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Before the Court is Nominal Defendant Parker Drilling@ﬁpany s (“Parker D{ﬁmg”)
motion to dismiss Plaintiffs’ Amended Verified Consolicla@Shareholder Derivative Petition

(the “Amended Petition™) and enforce the Court’s @&rder sustaining special exceptions.
Defendant Parker Drilling Company s motion is. @@’@ed by Defendants Robert L. Parker, Sr.,

Robert L. Parker, Jr., John W. Gibson, Jr., R@E McKee, III, Roger B. Plank, R. Rudolph
Reinfrank, George J. Donnelly, Robert \&oldman, Gary R. King, and David C. Mannon.
Along with the previous rulings ma@@this Court requiring the Plaintiff to replead as well as

the special exceptions granted, the@urt also considered:

er Drilling Company’s Motion to Dismiss;
t. and Robert L. Parker, Jr.”s Motions to Dismiss and Enforce the

- Nominal Defend
-  Robert L. Par

)
Court’s Prior:Qrder Sustaining Special Exceptions and Supporting Brief:
- Nominal ndant Parker Drilling Company’s Brief in Support of its Motion to
Dismisgias

- Joind Motion to Dismiss and Brief in Support by Defendants Gibson, McKee,

P@nd Reinfrank

- Defendant’s George J. Donnelly, Robert W. Goldman, and Gary R. King’s Motion to
Dimiss and to Enforce Prior Order Sustaining Special Exceptions and Joinder of
Nominal Defendant Parker Drilling Company’s Related Motion to Dismiss and
Briefing;

- Defendant David C. Mannon’s Joinder of Nominal Defendant Parker Drilling
Company’s Motion to Dismiss;

- Plaintiffs’ Opposition to Defendants’ Motion to Dismiss;
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PREJUDICE. @

SIGNED this day of , 2012

Defendants George J. Donnelly, Robert W. Goldman, and Gary R. King’s Reply in
Support of Their Motion to Dismiss and to Enforce Prior Order Sustaining Special
Exceptions;

Robert L. Parker, Sr. and Robert L. Parker, Jr.’s Joinder Reply in Support of its
Motion to Dismiss;

Reply of Defendants Gibson, McKee, Plank, and Reinfrank in Support of Motion to
Dismiss; o

Nominal Defendant Parker Drilling Company’s Reply in Supp \éf its Motion to
Dismiss; N

Defendant David C. Mannon’s Reply in Support of his MOtlQ& Dismiss; and

Letter Brief on behalf of Defendant David C. Mannon; \@2

SN
o @
along with arguments of counsel and is of the opinion that Pa@ﬁnlhng’s Motion to Dismiss
should be GRANTED. o \@\

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that Plaintiffs @@t, purportedly brought on behalf of
Parker Drilling, is hereby DISMISSED WITHOUT@EJUDICE

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that Pla1nt11©§mended Petition is DISMISSED WITHOUT
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