedures. Phenytoin is also
anticonvulsant drug. Caraco received FDA apprdéoalCarbamazepine 200 mg tablets on December 75,280 Sun received approval
Phenytoin 100 mg capsules on December 11, 2006 Hes been selling Carbamazepine 200 mg tablate sin or about October 3, 1996
Phenytoin 100mg capsules since on or about Septesn@606. Taro’s products have enjoyed wide aece in the marketplace.

16. Upon information and belief, untietkRDA seized Carace’products and the company suspended manufactopegtions
Caraco comprised Sun’s principal pharmaceuticalufaarturing facility in the United States.

17. Recent actions by the FDA have maddip a long pattern of violations, failed inspecis, failures or refusals to prope

address flaws in manufacturing standards and proesdand failures to correct process and prodhiictriities at Caraco facilities during t
time Caraco was controlled by Sun. As a resuthisf pattern and the distribution by Caraco of
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products with known defects and impurities, the FDAiated unusual and dramatic proceedings, assaltr of which Caraco manufactur
facilities in the United States have been closetiadulterated products seized.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

18. This action arises under Sectionsl}1d(d (e) of the Securities Exchange Act of 198&¢hange Act”),15 U.S.C. 8§ 78n(
and (e), and the rules and regulations promulgttereunder, 17 C.F.R. 8§ 240.14det,seq.; and principles of common law. This Court
subject matter jurisdiction over this matter purgum 28 U.S.C. § 1331, Section 27 of the Exchafge as amended, 15 U.S.C. § 78aa,
the principles of supplemental jurisdiction.

19. Venue in this district is proper puast to Section 27 of the Exchange Act, as amented).S.C. § 78aa, and 28 U.S.(
1391.

20. Venue in this district is also propersuant to Section 8 of the Confidentiality Agresat, which provides in pertinent [
that:
You hereby irrevocably and unconditionally consensubmit to the exclusive jurisdiction of the cisuof
the State of New York and of the United States ofehica, in each case, located in New York Cityha t
State of New York, for any actions, suits or prabiegs arising out of or relating to this letter egment and
the transactions contemplated thereby....

21. Acts and transactions constitutingd an furtherance of, the violations of law allegbdrein have occurred in t
district. These acts and transactions have begiedaut by the means and instrumentalities oérstate commerce and by the use o
United States mail.

22. This action arises out of defendamtsisaction of business within the State of NewkY defendantscommission of tortiot
acts in New York, the breach in New York of contsamade within this State, and defendants’ commissf tortious acts without the State
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causing injury to plaintiffs within the State of NeéYork.

23. Upon information and belief, defenaregularly do and solicit business, engage irrogersistent courses of conduct
derive substantial revenue from goods and senrgiokeswithin the State of New York.

24, Upon information and belief, defendadterive substantial revenue from interstate w@rirational commerce.

25. Defendants expected or should hassorably expected that their acts would have camsexps within the State of N

York.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

THE INDUSTRY

26. The manufacture and sale of pharnta@@yroducts in the United States is subjectdieiesive regulation. In order to se
“new drug”as defined by the FDA, the seller must secure Fppgraval of the product and pass inspection of ghated facility at which it
made. For generic drugs, which are based on prsliaccepted active pharmaceutical ingredientsagle form and strength, the FDA
require a proposed manufacturer to establish thgiroduct is bioequivalent to the brand name prodad that the manufacturing facilities
procedures meet appropriate standards.

27. Drug manufacturers are required teeoke procedures and record keeping mandated byDieand are subject to FL
review and inspection.

28. The reputation and history of a manturer of generic drugs is essential to its abibitgain acceptance by retail chains

wholesale distributors of such products. Similadyality standards are key to the ability to sedomsiness as manufacturers of private
products for these chains.




29. For over fifty years Taro has beegaged in the manufacture and sale of high qualigsgription and noprescriptiol
products in Israel, the United States and elsewhkreolds numerous patents and its processeseguves and facilities have been the su
of extensive product reviews and inspections byRBé&. Taro has received FDA approval for many piaid, its products are widely accey
at all well-known chains and it is a successful ofaaturer of private label products.

SUN'S EFFORTS TO ACQUIRE TARO

30. Beginning in November and Decembédi620n an effort to address serious liquidity isstieat had arisen in its busine
Taro retained the investment banking firm Blackstd& Company (“Blackstone”jo assist it in identifying potential financial strategi
partners willing to acquire some or all of the dansling shares of Taro.

31. Blackstone’s activities included tbkowing:
° Contacting a selected group of 20 potential buyand investors (6 strategic and 14 finar
investors), all of whom signed confidentiality agmeents
° Collecting and preparing extensive due diligendermation to be shared with potential bidc
though a we-based data room, al
° Assisting Tar’s management in giving management presentatioh3 pmtential bidders
32. Many companies were interested iruacgy Taro and a bidding process emerged. Onalgng, 2007, Blackstone s

letters to several potential bidders, including Semuesting that they provide proposals no ldtentlanuary 9, 2007. Five bids were rece
at that time, each of which was conditioned on detign of significant due diligence concerning thgal, financial and regulatory conditior
Taro. Each of these bidders conducted varying




levels of due diligence during the months of Janpenrd February, 2007.

33. Taro recognized that as part of finscess it would be necessary to disclose highbprietary business information
potential buyers, but it took steps to protect mgfathe misuse of confidential information by comitpes. As one step to ensure secrecy
bidding process was referred to by the code namej¢&t Card.” Blackstone directed the collection of due diligemti®rmation concernir
Taro for review by potential bidders under conditioof strict confidentiality. To that end, Blaaksé oversaw the creation of a wease!
“virtual data room”containing, in electronic form, tens of thousandpages of highly sensitive information, includirngyt not limited tc
financial, strategic, cost, pricing, sales and ratirlg, research and development and operationatnrdtion (“Taro Information”).The dat
room was located off-site on a secure server miaigdaby IntraLinks, Inc. (“IntraLinks”)a data processing firm, and was only accessib
authorized persons who possessed access codeassvdopds. Blackstone acted as gatekeeper foualtidigence requests and strictly limi
access to the data room.

34. All bidders seeking access to Taformation were required to first execute a Configdity Agreement.
35. The Confidentiality Agreement prosdan pertinent part, as follows:
1. Confidential Material The term “_Confidential Materidl shall mean all information relating,

directly or indirectly, to the Company and/or itsbsidiaries, affiliates and divisions, or the besis
products, strategies, markets, condition (finanaal other), operations, assets, liabilities, resulif
operations, cash flows and prospects of the Compadyor its subsidiaries, affiliates and divisigwhether
prepared by the Company, its advisors or otherwig@dlh is delivered, disclosed or furnished by or o
behalf of the Company or its Representatives to goyour Representatives, before, on or after thte d
hereof, regardless of the manner in which it i$véeéd, disclosed or furnished....
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2. Use and Disclosure of Confidentialt®tial . You recognize and acknowledge the competitive
value and confidential nature of the Confidentiatitial and the damage that could result to the g2om if
any information contained therein is disclosed tthiad party. You hereby agree that you and your
representatives shall use the Confidential Materialsolely for the purpose of evaluating a Possible
Transaction and for no other purpose, that the Corflential Material will not be used in any way
detrimental to the Company,that the Confidential material will be kept confidial and that you and your
Representatives will not disclose any of the Canfithl material in any manner whatsoever....(emighas
added)

36. Under “ Remedie’ the Confidentiality Agreement provides, amonget things, that Y[Jou also agree to reimburse
Company for all costs incurred by the Company innextion with the enforcement of this letter agreatarising out of the breach of 1
letter agreement by you (including, without limitatt, reasonable legal fees in connection with digation, including any appeal therefrom).”

37. The Taro Information constituted &acrets of plaintiffs and included, among othergs, cost and pricing information
Taro products, customer agreements, rebate agréemeanpublic sales data, product strategies, operatigplahs and propos
transactions. The Taro Information was not knownTaro's competitors, was unavailable from public sourees] provided Taro wi
competitive advantages in the marketplace. Anyarsdisclosure of Taro Information to competitoreuld cause harm to Taro and lea
Taro losing its competitive advantage in the maleste.

A. Access to the Taro Information by Defendant:

38. One of the bidders that responddti¢csolicitations by Blackstone was Sun. On orals@bruary 16, 2007, Sun, on be
of itself and its affiliates, agents, directordjadrs, employees and advisors, executed the Cemtimlity Agreement.

39. Although Caraco was not a party tp @moposed merger or necessary for
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“evaluating a possible transactiomfid was a direct competitor of Taro, arrangemeet®uwnade by Sun for Caraco personnel to have ata
the Taro Information. The Caraco personnel whausgt such access were not limited to persons refigenfor Suns evaluation of
transaction, but included Caraco sales and maxketmnsonnel.

40. According to records maintained byrdhinks, agents of Caraco gained access to tha daim and reviewed Te
Information over 6,500 times between March 2007 Blmdember 2007. Although of only marginal sigréfice for analysis of a possi
transaction, the information obtained by defendamtfuides, but is not limited to: product pricingbate agreements; chargebacks; con
with wholesalers and retail chain customers; cobtgoods sold; costs of materials; distributiorvezs agreements; incentive plans; bids; ¢
and net sales information; sales returns; and salésnarketing budgets and plans.

41. Caraco personnel involved in the fngadue diligence and who directly accessed tha dzom included: Thomas Lark
Director-Marketing; David Risk, Director of BusiredDevelopment; Kaushikkumar (“Kaushik”) Gandhi, &itorManufacturing; Danit
Movens, CEO; Thomas Versosky, Director of Busingsategy; Anand Shah, Marketing Operations Analgsy GP Singh Sachdeva, Se
Vice President of Business Strategy.

B. The Transactions with Sun

42. On May 16, 2007, TasoBoard of Directors met to consider three promosalemed sufficiently substantial and likel
meet Tarcs desire to infuse additional capital into the camp During an extended meeting of the Board eé&ors, Sun submitted a revi:
proposal for the Board of Directors to consider.

43. The Sun proposal contemplated amainpurchase of Taro stock by Sun at a favorabieepto Sun, to be followed by
complete merger. It was proposed that Taro beisedjby Sun and become a subsidiary of Alkaloidahally-owned, Hungarian subsidiary
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of Sun.

44, Sun was represented in large measutese discussions and related due diligencedrgacd personnel, acting purporte
as agents of Sun. Caraco was, and is, a vigoraupetitor of Taro in the U.S. generic pharmaceuticatket.

45, The Board of Directors authorized dr'sarmanagement to pursue negotiations with Sun, tith condition that &
transactions and agreements would be subject toreshigovernmental and regulatory approvals, amiayal by the Board of Directors.

46. Eventually, it was agreed that:

() A merger agreement would be executed batwisro and Suis’ designee, subject to shareholder approval by
shareholders, pursuant to which Sun would acqliie aard’s outstanding shares in exchange for $7.75 in casl

(i) Sun would purchase, at or about the time of cotitrgc$45,000,000 worth of Taro stock at $6 perraf

47. In addition, Sun insisted upon remgjvan option from certain members of the Levitinfiy (which had founded ai
developed the company), exercisable upon certainsteand conditions in the event the merger wasoosummated, to acquire, for $7.75
share, various key stockholdings held by the Léaittily which accounted for approximately 43% o tompanys voting power. Sun secul
a similar option from Daniel Moros to acquire sto@presenting approximately 2% of the companybting power at $7.75 per sh
(collectively, the “Optionors”).The Optionors would not grant Sun those rights aithassurances of protection and fair treatmemh®fthe
shareholders of the company which their familied frainded and built. Specifically, it was agrekdttif the merger agreement was termin
and
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Sun exercised its option to acquire the shares hglthe Optionors, Sun would commence a tender @febject to applicable laws ¢
regulations) to all remaining shareholders givingnh the opportunity to sell shares at $7.75 peresbiato continue to hold Taro stock.

48. On May 18, 2007 Taro’s Board of Dioes voted unanimously to adopt resolutions, imaléx: (i) approving, adopting al
authorizing in all respects the proposed agreemnterger and the transactions contemplated theaty (i) approving the purchase by !
of 7,500,000 Taro Ordinary Shares, at a price paresof $6.00, and ay&ar warrant to purchase an additional 7,500,000 Tadinary Share
and (iii) determining that the proposed agreeménmherger and the transactions contemplated thewedrg advisable, fair to and in the t
interests of Taro and its shareholders.

49. On May 18, 2007 the following agreetsenere executed :

Merger Agreement Pursuant to the Merger Agreement between Tar&aldida and Aditya , Aditya
would merge with and into Taro, with Taro becomingholly-owned subsidiary of Alkaloida.

Share Purchase Agreemeritaro and Alkaloida entered into a Share Purcihageement (“SPA”) pursuant
to which Sun (through Alkaloida) purchased 7.5 imillshares for $6.00/share ($45,000,000), plusraana
for an additional 7.5 million shares (the “Warrgnt”

Taro Development Corp. Merger Agreemenffaro Development Corp (“TDC”) is a private compa
controlled by Barrie Levitt and members of his fgmiDC, directly or through subsidiaries, holdg:2,600
Founders’ Shares of Taro, (ii) 50% of the votingargs and 3.1% of the equity of Taro U.S.A. and
(i) 2,333,971 Ordinary Shares of Taro. Under TeC Merger Agreement among Sun, Sun Development
Corporation |, TDC, Barrie Levitt and Daniel Morc&n Development Corporation | would merge with and
into TDC.

Voting AgreementsBarrie Levitt, Daniel Moros, Tal Levitt, TDC, anddvley and Company, Inc., a private
company controlled by Barrie Levitt and owned by [‘Morley”), entered into voting agreements with
Sun whereby they agreed to vote all of their Taro
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shares in favor of the merger agreement. In audithe Levitts and Moros entered into voting agreets
with Sun whereby they agreed to vote all of theares of TDC in favor of the TDC merger agreement.

Option Agreement Barrie Levitt, Tal Levitt, Jacob Levitt, Dani®oros and TDC granted Sun the option
to acquire certain shares of Taro at $7.75/shavelldithe Merger Agreement not be consummated. Upon
exercise of the options, Sun agreed to promptlyroente a tender offer (subject to applicable lawg an
regulations) in order to provide the remaining shafders the right (but not the obligation) to dakir
shares to Sun for $7.75/share.

50. Section 8.2 of the Merger Agreememviged for the continued effectiveness of the @eritiality Agreement and
survival in the event of a termination of the Marggreement, as follows:

[T]he Confidentiality Agreement shall survive thermination of this Agreement and shall remain it fu
force and effect in accordance with its terms.

51. In addition to the undertakings setH in the Confidentiality Agreement and the Merdgreement, defendants separe
and specifically confirmed that they were prohiBitey law from the use or disclosure of the Tarotnfation for any purposes other t
evaluating a transaction. On or about May 22, 2@ilip Shanghvi of Sun forwarded to Barrie Levitt Taro a memorandum prepared
Sun’s counsel, Shearman & Sterling LLP (“Shearmaife Shearman memorandum stated, among othgstfémphasis added):

A discrete Sun/Caraco integration team, can loatoat information for Taro’s packing materials amhual
consumption and also for the non-competing bullviigts....Taro can make a presentation to therdisec
Sun/Caraco integration team....that presentationldmot include current or future product-speciacing

or product-specific cost information nor shouldinclude discussion regarding non-public information
pertaining to Taro’s pipeline, R&D or potential grect launches....

All of the above information that the discrete Stenfaco team receives from Taro should be usedysilel
the purpose of
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evaluating and planning the implementation of ffaagdaction, and not for any commercial or comptiti
purpose. Further, the information received by téeem should not be disclosed to others within the t
companies who could use such information for anyp@se other than integration planning (e.g., itutho
not be given to the VP, sales or VP, R&D).

52. That memo was forwarded with the psgand intent of communicating defendaiggal obligation and commitment
limit access and use regarding the Taro Informatibafendants intended plaintiffs to believe thah SCaraco and their agents would cor
with the guidelines set forth by their counsel.rdfaelied on defendants’epresentations, as well as the Confidentiality ekgnent, b
continuing to permit defendants access to the Trdosmation.

THE MERGER WITH SUN IS NOT APPROVED

AND LITIGATION ENSUES

53. The proposed merger was greeted hvaistility by Taro shareholders and was never apgaov

54. Franklin Advisors, Inc. and TempletAsset Management, Ltd. (collectively, “Templetanne of the largest minori
shareholders of Taro, brought suit in Israel segkinenjoin the approval of the Merger and to iidete the issuance of shares to Sun, arg
inter alia, that the proposed transaction was oppressivarority shareholders (the “Templeton Suit”).

55. A temporary injunction was not issuand on May 21, 2007 and May 30, 2007, pursuatiteé Share Purchase Agreem
Taro issued to Sun, and Sun purchased from Taahof 6,787,500 Ordinary Shares for an aggregate of $40.725 million (Taro havi
decreased Sun'’s share purchase by 9.5 % in coanegtih the Templeton Suit).

56. On or about August 2, 2007, Sun plytexercised the Warrant by purchasing an
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additional 3,000,000 Taro Ordinary Shares for $08,000.

57. A meeting of shareholders schedutedlfily 23 was postponed to September 25, 200tdthee failure to obtain sufficie
shareholder support for the transaction and uriogytareated by the Templeton suits, which includeghotion to enjoin the meeting that
denied by the Israel Supreme Court shortly befoeenteeting.

58. On August 16, 2007, Taro announced the proposed September shareholdexstting would be adjourned pending
receipt of updated financial information, which antber of shareholders had requested in conjunetitntheir consideration of the propo:
merger.

59. On May 28, 2008, Taro exercisedightrto terminate the Merger Agreement.

60. As a result of the termination of tilerger Agreement, each of the Voting Agreements ttie TDC Merger Agreeme
expired or terminated in accordance with their eetipe terms.

61. On May 28, 2008 Taro and the directeho were not members of the Levitt and Moros fasi(the “Outside Director$”
filed an action with the Tel Aviv District Courtsking a declaratory ruling that, should Sun attetagturchase shares of Taro that would c
it to hold more then 45% of the voting rights ofrddincluding through the Option Agreement and Temder Offer), it must comply with t
Special Tender Offer rules under Israeli law, whach meant to protect minority shareholders.

62. On June 25, 2008, Sun purported trase the options to acquire the Levitt and Mosbares which allegedly beca

operative upon termination of the Merger Agreemant publicly announced its intention to make agtitar” tender offer (and not the Spe:
Tender Offer, as required under Israeli law). Theitt and Moros families challenged the right @inS
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to exercise the option. Taro and the Outside Dorscfiled a motion for a temporary injunction imet District Court of Tel Aviv, Israel
prevent Sun from pursuing the tender offer andeh®rcement of the Option Agreement. The motiors wanied by the Tel Aviv Distri
Court, but a stay was granted by the Supreme @dustael in connection with the appeal from thetbct Court determination. The appe:
pending and the stay remains in place.

63. On June 25, 2008, Sun, Alkaloida aedain Sun affiliates filed suit against (i) Taits board of directors and cert
affiliates in the Supreme Court of the State of Néerk, County of New York, alleging claims for “fsdulent inducementind breach «
contract against Taro and its directors with respeche Merger Agreement, and (ii) the Levitt aMdros families relating to the Opti
Agreement. The suit asks, intelia , for an order declaring that the Merger Agreemeas improperly terminated by Taro and for an ¢
preventing the Levitt and Moros families from tagiany actions inconsistent with their alleged dditigns under the Option Agreement.

SUN ATTACKS TARO THROUGH USE OF

CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

64. In addition to relying on misleadiagd omissive tender offer materials as describedimewithout revealing the fac
concerning Caraco, and rather than seek to perstaaeshareholders of the soundness of the dethlemsconstituted or improving its tert
Sun set out to make Taro appear less valuablestehiareholders. In order to effectuate that pgm and Caraco began to use the
Information and otherwise engage in conduct desigaémpact negatively on Taro.

A. Defendants Launch Their Attack On Taro By Improper Actions Designed To Divert Taro Customers

65. Although Sun was attempting to acgiaro and its sales base, and it was sound miagkieti Caraco to devote its efforts
customers of other companies with larger market

-17-




shares, Caraco began to use the Taro Informatitarget Taro’s customers.

66. Contrary to Susm’commitments to limit the use of Taro Informatimnevaluating a proposed transaction, and in ¢
derogation of the Shearman memorandum which itdmaamitted to observe, Sun gave Caracsdles and marketing personnel access tc
Information.

67. Armed with knowledge of Taro’s cosgsjcing, marketing and other data, Caraco begadirect attack on Targ’
Carbamazepine and Phenytoin business, customernahet share. For example:

1. Phenytoin

68. Taro had a lortgrm relationship with the Duane Reade chain aodiged Duane Reade with Phenytoin 100 mg cap:
pursuant to a written agreement, after Taro receRM2A approval in September 2006. Caraco recein2d &pproval for its Phenytoin 100 t
capsules on December 11, 2006. Upon informatiahbetief, Caraco gained access to Tarmntracts with Duane Reade in the data roor
was able to view Taro’s prices, rebates and othegritives with Duane Reade regarding Phenytd@raraco sought to divert TasPhenytoi
business from Duane Reade in October 2007, whileCdnfidentiality Agreement still was in full foreand effect. In the first quarter of 20
Taro lost its entire Phenytoin business with DuReade to Caraco.

69. Business losses continued followiraga€os due diligence review. Taro lost its Phenytoisibass with Drugs Unlimite
and Caremark (CVS) in the fourth quarter of 200Y.the first quarter of 2008, Taro lost the Phemytdusiness at Aubu
Pharmaceuticals. Upon information and belief,dhles to Drugs Unlimited, CVS and Auburn lost byoraere taken by Caraco as a resul
its use of confidential information.
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70. Using the Taro Information, Caractematpted to take Phenytoin sales from Taro with majbolesalers as well. Thus,
December 2007 Caraco bid against Taro with McKes3mporation, one of the largest wholesale distdtsiof pharmaceuticals in the Uni
States. Caraco launched challenges with anothugr distributor, ANDA Inc., in January 2008. Alsoearly 2008, Kinray, a major distribut
demoted Taro’s Phenytoin from a primary, or prefdyrgeneric to a secondary listing in its promatioRrior to Caracg’ bids, McKesso
ANDA and Kinray enjoyed long-standing contractughtionships with Taro.

2. Carbamazepine

71. Plaintiffs have manufactured and ritisted Carbamazepine throughout the United Statese October 1996. Car:
received FDA approval for Carbamazepine 200 mgetaih December 2005, but had never mounted ausedballenge to Tars’customel
and distributors for that product. However, aftenducting due diligence and accessing the Tamrrmdtion, Caraco took the Carbamaze
200 mg tablet business from Taro at CVS, AlberstbtisB, RDC and Henry Schein. Caraco also submlitdd in an attempt to dislodge T
at Cardinal Health, Medassets and Morris Dicksartife 200 mg Carbamazepine product.

3. Caraco’s Access to Taro Information Lads to Subsequent Price Challenges
72. Set forth in the following table atee specific instances of attacks of which plafstiéire currently aware, launched

Caraco against Taro following Caraco’s access to T#ormation in the IntraLinks data room:
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Taro Customer Product Taro Reviewer Dates Date of Caraco
Information Information Price Challenge
Reviewed Reviewed
HEB Carbamazepin Rebate Agreemen [Thomas Versosk 5/03/07- 5/08/07
(Dir.-Business 5/04/07
Strategy); Daniel
[Movens (CEO); Anangl
Shah
NHMC Carbamazepin 6/05/07
PACT Phenytoin 6/07/07
Omnicare Carbamazepin 6/19/07
\Walgreens Carbamazepin Service Level Details |Daniel Movens 4/21/07— 7/16/07
Rebate Agreements; |Thomas Versosky; |4/24/07
[IMarket Share Alliance|Anand Shah 5/03/07-
Program Agreemen 5/04-07
Dakota Druc Carbamazepin North Dakota and Sou|David Risk (Dir- 4/18/07; 5/25/0° 8/28/07
Dakota Licensing Business
Agreements Development); Thom4
ersosky; Daniel
Movens
Cardinal Healtt Carbamazepin Inventory Morgue David Risk; GP Singl |3/23/07; 9/04/07
Reports; Wholesaler [Sachdeva (Sr. V.P.- [3/25/07;
Gross-to-Net Data by |Business Strategy); [3/30/07; 4/13/07;
Molecule Reports; Daniel Movens; 4/21/07 —
holesaler Sales, homas Versosky; |4/26/07,;
Chargebacks, and nand Shah; Thomag5/17/07
Returns Reports; Larkin (Dir.- 8/14/07
Chargeback Detail Marketing)
Reports; Service Leve
Detail Reports;
holesale Service
greements; Generic
lliance Pricing
greements;
Promotional
Merchandising
Allowance Agreement
Premier Group Phenytoin Distribution Services |Thomas Versosky; [5/03/07 — 9/27/07

Agreements; Rebate
Agreements

Shah

Daniel Movens; Anan|5/04/07
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Reports; Wholesaler

Gross-to-Net Data by |[Movens; Thomas

Molecule Reports;
holesaler Sales,
Chargebacks; and
Returns Reports;
Chargeback Detail
Reports; Service Leve
Detail Reports; Buying
erms for Suppliers of
Private Level OTC
greements;
Collaborative Planning
Forecasting, and
Replenishment

greements;

Sachdeva; Daniel

Versosky; Anand Shaj
[Thomas Larkin

4/21/07

8/14/07

3/30/07; 4/13/07;

4/26/07; 5/17/07;

Taro Customer Product Taro Reviewer Dates Date of Caraco
Information Information Price Challenge
Reviewed Reviewed
Duane Read Phenytoin 10/12/07
IMcKesson Carbamazepine Inventory Morgue David Risk; GP Singh|3/23/07; 3/25/07; 10/24/07
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Taro Customer

Product

Taro
Information
Reviewed

Reviewer

Dates

Information
Reviewed

Date of Caraco
Price Challenge

IMcKesson

Phenytoin

Inventory Morgue
Reports; Wholesaler

[Molecule Reports;
\Wholesaler Sales,
Chargebacks; and
Returns Reports;
Chargeback Detail
Reports; Service Leve
Detail Reports; Buying
Terms for Suppliers of
Private Level OTC
Agreements;
Collaborative Planning
Forecasting, and
Replenishment
Agreements; Core
Distribution
Agreements;
Redistribution Center
Agreements

David Risk; GP Sing|
Sachdeva; Daniel

Gross-to-Net Data by |[Movens; Thomas

Versosky; Anand Shaj
[Thomas Larkin

3/23/07

4/21/07

8/14/07

; 3/25/07

3/30/07; 4/13/07;

4/26/07; 5/17/07;

11/02/07

IMedasset:

Carbamazepin

11/07/07

IMcKesson

Phenytoin

Inventory Morgue
Reports; Wholesaler

Molecule Reports;
holesaler Sales,
Chargebacks; and
Returns Reports;
Chargeback Detail
Reports; Service Leve
Detail Reports; Buying
erms for Suppliers of
Private Level OTC
greements;
Collaborative Planning
Forecasting, and
Replenishment

David Risk; GP Singh
Sachdeva; Daniel

Gross-to-Net Data by |[Movens; Thomas

Versosky; Anand Sha|
[Thomas Larkin

4/21/07

8/14/07

3/23/07; 3/25/07;
3/30/07; 4/13/07;

4/26/07; 5/17/07,;

12/07/07
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Taro Customer Product Taro Reviewer Dates Date of Caraco
Information Information Price Challenge
Reviewed Reviewed
ANDA Phenytoin Rebate Agreement | Thomas Versosky 5/03/07- 1/04/08
Profit Alliance Daniel Movens; 5/04/07
Agreement: Anand Shat
ANDA Phenytoin Rebate Agreements| Thomas Versosky; | 5/03/07- 1/25/08
Profit Alliance Daniel Movens; 5/04/07
Agreement: Anand Shat
B. Defendants Further Undermine Tarc's Value By Use Of Taro Confidential Information ToBlock And Interfere With
Material Transactions
73. In the course of the due diligencéaw, defendants became aware that Taro intendestltdts Irish facility, which we

hemorrhaging money at the rate of $ 800,000 pertmdefendants also learned that Taro had reachedj@ement in principle with a grc
of investors to buy the facility. The terms upohieh Taro was considering a sale were strictly iarftial and had not been disclosed tc
public. Defendants advised Taro that they objettetthe sale and insisted that Taro retain thdifiaciWhen Taro refused to abandon the ¢
Sun went public with its objections.

74. On June 5, 2008 Sun used informdtibad obtained under the Confidentiality Agreemamd issued a press release st
that the proposed sale “significantly undervalueel lrish operations” and questioned Taraiotives in pursuing a sale. Sun threatenedd
Taro’s directors for breach of fiduciary duty awodbtify any potential buyers of Sun’s intentioh®gld any sale proceed.

75. Sun was not finished. On June 2982@un issued another a press release callingalflee“unseemly,’accusing Taro
“mishandling” the Irish assets, criticizing the
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treatment of Taro Ireland in Taro’s financial stagnts, and charging Taro management with confbi€tmterest and “entrenchment.”Sur
explicitly threatened to sue any potential buyethef Irish assets.

76. Sun repeated its statements regartliaglrish facility in Surs Tender Offer dated June 30, 2008 and in an aff
submitted to an Israeli court in September 2008 s described below.

77. Surs public statements had the purpose and effechiing the market and driving away bidders for thish assets at
time when Taro needed to complete a sale to stegatfses from the facility. As a direct conseqeeat Suns actions, the investor grc
abandoned the transaction and potential buyersoeatga out of concern that Sun would kill the desak the buyers, or insist upon a hig
price than the market could bear.

78. In addition, Sun’s statements weterided to portray Tare’'management as at best incompetent, or at waisomiest ar
self-dealing, in trying to unload a purportedly valuakleset for inadequate consideration. As a rethdt,Irish operations have not b
sold. Plaintiffs have sustained both the lost galfithe transaction and continuing losses fromutigrofitable Irish facilities.

C. Defendants Use Confidential Taro Information to Entance Their Tender Offer for Taro Ltd. 's Shares

79. As more particularly described bel@mn, June 30, 2008, Alkaloida commenced a tender dffr all outstanding ordina
shares of Taro Ltd. at a purchase price of $7.%5share. In connection with the tender offer, Adkda and Sun filed a Statement ur
Section 14(d) (1) and 13(e)(1) of the Securitiestzxge Act of 1934 (the “Sun 14(d)"). In Annextéthe Sun 14(d), Sun disclosed Taro’
weekly and cumulative gross sales figures in thaddrStates and Canada for certain periods in 20@72008. In so doing, Sun explicitly
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acknowledged that Taro had provided the sales ‘patguant to the terms of’ the Merger Agreemeniin’S use and disclosure of this T
Information was prohibited by the Confidentialitg#eement and was not authorized by Taro.

80. The Sun 14(d) repeated and reiteratedearlier statements concerning the sale of Iltfigh operations, asserti
that ” () such a sale would be a mishandling of assetdhbyCompany, (ii) the terms of the proposed saleewafavorable to the Compa
(iii) the Company had not undertaken a robust aadsparent sale process, particularly in lighthef fact that one of the proposed buyers
close to the Company’s senior management, andh@/gircumstances of the sale demonstrated comtiaogenchment by the Levitt family.”

81. Upon information and belief, Ssirgurpose in breaching the Confidentiality Agreetramd publishing confidential Te
Information was to portray Taro as a sick and rigilcompany whose sales trends were heading in tbiegadirection, thereby enhancing
apparent value of its offer to purchase Taro shme$ 7.75 per share. Sun deliberately omittedlftict that Taro had carefully feeused it
business plan on increasing net sales, not gross, sthereby strengthening, not weakening, the Gmyp profitability and financi:
condition. Indeed, Taro’s operations had improdeamatically between May 2007 and June 2008. Neghlass, Sus 14(d) continued tl
drumbeat of false assertions that Taro’s managemasientrenched, incompetent and/or self-dealing.

REVELATION OF CARACOQ'’S SYSTEMATIC VIOLATIONS
OF FDA SAFETY STANDARDS WHILE CONTROLLED BY
SUN LEAD TO EXTRAORDINARY ACTIONS BY THE FDA

AGAINST CARACO IN THE SUMMER OF 2009

82. The manufacture of pharmaceuticaldpeots in the United States is governed by, amorgerothings, Current Go
Manufacturing Practice (“cGMPfegulations enforced by the FDA. cGMP s mandatger design, monitoring, and control of manufacty
processes and




facilities. Adherence to the cGMP regulations assuhe identity, strength, quality, and puritydofig products by requiring that manufactu
of medications adequately control manufacturing ratiens. This includes establishing strong qualimnagement systems, obtair
appropriate quality raw materials, establishingusiboperating procedures, detecting and investigapiroduct quality deviations, &
maintaining reliable testing laboratories. Thistsyn of controls, if adequately put into practicelps to prevent instances of contamina
deviations, failures, and errors, and assuresdihet products meet quality standards before theysald to consumers who would be subje
serious health hazards if non-conforming produasevdistributed.

83. The FDA regularly inspects pharmaicalitmanufacturing facilities worldwide to evaluat@ether the company is followi
cGMP regulations. The FDA also relies upon repoffgotentially defective drug products from the fiiland the industry. The FDA will oft
use these reports to identify sites for which apéction or investigation is needed.

84. The consequences of violations of éG&Man be severe. The FDA can seek injunctivef retiseizure of adulterated &
defective drugs to address cGMP violations. Balzige and injunction cases often lead to courerdhat require companies to t
immediate steps to correct cGMP violations, suchigsg outside experts, writing new procedures] aanducting extensive training of tr
employees. Other federal agencies may take the §Beétion into account when considering the awarcbafracts. Additionally, the FDA m
withhold approval of requests for export certifestor approval of pending new drug applicatiorts thre violations are corrected.

85. Unlike Taro, Caraco did not and cotlsedoes not have a history of quality manufactgrand operations. As reflected ir
October 31, 2008 Warning Letter (the
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“Warning Letter”) to Caraco from the FDA, while Sun was in negotiatiwith Taro, Caraco received reports of produclufas at it
manufacturing facilities and a pattern of violasagoing back to at least 2005. The Warning Le##ects this multiyear pattern of violatiot
and product impurities or other defects which Sod #s Caraco management could not or would notesddin accordance with adeqt
standards and requirements.

86. The FDA Warning Letter to Caraco arasit of inspections conducted at the Caraco matwfag facilities in Detroi
Michigan in May and June of 2008. That inspectienealed serious and systemic compliance problerdsvalations of cGMP, many
which had been identified by the FDA as early a8528nd 2006, but as to which appropriate corredistion was never taken by Caraci
Sun, which controlled Caraco.

87. According to the FDA Warning Lettére inspectionsrévealed significant deviations from cGMP regulasidor Finishe
Pharmaceuticals....”

These CGMP deviations cause the drug products eamgufactured at your facility to be adulteratethini

the meaning of Section 501(a)(2)(B) [21 U.S.C. §(&}2)(B)] of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act (the Act) in that the manufacture, processiagd holding of drugs does not conform with CGMP to
assure that such drugs meet the requirements dfdhas to safety, and have the identity and stteagd
meet the quality and purity characteristics thaf/thurport or are represented to possess.

88. The FDA further observed that:
[W]e have serious concerns regarding: a) your firms compliance history including several past
inspections that documented significant CGMP defi@ncies, b) the serious nature of the observed
violations, c) your plans for expansion under thesgiolative conditions, and d) the risk to consumers
associated with the CGMP deviations involving potetial product contamination . (emphasis added)

89. Among the specific violations docuneehby the FDA in the Warning Letter were the faling:
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90.

eCaraco failed to fully investigate metal scrapiagsl foreign matter in compressed Metformin HCI ésyl
1000 mg; this was a repeat violation of the 20@R& and March 2008 inspections.

eCaraco failed to maintain equipment at appropiiiatiervals to prevent malfunctions or contaminatibat
would alter the safety, identity, strength, qualiy purity of the drug product; this was a repaagervation
of the 2005 inspection.

eCaraco failed to track incident reports to enshed tequired actions are completed and implemettités;
was a repeat violation of the 2006 and March 208Bections.

eCaraco has not established procedures to assutectimaponents are not contaminated during the
dispensing procedure.

eCaraco failed to fully investigate the contaminatiof Tramadol HCI, 50 mg tablets and Metoprolol
Tartrate USP, 50 mg tablets. Caraco placed thegsfigations into a low priority status, withouolisting
the source of the contamination, and continuedaséhg drug products from the same time period iickvh
the two cross-contaminated lots were processed.

eCaraco failed to conduct investigations in a timelgnner and to extend the investigations to otheg d
products that may have been impacted by the saiheefg while investigations of confirmed cross-
contamination were ongoing.

eCaraco’s Quality Control Unit (QCU) failed to proe adequate oversight and ensure procedures are
followed, and failed to review and approve all dpugduct production and control records to deteemin
compliance with all established, approved writteocpdures before a batch is released or distributed

The FDA letter concluded:

The issues and violations cited in this letterrmykintended to be an dliclusive statement of violations that
exist at your facility.....Failure to promptly correct these violations nmagult in legal action without further
notice, including, without limitation, seizure aimgunction. Other federal agencies may take thisriy
Letter into account when considering the awardasftiacts. Additionally, FDA may withhold approval o
requests for export certificates, or approval ohgieg new drug applications listing-your facilitys &
manufacturer until the above violations are cogdc{emphasis added)
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THE 2009 ACTIONS BY THE FDA

91. The dire consequences predicted @A in its October 31, 2008 Warning Letter soame to pass. On March 31, 2
Caraco issued a recall of all tablets of DigoxirgR) 0.125 mg, and Digoxin, USP, 0.25 mg, distridyggor to March 31, 2009. The tabl
were recalled because they differed in size ancetbee could have more or less of the active inigmretd digoxin. Digoxin is a drug prodt
used to treat heart failure and abnormal hearhrhgt The existence of a higher than labeled dopages a risk of digoxin toxicity in patie
with renal failure. Digoxin toxicity can cause naasvomiting, dizziness, low blood pressure, cardstability, and bradycardia. Death
also result from excessive digoxin intake. A lowikan labeled dose may pose a risk of lack of efficpotentially resulting in cardi
instability.

92. On April 17, 2009, Caraco initiatedeaall of Clonazepam and Metoprolol Tartrate teblecause some of the tablets \
oversized or undersized, resulting in patientsraectiving the expected dose.

93. On June 25, 2009, the United Stailesl fsuit against Caraco, seeking an order of seiamith respect to albrugs
manufactured by Caraco, including Hydrocodone, Baarate, Gemfibrozil, Nimodipine, Oxycodone, andrRethazine. The Governm
alleged:

All of the articles of drug are adulterated wHileld for sale, ... in that methods used in, and ifeesl and
controls used for, their manufacture, processiagkmg, and/or holding do not conform to and arerafed
and administered in conformity with current good nufacturing practice (GMP) requirements for
drugs....Thus, there is no assurance that the dregs the safety requirements of the [Federal FoadgD
and Cosmetic] Act and have the identity and stignghd meet the quality and purity characteristidsch
they purport and are represented to possess.

94. U.S. Marshals seized approximateBOdmillion of products and raw materials from CaraShortly after the raid, Care
ceased all manufacturing operations and cut itkwor
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force in half. At the same time, Caraco annourtbattlJPMorgan Chase Bank, N.A. had terminatedli@sillion line of credit.

95. Sun’s actions prompted the resigmatom September 20, 2009, of the chairman of tdepandent committee of Carago’
board of directors, citing “fundamental disagreetaemith the majority shareholder, Sun...and senionagament of Caracoaver issues ¢
corporate governance and the fiduciary role of jreshelent directors.” The director criticizedrfanagement’s and the majority shareholder
absolute refusal to permit a focused independesk bt corporate governance matters to determirieef contributed to the events leading
to the FDA seizureln my view, what might be learned from such an eiser would provide an opportunity to esaluate and correct,
appropriate, corporate governance going forwardHerenefit of all shareholders of the Company.”

PRESS REPORTS OF AN IMPACT ON TARO DUE TO

POSSIBLE AFFILIATION WITH SUN

96. According to press accounts, follogvihe reports and investigations described abéneFDA has requested information
Sun’s attempt to acquire Taro. In late August, 2@@2ording to this press report, the FDA planreedeind inspectors to Tasoplant in Han‘c
Israel, to review quality control procedures anemsure that Sun has no involvement with or cordfdlaro’s manufacturing processes.
same press accounts questioned Simtentions following consummation of the proposstier offer, with industry sources reporting tivéth
the closing of Caraco’s plants in the United Stas plans to move Taro’s production lines to &ndun has denied the reports.

CARACO’'S SHAREHOLDERS CHARGE CARACO AND ITS

MANAGEMENT WITH SECURITIES FRAUD

97. In July 2009, lawsuits were filed behalf of Caraco’s shareholders against CaracojeD&h Movens (Caracg’ Chie
Executive Officer) and Mukul Rathi (Chief Financial
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Officer of Caraco) in the United States Districtuttofor the Eastern District of Michigan. The acts allege, among other things, that
defendants committed securities fraud in violatdrSection 10(b) of the Exchange Act by concealimgl failing to disclose its system:
failure to comply with FDA regulations. Specifitalthe class action complaints allege that Campoéss releases and publicly filed report
SEC Forms 10-Q, 10-K and 8-K were false and mistepecause:

Defendants failed to disclose or indicate ... (1)ttbhk@e Company failed to meet the FDA's CGMP
requirements; (2) that the Company failed to takerective measures in order to have its manufagguri
facilities comply with the FDA's CGMP requirement§3) that the Company failed to remedy repeat
violations of FDA regulations previously observendadocumented by the FDA; (4) that the foregoing
significantly jeopardized the Company'’s abilitygain FDA approval of pending new drug applicaticensgl

(5) as a result of the above, the Company woule havecall certain products.

THE TENDER

98. As set forth above, on June 30, 280iB&loida commenced a tender offer for all outsliag ordinary shares of Taro Ltd. ¢
purchase price of $7.75 per share. In connectitim tive tender offer, Alkaloida and Sun filed at8taent under Section 14(d) (1) and 13(¢
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (the “Sd(d)").

99. The Sun 14(d) touted Sun as “an ivaonal, integrated, specialty pharmaceutical camyp... It manufactures and mark
a large basket of bulk drugs (Active Pharmaceutiogtedients) and pharmaceutical formulations ated generics as well as generic

India, the U.S. and several other markets acrosswibrld. In India, Sun is a leader in the nicherdpg areas of psychiatry, neurolc
cardiology, diabetology, gastroenterology and guttics.”

100. Under the heading “Purpose of the IQfféans for the Company,” the Sun 14(d)
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purported to disclose Sun'’s intentions for Tardodisws:

Following expiration of the Offer and consummatufrthe Option Agreement, ... Purchaser believesithat
will be able to control the outcome of most actidingt require approval by a majority of the shateérs.
Purchaser intends to conduct a detailed reviewhef@ompany’s business, operations, capitalizatiwh a
management and consider and determine what, if ahgnges would be desirable in light of the
circumstances which then exist. It is expected, timéially following the consummation of the Offethe
business and operations of the Company will, exespset forth in this Offer to Purchase, be comtihu
substantially as they are currently being conductledt Purchaser reserves the right to make anygasan
that Purchaser deems necessary, appropriate orewi@m to optimize exploitation of the Company’s
potential, including, among other things, changeshie Company’s business, corporate structuretssse
properties, marketing strategies, capitalizatiarspnnel or dividend policy and changes to the Gomis
Articles of Association. In order to effectuate Buchanges, Purchaser may also seek a change in the
Company’s management or Board of Directors.

Except as indicated in this Offer to Purchase, Paser does not have any current plans or propodath

relate to or would result in (i) any extraordindrgnsaction, such as a merger, reorganizationgardation

of the Company or any of its subsidiaries, (ii) gnychase, sale or transfer of a material amouasséts of
the Company or any of its subsidiarieqiii) any material change in the present dividepalicy, or

indebtedness or capitalization of the Companyiwrapy other material change in the Company’s omafe
structure or business.

(emphasis added)

101. On July 10, 2008, Taro filed its fot#D-9, recommending that Taro shareholders refeciender Offer. Taro’s 14Dse
forth certain of the reasons the Board of Taro tated that the Sun offer was unfair to shareholdacduding:

. Sun's offer is absurdly low: Sur's $7.75 tender price is substantially below theemirmarket price of Ta’'s
shares, and even further below 's proposed increased merger price of $1(
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Sun’'s offer is unfair : Sur’'s tender price is far below the prices Sun recedly to purchase Taro shares from i
minority shareholders in privately negotiated tei®ons;

Sun’'s offer is financially inadequate: Before the Board acted to terminate the MerggreAment, the Boal
determined that, based on a number of factorsydiad) Taro’s operational and financial turnarouthe, future value
that Taro expects to achieve from the changes nmatiebusiness model, the value in Taro’s new pobgbipeline
and the advice received from Merrill Lynch basedlaro’s most recent projections at the time, Spnéposed
$10.25 increased price was inadequate from a finbpoint of view;

Sun’s offer is unilateral : Before the Board acted to terminate the Merggre&ment, Sun repeatedly rebuffed our
attempts to engage in meaningful price negotiatiitls the Company or its financial adviso

Sun's offer is coercive in at least three respec:

. First, Sur's proposal to increase the merger price to $10&6agnditioned on Ta's agreeing to eliminai
certain additional voting requirements that protatority shareholders, and that the Company’slsra
counsel advised the Board were required by Istawlin order to approve the merg

. Second, SU's offer is designed to stampede shareholdersemidering their shares, at a price below
current market price, so that they won’t end umasority shareholders in a Swontrolled company, by n
providing for a second-step transaction at a fagepin which Sun would acquire any shares not¢esd
and purchased in the tender offer;

. Third, Sun admits that its offer is being made&¥$ in order to force the Levitt and Moros fanslie sell
their shares at this now unfair and “low-ball” gripursuant to an option agreement the familiesedtato
with Sun at the time the merger agreement was diguer a year ago. This is nothing more than abtat
attempt to gain control of Taro without paying & faice to the shareholdetr

Sun’'s offer is illegal: The Company has been advised by its Israelisguthat Su’'s offer is required to, but do
not, comply with the “special tender offer” rulesder Israeli law that provide important protectidmsninority
shareholders and that, therefore, Sun’s offetagdl. The Company has also been advised byraslicounsel that
the“trus” described in SU's offer to purchase will NOT remedy the illegalitfySur’s offer;

Sun’s offer is not the best the Company can d: Since the Board acted to terminate the Mergeefgent, the
Company and its advisors have t
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preliminary discussions with, and received expmssif interest from, other parties potentiallyenested in enterit
into strategic transactions with the Company, idilg purchasing the entire Company or making arstwent i
the Company.... The Board is not opposed to a dalbeoCompany, but, given the dramatic turnaround aro’s
performance over the last year, the Board belighas superior and fair values are attainable. Bloard will
prudently consider all alternatives with a view #vds acting in the best interests of all sharehsjdad

. Sun's offer is a“shan” offer because the Board believes Sun knows that will not be accepted by th
shareholders: Sun’s objective is very clear. They are unwilling tmjaire the Company at a fair price through ¢
faith negotiations with the Board and the Companyanagement. In order to gain control of Tardeuit paying
fair price to the shareholders, Sun is now makintiow-ball” offer that the Board believes Sun knows will
succeed, solely for the purpose of exercising tedations pursuant to an option agreement thett.avid Moro
families entered into with Sun at the time the ree@greement was signed over a year

102. On September 1, 2008, the Supremet@dusrael issued an order prohibiting the closofgthe Tender Offer until tt
Supreme Court issues a decision on the appeal thenDistrict Courts decision that Sun is not required to comply witl Israeli Speci
Tender Offer rules. That appeal is pending andtag of the Tender Offer remains in place.

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Violation Of Section 14(D) And (E) Of The
Exchange Act Against Sun And Alkaloida)
103. Plaintiff repeats and realleges thegations of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof aglysset forth herein.

104. Section 14(d)(1) of the Exchange Asgjuires compliance with disclosure and filing riegments in connection with a
tender offer for more than 5% of a class of egséyurities registered pursuant to Section 12 oEttehange Act.

105. Section 14(e) of the Exchange A8tU.S.C. 8§ 78e), states, in pertinent part, that:
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It shall be unlawful for any person to make anyruatstatement of a material fact or omit to statg a
material fact necessary in order to make the stat¢smmade, not misleading, or to engage in anylirznt,
deceptive, or manipulative acts or practices, inneztion with any tender offer or request or invaa for
tenders, or any solicitation of security holdersojpposition to or in favor of any such offer, regteor
invitation.

106. The Tender Offer was originally filed June of 2008 and has been amended over tviemety25) times since that d:
through and including September of 2009, but itagrm defective and in violation of the statutorguigements in numerous respects and
to disclose many of the matters described aboestriatively:

a. Although deemed material and thgesuilof an 8(k) filing in October of 2008, thererie mention in the Tender
the FDA Warning Letter. In its November 3, 2008)3Caraco reported:

On October 31, 2008, the Company received a warlgtigr from the FDA. The letter was issued as a
follow up to the last FDA inspection of our manufaing facility in Detroit, Michigan which was indted

in May 2008. As previously disclosed, a Form 488asowas issued in June 2008 following this insjpect

We had responded to all the observations madeeir=tdrm 483 within thirty days thereof, and cornesti
actions were taken and substantially completeds&gient letters noting additional improvements vedse
provided to the FDA similar to what we have donepirevious correspondence with the FDA. The
observations set forth in the warning letter ineluédmong other things, the inadequate and untimely
investigation by our quality control unit of certéncidents at our facility contrary to our startiaperating
procedures. The FDA considered some of its obsensato be repeat observations. We believe thatuthe
warning letter, listing all of the observations,llwbe posted by the FDA shortly on its website at

www.fda.gov.

Until our responses to the observations have b&gified and explanations provided to the satistacbf
the FDA, the FDA may in the near term withhold ap@ of pending new drug applications listing our
facility as the manufacturer.

We intend to respond promptly and timely to the Fid#hin fifteen business days. We are committed to
working cooperatively




and expeditiously with the FDA to resolve the m@&tiadicated in its letter.

b. The FDA seizure actions in the sumof€2009 against Caraco are not reported,;
C. The charges of securities law violasi against Caraco are not reported; and
d. The press reports and the true fast® Surs intentions and the direct impact on Taro shadshslof the Caras

events are not reported.

107. In particular, since Taro shareholdet® decline to tender their shares will be in Haene position as shareholder
Caraco, it is essential that Sun disclose the nraminf®un’s operations of Caraco and their implications fardlin that it now appears that wi
controlled by Sun:

a. For years Caraco, under the control of Sun, retyuéard repeatedly failed to meet cGMP requireme

b. The FDA had repeatedly issued inspection reportsvearning letters to Caraco regarding significaiofations o
cGMP at Carac’'s manufacturing facilities

C. Caraca violations of FDA requirements was serious, prgked and posed risks to consumers because of jab
product contaminatior

d. Caracdnad failed to correct serious violations of cGMRBttivere observed and documented by the FDA in 200
2006;
e. Caraca continuing violations and failure to take apprata corrective measures jeopardized its abilitylbair

FDA approval of new drug applicatior
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f. Carac(’s systemic and serious violations risked FDA erdorent action, including the recall of adulterated
defective products, seizure and injunction;

g. Caraco was manufacturing and distributing prodtltas were adulterated, defective and posed a thoethie healt
and safety of the publi

108. In addition, Sun, misrepresented amcealed its plans and intentions with respectacoTand Caraco. Contrary to
representations in its Schedule 14(d), Sun didmend to preserve and continue the operationsaod,Tbut according to press reports plal
instead to close the Taro facilities and move tteglpction lines to India.

1009. Surs misstatements and omissions are material bedhease is a substantial likelihood that Taro shalddrs woul(
consider the omitted facts significant in makingexision as to whether to tender shares into Saffer. In the absence of full and accu
disclosure of the material facts set forth abovaroTshareholders lack sufficient information to mal informed choice as to whether 1
should accept Sus’offer at $7.75 per share ( below the current etapkice), or, alternatively, refrain from selliagd holding stock in Ta
and take the risk of losing most or all of the eabf their shares through mismanagement of Tar8uny, as has occurred in Caraco wher
stock value for minority shareholders is minimal.

110. Injunctive relief is warranted herecéngse Taro’s shareholders will suffer irreparabdenh as a result of defendants’
misleading statements.

111. Plaintiff has no adequate remedy\at la

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Breach Of Contract Against Sun)

112. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegaltions of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof aslysdet forth herein.
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113. As alleged above, Plaintiffs and Ddfems entered into a Confidentiality Agreementtst Defendants could conduct
diligence before deciding to enter into the Merggreement.

114. Plaintiffs have duly performed theipbligations under the Confidentiality Agreement aaltl conditions precedent
defendants’ performance of the Confidentiality Agreent have been met or satisfied.

115. Defendants breached the Confidentidigreement by using the Taro Information for pueg® other than evaluating
possible transaction with Taro.

116. Taro has been damaged by the lossled,gorofits and business opportunities as atreédefendants’ breach of contract.

117. Plaintiffs have incurred costs andesges, including counsel fees, in the enforcemiethicoConfidentiality Agreement.

118. Plaintiffs have been damaged in anuarhto be determined at trial.

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Misappropriation And Misuse Of Trade Secrets Agairst All Defendants)
119. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegations of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof aglyf $et forth herein.

120. The Taro Information, including cosidapricing information for Taro products, custonagreements, rebate agreems
non-public sales data, product strategies, operaltiplans and proposed transactions, constitutadétsecrets” as a matter of law.

121. The Taro Information is not generddlyown or available to the public. Plaintiffs dexieconomic value from the T:
Information not being generally known to or readilcertainable by proper means by third partiésintifs have limited the use of the Taro
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Information by, inter alia, entering into the Catdhtiality Agreement and by placing the Taro Infatibn on a secure, passwqgutbtecte:
server.

122. Defendants obtained Plaintiffgluable trade secrets improperly under the guigkeir diligence review for the prospect
merger.

123. Defendants knowingly and willfully appriated and exploited Plaintiffs/aluable trade secrets for their own econc
advantage.

124. Defendants’ misconduct constitutesviinengful misappropriation and misuse by defendaftRlaintiffs’ trade secrets a

has enabled Defendants to compete unfairly witinfs.

125. Defendants’ wrongful misappropriat@md misuse of Plaintiffsvaluable trade secrets have caused plaintiffs danmagu
amount to be determined at trial.

FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Unfair Competition Against All Defendants)
126. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegations of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof adlyf $et forth herein.

127. Defendants wrongfully misappropriaéed used Plaintiffs’ valuable trade secrets, misgmating for themselves Plaintiffs
commercial advantage.

128. As a result of Defendants’ breachirfiifés have been injured in an amount to be deteeh at trial.

FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Tortious Interference With Business Relationshipgigainst All Defendants)

129. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegadtions of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereoffalyfset forth herein.
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130. Plaintiffs had business relationshigth, inter alia , Duane Reade, Drugs Unlimited, Caremark (CVS), risoais an
Kinray.

131. Defendants interfered with these tessrelationships, as further described above.
132. Defendants acted with the sole purpd$arming the Plaintiffs.
133. Defendants used dishonest, unfair cainisiproper means, including, inter alia, usingd&asecrets, confidential, anc

proprietary information that was wrongfully obtaihieom Plaintiffs in breach of the Confidentialiigreement.

134. As a result of Defendants’ interferemdgth these business relationships, PlaintiffsSibess relationships with, intetia ,
Duane Reade, Drugs Unlimited, Caremark (CVS), Amers and Kinray were injured.

135. Plaintiffs have been damaged by th&anduct in an amount to be determined at trial.

SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Fraud Against All Defendants)

136. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegations of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof adlyf $et forth herein.

137. Defendants represented to Plaintiféd they intended to use the Taro Information galelevaluate a possible transac
with Taro.

138. Defendants represented that they wactiih accordance with the Sherman memorandum.

139. Defendantsepresentations were false when made, becauseddefsnintended to use the Taro Information forrtogir

competitive purposes, and to advance defendants’
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commercial and legal interests.

140. Plaintiffs justifiably relied on Defgants’ misrepresentations by granting Defendants accesthdo trade secre
confidential and/or proprietary information.

141. As a result of the foregoing, Plafstifvere damaged in an amount to be determinedhht tr

SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF

(Unjust Enrichment Against All Defendants)

142. Plaintiffs repeat and reallege thegations of paragraphs 1 through 108 hereof aslyf $et forth herein.

143. Defendants wrongfully misappropriaéed misused Plaintiffs’ valuable trade secrets.

144, Defendants misappropriated for thewesePlaintiffs’ commercial advantage, to Plaintifigpense.

145. Equity and good conscience militateist permitting defendants to retain what plaistifre seeking to recover.
146. As a result of Defendants’ breachirfiifés have been injured in an amount to be deteeah at trial.

WHEREFORE, plaintiffs Taro and Taro U.S.A. demamdigment against defendants Sun as follows:

1. On the First Claim for Relief,
a. Declaring that the Sun 14(d) is faled misleading;
b. Directing Sun to make full and comeldtsclosure regarding Carasda/iolations of FDA regulations and the real

substantial risk that such actions will negativatfect Taro’s business and profitability if Sun airgs control of Taro;
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C. Directing Sun to make full and contpldisclosure regarding its plans and intentiorth wéspect to Taro, and ¢
regulatory, tax or other governmental actions agjeun, its subsidiaries and affiliates in Indid #me United States;

d. Directing Sun to make full and conteldisclosure of all other material matters whiclynbecome known throu
discovery;

e. Enjoining Sun from taking furtherpgeo consummate the tender offer and from purobashares of Taro until S
has complied with the Court’s orders and has médmpropriate disclosures; and

f. Enjoining Sun from making futuredaland misleading statements in its tender offef &o;

2. On the Second Claim for Relief, fompensatory damages in an amount to be determineidlaplus all costs incurred
Taro in connection with the enforcement of the @twritiality Agreement, including reasonable attgtadees;

3. On the Third, Fourth, Fifth, SixthdaSeventh Claims for Relief, for compensatory dgesan an amount to be determine
trial;

4, On the Fifth and Sixth Claims forigg for punitive damages in an amount to be deteed at trial; and

5 For the costs and expenses of tttisrg including reasonable attorneyees, together with such other and further relg

the Court.may deem just and proper.
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PLAINTIFFS DEMAND TRIAL BY JURY OF ALL MATTERS TRABLE BY JURY.

Dated: New York, New York
September 29, 2009

TROUTMAN SANDERS LLP
By:

Barry J. Brett (BB 1379
Stephen G. Rinehart ($5527)
Troutman Sanders LL

The Chrysler Building

405 Lexington Avenu

New York, New York 1017.
(212) 70~6000 (telephone

(212) 70-6288 (facsimile’
Attorneys for Plaintiff<

Taro Pharmaceutical Industries Ltd. ¢
Taro Pharmaceuticals U.S.A., Ir
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