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FIG. 1
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FIG. 3

% of Subjects

...........

Retinol 3% RA0.8%. No Difference

« 5% of subjects, Investigator preferred Retinol-treated side.
« 0% of subjects, Investigator preferred RA-treated side.
= 83% of subjects, investigator noticed no difference batweéen sides.
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FIG. 5

% of Bubjects.

Retinol 3% RAT.3% No Difference

= 18% of subjects preferred Retinol-treated side.
* 10% of subjects preferred RA-treated side.
= 75% of subjects felf there was no difference between sides.




% of Subjects

Retinol 3% RAC.3% No Difference
» 3% of subjects preferred Retfinolireated side,
+ 10% of subjects preferred RA-traated side.
- 85% of subjects Telt there was no difference between sides.

FIG. 7

% of Subjects

Retinol 3% R& 0.2% No Difference
« 5% of sublects preferred Retinolkiréaied side.
0% of subjects preferred RaA-trgated side. _
« 85% of subjects felt there was no difference between sides.
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FIG. 8
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