MEET 2008 — JUNE 26-29, 2008
CANNES, MARTINEZ HOTEL
DESCRIPTION OF THE AUDIENCE

The MEET 2008 Congress drew atotal of 684 participants, an increase of 13% from 2007 and
arecord since 2004.

MEET 2008: Attendance Record
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Over two-thirds of the registrants at this year’ s conference were physicians, while less than
one-third were industry professionals.

Industry Professionals
27%

Faculty & Member
Experts
13%

Attendees
60%



44% of the non-industrial participants were surgeons. The proportions of cardiologists and
radiologists decreased dlightly in comparison with last year. However, this drop can be
explained by the rise of the proportion of technicians and nurses. In fact, the number of

technicians and nurses has doubled this year, due to the organization of the first “Journée
paramédical e francophone.”
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Among al the physicians, 57% of them were surgeons. The proportion of surgeons has

dlightly increased in comparison with the previous year while the proportion of radiologists
has decreased.
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More than 80% of the participants were Europeans. The most represented European countries
were France, Itay, Germany and Belgium. In comparison with the 2007 MEET, the
proportions of North Americans and Asians changed little. The proportions of participants
coming from Africa, North Africaand South Americaincreased slightly.
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Algeria, Argentina, Australia, China, Egypt, Gambia, Iran, Israel, Japan, Libya,
Lebanon, Mexico, Morocco, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Serbia, Singapore, South
Africa, Syria, Turkey, Taiw an, United States of America.

The chart below shows the proportions of each speciality in the different countries and group
of countriesin Europe.
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Participant's specialities by country (Europe)
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The following chart focuses on the proportions of surgeons, radiologists and cardiologists in
non-European countries.

Participant's specialities by country (Non-European countries)
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How did you hear about the congress?
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CME EVALUATION SURVEY

At the end of the MEET 2008, 202 physicians filled out the evaluation forms in conformity
with the UEMS EVCME Guidelines. The CME Evaluation Survey here below is based on
their answers.

Most physicians primary reason for attending the congress was to get an update of overall
knowledge about vascular surgery. 91% of the participants were satisfied in general by the
congress program in terms of fulfilling their goals.
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How well did the congress program do in fulfilling this goal?
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- The evaluation of the MEET's elements shows high satisfaction rates, as 94% of our
respondents felt that the MEET faculty provided “good” or “excellent” instruction during the
conference.

Evaluation of MEET's Elements:
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-> In the evaluation of the educational aspects of the MEET, 93% of the attendees felt that the
examination of new diagnostic modes was extremely important & important. Classical
Surgical Techniques was seen by the attendees as the least important educational aspect of the
meeting.
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- Up to 95% of our respondents felt that the knowledge they gained through the MEET
would help in their daily practice. The most important topic was the Endovascular treatment,
and the least important was again the presentation of Classical Surgical Treatment. However,
thistopic was still important or very important for 75% of our respondents.

Importance of MEET's Topics to Daily Practice:
Very Important or Important for up to 95%

50%

Diagnostic Risk factor Evidence Experimental Drug therapy Classical Endovascular

investigation  management based practice studies Surgical treatment
treatment

‘ | Very important/ important 0 Somew hat Important O Not Relevant ‘

- The evaluation of the program’s organization shows very high satisfaction rates. For 98%
of our respondents, the organization of the program was “Excellent” or “Good”. The overall
rating of the congress also shows a very good feedback, as up to 94% of our respondents felt
it was “excellent” or “good”.
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- Atlast, the scientific interest of the MEET was evaluated “ Excellent” or “Good” for 99%
of our respondents.
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-> The participants were asked to make a summary of the information which will be useful in
their practice. The more frequent topics were the following:
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