Teva Defendants 30(b){6) Deposition - January 17, 2018

Mo. Topic Objections Motes References
14. | The nature and scope of Your membership, | The Teva Defendants object tn Cephalon/Teva Teva Defendant’s written response to Topie
participation in, payments to, and/or Topic No. 14 on the grounds that it | Membership 13,
comnunications with the Healtheare is overly broad, unduly o Teva {since 2010); Cephalon (at leagt 2005-2011)
Distribution Alliance, the National burdensome, and not proportional | o Manufacturers are associate membars, No Teva Defendants have a seat on the Board
Wholesale I);uggxsr; Assoctation, and to the needs of the case. The Teva | o Tova pays the $45,000 cap in amnual membership dues, based on its revenue
Heat:}ffcgrz: Dzsmbuc:mz} Managemmj D@Fc{ﬁdamg turther object - Meetings
{%&5{)(3{9.&@11 {eoll ec‘twyelyb the i}%DA i to this Topic on the grounds thatit | o Apnual Business and Leadership Conference — Teva sends 65-10 representatives to trade show.
including, but ?03 hﬂlltfé 0, Your ) i 0"513?' br?aé fmd u§dui)' " Participants hold 20 minute meetings on trade fssues, including logistics, returns, pipeline
participation or membcrs}}m in any meeting, burdm}mm&m the extent Fhar it products, data services, ete.
council, committes, task forve, or working ialis for testimony regarding o Annual Distribution Management Conference - Foouses on operational and logistics issues in
group of the HOA, concerning: y Commkmlo&ﬁonﬁ. Th‘“ ?Wﬁ ) the industry. Teva sends 1-2 representatives.
(a% Shmf}g;t ?d ggbsltﬁy m d;a‘\:a‘ SR ?ﬂﬁ?rzdfmzs further object to this »  Annual Board Membership Meeting ~ Mo Teva Deferdants participated in Board meetings.
migmbers o the HDA concerning opie o o Eauch day of the 2 days of the meeting consists of 30 minute meetings with Teva's distributor
manufacturing and distribution sales 1o the extent that it s not limited in customers. Teva seads 2-4 people
mxymbers '3"9;‘ Opioids; {;&bj;a‘t matter w’ha'n the allegations | g ds/Task Forces
(b} Lobbying efforts by the HDA to in this case are Hmited to N : .
dermine DEA authority & § Onpioids. The Teva Defendarits #  HDA Research Foundation Board
undermine DEA authority 1o prosecute Jplotds. Lhe deva Letendants o Non-profit offshoot of HDA that reviews financial info, surveys, HIDA's annual report
violstions of the duties of registrants under further ohject to this Topic on the to develop research projects or surveys
the CSA thg? ugh, amang Qm{fr t}}amgs, ih?’ %‘“”"dg Fhaf it characterizes o Chris Doew sits on it. It has 13 members from senior management of distributors,
passage of the Drog Supply Chain Seourity [Hobbying efforts by the HDA w0 manufacturers. and HDA staff
2013 ¢ . 1 ; i 4 ity,” s b et ey s oer .
Agtin "mf’ A the Enf:m“mg Panen; Aceess | undermine DEA suthority o Periodically publishes materials, not aware of any publications re oploids,
andd Effective Drug Enforcement Actof . oo Task B Develons suidelines far the exchange of electronic dit
2016 Subject to and without waiver of »  gCommerce 13& Foree~ OV ops guidelines for the exchange of @ wm?m data, )
(©) 'l‘fm HDA’s “Industry Compliance the Foregoine abiections tﬁ > Teva Beveloped guidelings for the efficient exchange of 867 and 852 data. Chris Doery was on this
lo) Lne - b }; omplance - ¥g B 5“ 5 WG ATV task force while at Cephalon
Guidelines: Reporting Suspicious Orders and | Defendants will present a s Drug Shoriase Task Foros — Tries to develon indusiry-wide e ndai eparding broad
Preventing Diversion of Controlled witness to testify on this Topic. Aiut”:”ﬂ {)1 ‘é*if:f &;C;t I*K}i ? N z:;e wpn 1;}9{“3&‘{?; commendal ;OHS regariing broa
Substances;” This testimony will relate to opioids ;&’;ei IZ?HTL rs.ig s m.]ag‘zi::& u m? R ngmg(.f 1&;1 1@ ¢ bzmgiz; ® G}’f ! s A data shari
(3 Advocacy or legal support by the HDA generally; however, it will not B u§ Y h% ? I;(f?fb}u;?fl ii 0 Ber gr i?%lp hak discusses supply chai issues and data sharing
for any Defendant, including but not Hmited | include the topics unrelated to at éi; ery mgh Jevel. Mic l‘; ¢ Osnuan 15 o it N .
10 amicus curiae briefs, or other legal opioids. Data Sharing Between HDA Members Selgigd if’ Manufacture and Distribution
documents prepared by the HDA in suppont » Data sharing based on individual chsmbut@u wnmcts..nm HDA mgmbmsmp, }
of any Defendant; and ® eCc:fﬂm)r:rce Task Force and Indusiry Relations Council develop guidance on data sharing
{e} Public statements or testimony provided Lobbying ]
by the HDA i Congress regarding the s Teva does not lobby through HDA
manuizcture, development, formulation, »  Drug Supply Chain Security Act [related to counterfeit drugs] - Teva lobbied through
marketing, advertising, sale, distribution, Assoclation for Accessible Medicines / GPhA via consultant,
diversion or suspicions orders of Opioids or = Effective Drug Enforcement Act [DEA licensing revocation] - Mo lobbying through HDA.
Opioid Products. orting Suspiciows Orders
i
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Teve Defendants 30(b)(6) Deposition — January 17, 2018

No. Topic Objections Noies References

e Advocacy or Legal Support

o HDA filed a 2018 lawsuit in New York, Healthcare Diswribution Alliance v. Zucker,
challenging the MY Opioid Stewardship Act, Teva does not provide financial support
to the suit other than through regular membership fees.

@ Teva is not aware of public statements or Congressional testimony by HDA on its
behalf

Acquired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics:

»  Acquired Actavis Bntities were members of HDMA and the National Whole Druggist
Association (“NWDA”). Involvement limited to paying membership and attendanee fees, and
attending trade shows and other events put on by these organizations.

= Mo information suggesting that Acquired Actavis Entities shared data with other members of
HDA concerning manufacturing and distribution sales numbers for Opioids.

s The following individuals had invelvement and/or have attended HDMA or NWDA meetings:
¢ Michael Perfetto — VP, Sales & Marketing (Actavis)

«  Nancy Baran - Director, Customer Service (Actavis)

#  Jinping McCormick — Director, Marketing (Actavis)

s David Myers — Senior Manager, Products & Communications {Actavis)

& Ara Aprahamian - Divector, Pricing & Coniracts {Actavis)

e Alan Blavsky — Vice President Sales (Watson)

& Napoleon Clark - Executive Director, Marketing ~ 1.8, Generics {Actavis)

e Mary Woods ~ Executive Rirector, Customer Relations Operations (Actavis/Watson)
»  Michael Reed — Executive Director, Trade Sales & Operations (Actavis)

»  Brandon Miller - Executive Director, Trade Sales {Actavis)

18. | The studies, Scientific Research, tests, The Teva Defendants object to See Appendices 6,7, 8 Appendix 6,7, 8
patents, patent applications, trials or analysis | Topic No. 18 on the grounds that it SRLs, and Clinical Studies
of the safety and efficacy or each Oploid is pverly broad, unduly Teva USA generics Sarita Thapar {Dir. of Medical Affairs,
Product, including all such information burdensome, and not proporfional | M/A - Teva only conducts equivalency studies. Actavig)
regarding; to the needs of the case. The Teva
a. the long-term efficacy of Opioids or use of | Defendants further object Agguired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) ceneries
Your Opioid Praducts for the treatment of to this Topic as overly broad and N/A - Acquired Actavis Entities only sonducted equivalency studies as it relates to their generic
chronie pain or long-term use (more than 90 unduly burdensome to the extent it | opisids,
days); calls for documents relating
b, continual release mechanisms or delivery | to “patents [and] patent
systems; applivations.” The Teva Defendants
¢. the ability of patients to stop using further pbject to this Topic to the
Opicids or Your Opioid Products; extent that it requires them to testify
d. the development of dependence, tolerance, | regarding the “all such
abuse, psendoaddiction, addiction or information,” which iz
meidence of overdose; impracticable.
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Teva Defendants 30(b)(6) Deposition — January 17, 2018

No, Tapic Objections Notes References
©. the ghuse-deterrent properties of Youror | Subject to and without waiver of
other manufacturers” Opioid Products the foregoing objections, the Teva
f. risk of addiction from chronic oploid Defendants will present a
therapy; witness fo testify on this Topie.
£ Opioid withdrawal; This testimony will exclude patents
h. Whether Opioid doses can be increased and patent applications, The
without mit or greater tisks; Teva Defendants also refer
i. Long-term opioid use and function; Plaintiffs to the documaents that
3. Alternative forms of pain relief posing have been and/or will be produced
greater risks than opioids; in response to Request for
k. Atig’s or Fentora’s ability to provide Production No. 5,
breakthrough pain reliel
20. | The nature and scope of Your membership, | The Teva Defendants object to Teva David Myers (Actavis)

participation in, payments to, and/or Topic No. 20 on the grounds that it | Teva has participated in Pain Care Forum meetings and paid dues. See Appendix 9. Robert Falb {Teva)
connnunications with any of the following is averly broad, unduly Teva joined PRRMA in 2016 and has paid dues. Dolly Judge {Teva)
entities described below concerning Opioids | burdensome, and not proportional Teva is a member of NACDS and participates in NACDS s annual meeting and trade show, Chris Deerr (Teva)
or Opieid Products: o the needs of the case. The Teva
(&) Pain Care Forum (“PCF”); Defendants further object Acguired Actavis Entities {Actavis and Watson) generics Appendix 9
(b) Pharmaceutical Research and o this Topic on the grounds that it | POF - Actavis was involved with PCF through its membership in the REMS Extended Release /
Manufacturers Association (“PhRMA™Y; and | is overly broad and unduly Long Acting Industry Working Group.
(¢} National Association of Chain Drug burdensome to the extent that it
Stores ("NACDS"). calls for testimony regarding PhEMA ~ No documents or information to support membership, participation in, payments to, or

“eommunieations.” communivations with PhEMA,

Subject to and without waiver of NACDS - Member of NACDS, Actavis and Watson paid dues, attended conferences and trade

the foregoing objections, the Teva | shows, and sometimes held open booths at conferences and tradeshows, Larger customers made

Defendants will present a witness to | appointments to review business. Created PowerPoint presentations on Actavis and Watson’s

testify on this Topic. business for use at trade shows. Oceasional advertisements for specific products on NACDS

website. Pharmacists, disiributors, and manufacturers were members,
23, | The nature and scope of Your Opioid-related | The Teva Defendants object to Cephalon/Teva

Lobbying efferts or governmenta) affairs Topic No. 23 on the grounds that it | »  Conducted through Government Affrirs {currently Dolly Judge) or consultants Daoug Boothe {Actavis)
activities (including personnel and third is uverty broad, unduly o Cwrently | employes — Dolly Judge — no state emplovees, lobbyists, or consultants Rob Lively (Allergan’s federal lobbyist)
parties involved in such efforts or activities) | burdensome, and not proportional o Previous employees Loredana Cromarty {Allergan’s state
and donations or payments made in to the needs of the case, The Teva = Robert Falb tobbyist)
connection with such efforts or activities, Defendants further object on the s David Sanders
including but not Hmited to any efforts o grounds that this Topic is not s Grant Erdel Teva MDL A 13253980
influsnce or have input on the content of the | limited in subject matter when the »  Susie Abn
following: allegations in this case are Hmited s Jerry Moore
a. DEM V. o oploids. »  Robert Kincaid
b. Pain as the 5th¥ital Sign; s Nicole Mann
. REMS for Oploids ot Opioid Products; Subject to and without waiver of % Terri Stewart

the foregoing obiections, the Teva
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Teva Defendants 30(b)(6) Deposition — January 17, 2018

Topic

Objections

Notes

Referonces

d. The rescheduling of Opioids or Your
Opioid Products from a Schedule 111 narcotic
to a Sehedule 1 narcotic;

e Joint Commission on Accreditation of
Healtheare Organizations (JCAHO)
regarding its pain standards for hospital
acereditation;

f. Medicars Modernization Act of 2003,

g Direct to consumer advertising
regulations;

h. Regulations allowing the prescription of
90~day supplies of Opioids or Schedule 11
narcutics.

i, Opioid or pain medication preseribing
guidelines.

Defendants will present a witness to
testify on this Topic. The Teva
Defendants also refer Plaintiffs to
the documents that have been
amd/or will be produced in vesponse
o Request for Production No. 4.

# lim Fenton
= Debra Barrett
Issues
= Tamper-resistant and abuse-deterrent pain medicines {approximately 2014)
o Lobbying and advocacy for a regulatory pathway for approval of these products
generally, Part of larger focus by FDA and industry
e Opioid Taxes and Takeback Programs (approximately 2015-2017)
o Iovolved primarily at state level responding to various efforts to address issues with
opioids
o Involved in Tobbying related to federal opioid appropriations that states could allocate
as needed
Alliances/Groups
s Alllance to Pravent Abuse of Medicine
o Non-profit created by Teva in 2013 to ensure that policymakers focused on entire
supply chain to prevent abuse
o Membery inchuded manufacturers, distributors, HDA, the American Medical
Asgociation.
o Published articles and held events
» Pharmaceutical Research and Manofacturers of America, related to branded products
o Member for about 2 years
¢ lavelved in the Drug Abuse Task Force and Addiction Policy Forum
o Partnered with National lnstitutes of Health to launch a public-private partnership
funded by PRRMA in support of development of non-opioid, non-addictive products
and addiction treatment.
s Association for Accessible Medicines (formerly the Generic Pharmacentical Association)
o Organization that promotes issues related to generics generally)
o Teva iz a founder and has representation on the Board (Brendan 0 Grady)
o Lobbied through it on the Drug Supply Chain Security Act.
o Policy focus includes curbing REMS restricted access in order to promote
development of generics,
»  Pain Care Forum - large membership (100+), created by Purdue, no lobbying.
Consultants Hired by Teva
¢ Engaged on various topics including opioids, but no consultant was opioid-specific
Registered and reported every year
Typically small firms, with 10-12 state consultants and 10 federsl consultants engaged ina
given year
& Ohio Consultants — (Government Bdge in 2015 and Success Group in 2001) - no indication
they worked on opiocids.
Paywments made
o Paid consultants anywhere from $800 to $30,000 per month

#
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Teva Defendants 30(b)(6) Deposition ~ January 17, 2018

Topic

Objections

Motes

References

s Paid dues to PhRMA, Allisnce to Prevent Abuse of Medicine, HDA, and Pain Care Forum
{nominal - spproximately 3300 per month)

Particalar Issues
e Did not lobby or influence:
o DSMV

o Pain as the Fifth Vital Sign ~ Teva contributed to the American Pain Society but did
not take a position on topic

o Rescheduling of Opioids — AAM/GpHA was opposed to the rescheduling and
submitted a public comment to that effect to the DEA in 2014, but no indication that
Teva was involved in drafting it.

o Medicare Moderization Act of 2003

o Direct to Consumer Advertising regulations

o Opiold or pain medication preseribing guidelines

o Joint Commission on Accreditation of Healtheare Organizations re pain standards for
hospital accreditation

¢ REMS
¢ Did not lobby, but was among the leaders in developing the TIRF REMS program in

2011
Helped manage & consortium of 11 companies, with Teva's reduced role after
MeKesson was selected to build and implement the program

el

Acquired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics
Acquired Actavis Entities did not engage in Tobbying or make payments or donations related to its
generic opioid products. Acquired Actavis Entitics are aware of the following additional
lobbying-related activity:
¢ Watson registered lobbyists were in attendance at a meeting in New Jersey between 2011 and
2013 with a member of the New Jersey Legislature in which sbuse deterrent opioids were
diseussed. At the time, New Jersey was considering how to regulate abuse deterrent opioids as
compared to other opioids. Watson was not an active participant at the meeting and neither
spoke nor submitted information related to this issue.
»  Actavis was a member of the Generic Pharmaceutical Association (“GPRA"), now
Association for Accessible Medicines (“AAM”).
o AAM/GPhA is a non-profit, voluntary association of nearly 100 manufacturers and
distributors in the generic pharmaceutical industry,
o QOrganization’s goal is to improve public health while cutting healthcare costs by
providing Americans with cost-effective medicines equivalent to brand-name

counterparts.
o Actavis's CEOQ, Doug Boothe, was an executive Board Member of the GPhA from
2009 10 2015,

o Actavis and its members made donations to GPhA,
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Teva Defendants 30(b)(6) Deposition — January 17, 2018

Mo. Topic Oibjections Notes References
e Actavis hosted New Jersey Republican Congressman Frelinghuysen at its office sometime in
2811 to disouss the generics market, Actavis’ business and various issues affecting the
pharmaceutical industry. One of the topics Actavis discassed was FDA delays in approval of
generic pharmaceutical applications, providing the example of its application for generie
buprenorphine naloxone.
*  Actavis and Watson were involved with two PACs
o (1} Allergan Inc. PAC which is the most active and initially started in 2003 by Watson
and incloded Actavis Inc., and
o {2} Actavis PAC which existed for less than two years between 2011 and 2013,
»  Actavis supported GPhA lobbying related to the California ePedigree Law. The California
ePedigres law was atmed at combatiing counterfeit preseriptions from entering the legitimate
supply chain,

24. | Your communications, meetings, Lobbying | The Teva Defendants object to Teva URA
and/or government affairs activities with the | Topic No. 24 on the grounds that it Teva is unaware of any communications with CMS between 1999 and 2006 re: the
Center for Medicaid Services (“CMS™) is overly broad, unduly development, design, approval, and implementation of Part I
between 1999-2006, or communications burdensome, and not proportional o Teva periodically attended public and industry events that included speakers from
made by a third party on Your behalf, refated | to the needs of the case, The Teva CMS, but there is no indication of additional communivations
to the develqpm::m, deﬁsgn{ approval ar}d ) Defendants ﬁ;xmer obljef:t on the o No records of services provided by consultants o the topic.
implementation of the Madivare Prescription | grounds that this Topic is not
Drrug Benefit Program {Part D}, {imited in subject matter when the | Acguired Actavis Entities {Actavis and Watson) generies

aiiega{if)m in this case are limited | Acquired Actavis Entities did not engage in communications or lobbying efforts with CMS
to opioids. regarding opioids,

Subjeet to and without waiver of

the foregoing objections, the Teva

Defendants will present a witness to

testify on this Topic.

25, | Your analysis or ealeulations concerning the | The Teva Defendants object to Teva USA and Acguired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics Christine Baeder (Teva)
potential increase in sales resulting from Topic Mo. 25 on the grounds that it | No analysis or caleulstions concerning the potential for increase in sales of its generic oplokd David Myers {(Actavis/Teva)
reduction in prices of Qpioids with the is overly broad, unduly products as 2 result of the passage of Medicare Part I Mapoleon Clark (Watson/Actavis/Teva)
passage of Medicare Prescription Drug burdensome, and not proportional Mike Perfetto {Actavis)
Benefit Program {(Part D}, to the needs of the case. The Teva Hinping MeCormick (Actavis)

Defendants further object to the
term “potential increase” as vague
and/or ambiguous.
Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing chizetions, the Teva
Diefendants will present » witness to
testify on this Topic.
4]
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Topic

Objections

Motes

References

Any formal or informal investigstions,
inquiries, or enforcement actions vonductad
by any federal or state law enforcement or
regulatory authority, and any remedial
measures of actions taken by You as a result
of such tnvestigations, inguiries or
enforcement actions (inchuding any
settlements, deforred prosecution
agresrnents, congent devress, eerporate
integrity agreements or uther resolutions),
Concerning Your Opioid Products. This
includes but is not Hmited 1o, the Identity of
the investigations and actions, claims,
clatmants, and vutcomes of the matters
referenced in Exhibit “C hereto related o
your agreement 1o pay $433 million to
resolve improper marketing claims, and
Your emplovees and law firms responsible
for vverseeing those matters, and the
government employvees responsible for those
matters.

The Teva Defendants ohject to
Topic Ne. 26 oo the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and not proportional
to the needs of the case. The Teva
Defendants further object to this
Topic to the extent that it requives
them to testify regarding the “[ajay
formal or informg! investigations,
inguiries, or enforcement actions
condueted by any federal o state
law enforcement or regulatory
authority, and any remedial
measures or actions taken by You
as avesult of such investigations,
inguiries or enforcement actions,”
which is impracticable. The Teva
Defendants further object to this
Topic to the extent it refers to
“Exhibit *C,™ which is not attached
to the June 30, 2018 Notice,

Subject to-and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a witness to
testify on this Topic. This testimony
will encompass the prior
government-initiated investigations
andd Hitigations previously disclosed
by the Teva Defendants in the hody
of their July 10, 2018 letter;
however, it will not inchude the
identification of each and every
nvestigation or litigation, nor will
it include the identification of the
Teva Defendants” employees or
government employess responsible
for those matters, Further, the
testimony will not include any
governmeni-inittated wvestigations
anit litigations previously disclosed
by the Teva Defendants in the

Teva Entities

See Appendix §

Acauired Actavis Entities fActavis and Watson) genericn:

Enforcement Actions

= New Jersey Complaint and Consent Decree: Un November 14, 2008, as 4 result of quality
conirol issues, the New Jersey US Attorney’s Office filed a Complaint against Little Falls and
two other Actavis Totowa facilities—Taft Road and Riverview Drive.

e On Janvary 22, 2009, Actavis Totowa entered a consent decree with the Government,
enjoining it from manufacturing, processing, packing, labeling, holding, distributing,
intredusing, or defivering for introduction into Interstate commerce Oxyeodone IR and other
drugs until facilities were fn complisnce with CGMP. FDA later cleared Actavis 1o continue
manufacturing oxycodone at this site.

+  Corona, California Consent Decree & FDA483 - Watson recetved a warning letier in 1999
for quality contral 1ssuey, complaint was filed, consent decree entered in 2002, Congent decree
vacated in 2017,

Other Htigation:
= Medicaid lawsuits: Various states” attorney’s general brought lawsuits against Watson
generally alleging that it caused the states to overpay pharmacies and other providers for
prescription drugs under state Medicaid Progranss by inflating the reported Average
Wholesale Price or Wholesale Acquisition Cost, and by reporting false prices to the United
States government under the Best Prices rebate program.
Medicaid price submissions require adjustment for the period 2007 through 2012, The
Company is in the process of completing the resubmissions.
s West Virginia Preseription Drug Abuse Litigation:
o June 26, 2012, the State of West Virginiz filed a lawsuit against multiple distributors of
presoription drugs, inchuding Anda, tnc., asubsidisry of the Actavis, Ine. (State of West
Virginia v. Amerisourcebergen Drug Corporation, et al., Boone County Cireult Court
Civil Case No, 12-C-141

Appendix 5
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No. Topic Objections Notes Raferences
enclosure to their July 10, 2018
fetter. The Teva Defendanis also
vefer Plaintiffs to the documents
that have been and/or will be
prodused in response to Reguest for
Production No. 9.

27. | Your September 29, 2008 Corporate The Teva Defendants object to . Appendix 13 {IRO Report)
Integrity Agreement ("CIA"Y and the Topic No, 27 on the grounds that it S;.ml;am N . o . et
implementation and execution of that is overly broad, unduly & C ;pha}g)n s (Hlobal C nmplzagcg activities aiidrelssa::i OIG"s seven eig{r}ems of aﬁecmene?s:
agreement, inchuding the identity of Your burdensome, and not proportional (1) written standards and policies, (2} mn‘:mum’(:ﬂgimn 'ax}d training. (’3) process for t‘epgmng
Chief Compliance Officer and Compliance | to the needs of the case. The Teva concerns, (4] system 1o vespond to allegations, (5) auditing and monitoring, (6} corrective
Committec Members; any guidelines, Defendants further object to this action process, and (7) compliance oversight, . .
policies and procedures, plans, codes of Topic on the grounds that it is s Al materials disserinated outside the Company are reviewed by qualified personnel,
conduet, written standards Concerning the overly broad and unduly « 2008 t 2014, the OIG and an Independent Review Organization (Erost & Young) examined
CTA, any training, educational or program burdensome to the extent that it and evaluated the Company’s policies, procedures, and training: and conducted analyses
materials and intemnal communications calls for testimony regarding designed to identify potential off-label promotion and kickbacks.
relating to the CIA; any third parties “internal communications.” The o Board assessed and fssued annual resolution that the Compliance Pragram met Federal
employed or assigned Concerning the CIA; | Teva Defendants further object to bealtheare program requirements, FDIA requirements, and CIA obligations.
disclosure programs and related materialy; this Topic to the extent it calls for | ®  Chief Compliance Officer and Upper Management anmually certified that Company was in
field observations and related materials; testimony protecied by attorney- compliance with Federal healtheare program requirements, FDA requirements, and CLA
monitoring programs and related materials; | client privilege, the work product obligations.
physiclan payment reporting; document and | doctrine, or other related privileges. | » Al employees, new hires and vendors were trained on the Compliance Program, the CIA, and
record retention; and any Management relevant policies.

Certifications {end their signatories), letters | Subject to and without waiver of o Employees annually certified that they were trained on, reviewed, and understood the Code of
and other communications, reports, the foregoing vbjections, the Teva Condugt,
Validation Reviews or other reviews, Defendants will prosent a witness ©0 | Message Recull Monitoring Program implemented through 7§ Assoviates. Corrective Actions
responses, notices, annual reporis, testify on this Tepic. The Teva implemented and reported.
inspections, audits, reviews, notices and Defendants also refer Plaintiffs 10 o pieid Force Monitoring Program was established. Corrective sction mplemented and
responses 1o breaches, penalties, and the documents that have been reported.
modifications Concerning the CIA or and/or will be produced inresponse | o Mopitoring of Medical Information Requests sontinues.
required by the ClA. to Request for Production No. 9. Employees received fraining and were required to report suspected misconduct. Compliance
investigated alleged misconduct and took corrective action where necessary. The Company
provided a summary of Compliance investigations to the OIG.
* Company reported to the Ol allegations of a probable violation of laws applicable to any
Federal health care program, andfor FDA requirements relating to the promotion of Cephalon
products (“Reportable Bvents™}.
= Comphance Committes Chaiys were Eric Siege! (from January through Acgust 2007), Jordan
Cooper (from August through 2007), and Valli Baldassano {2007-2011).
# The current Global Compliance Officer is Lori Queisser,
8
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Topic

Objections

Notes

References

Ceompany created Code of Conduct for Implementation Report which was submitted and
approved.

After C1A, an Investigative Review Committee was chartered to provide oversight, divection,
and resources for all investigative matters {exctuding Quality) in Morth America,

Whether You or anyone on Your behalf or
any trade organization, group or professional
association of which You were s member,
made any of the following representations
through either Branded or Unbranded
Marketing and, if the answer is ves, the
specific basis for these representations:

{a} The risk of addiction from chronic opioid
therapy is low;

{b} To the extent there is a risk of addiction,
it can be easily identified and managed;

() Signs of addictive behavior are
“preudoaddiction,” requiring more oploids;
(<) Opioid withdrawal can be avoided by
tapeting;

{e) Oploid doses can be incressed without
limit or greater risks;

() Long-tenm oploid use improves
funetioning;

(g) Alternative forms of pain relief pose
greater risks than oploids;

(h) Actig or Fentora provide breakthrough
pain relied or

(i} New formulations of certain opioids
suecessfully deter abuse,

The Teva Defendants object to
Topie No. 29 on the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and not proportional
to the needs of the case, The Teva
Defendants further object

to this Topic on the grounds that it
is overly broad and vodaly
burdensome because it is not
{imited to the Teva Defendants and
thus seeks testimony regarding
statements not made by the

Teva Defendants and statements not
made on the Teva Defendants’
hehalf

Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a

witness 1o testify on this Tepic.
This testimony will encompass the
relevant departments generally;
however, it will not include the
identification of each and every
individual. Further, this testimony
will exclude individuals who were
not personnel of the Teva
Defendants,

Cephalon/Tava
To the extent these statements have been made, they were reviewed and approved by our medical

affuirs and medical information teams and would be consistent with the label and/or peer-
reviewed literature.

Acguirved Actavis Entities {Actavis and Watsen) generics

Limited 1o availability annouscement 1 generic oploids and provided prescriber information
and black box warnings that were identical to and prepared by branded manufacturers.
Inventiv sales representatives informed doctors sbout the availability of generic oxymorphone
and generic Kadian®, The statements in marketing materials used for these products informed
the reader of the availability of the drg, the available dosages, the unit size, and contained the
black box warning from the drug's label,

Before disseminating marketing materials and messages, marketing content was reviewed by
the Promotional Review Committee.

Acquired Actavis Entities cannot answer for the representations made by any trade, groupor
professional organization.

b

After the CDC declured an opivid epidemic
in 2011 and introduced guidelines to help
reduce Opioid prescribing how did You take
steps to reduce the amount of Opivid
preseribing, reduce supply of Opioids o the
market or reeducate prescribing physicians
and the public about the dangers of Opicids
and the Oploid epidemic declared by the

The Teva Defendants object to
Topic No. 30 on the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdénsome, and not proportional
to the needs of the case,

Subject to and without vaiver of
the foregoing ohiections, the Teva
Defendants will present a witness to

TIRF REMS (Appendix 12). Prior to that, RiskMAPs and individual REMS programs were
used to minimize risks of ghuse, misuse, and diversion.

Other REMS programs covered generic oplold products such as Opicid Analgesics REMS
{Appendix 11}, Extended Release and Long Acting Oploids REMS, and Buprenorphine
Transmucosal Products for Opioid Dependence (BTOD) REMS (Appendix 10}
Improvements to suspicious order monitoring processes.

June 2015 - PainMatters.com re appropriate use, storage, and disposal of preseription pain
medications.

Appendives 10, 11, 12 (REMS)

Appendix 4 {Teva Public Stateraent)
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No. Topic Objections Notes References
CDC and the budgets for any such efforts, by | testify on this Topie, The Teva « Invested in the research and development and manuficturing of anti-diversion technology and
vear, from 2011 to the present. Defendants also refer Plaintiffs to non-opioid, non-addictive pain product development,

their response to Inferrogatory No. | s Generie products were not promoted and were required to match the labeling and risk
15 management activities required with the reference products.

33, | Your coordination or Communications with | The Teva Defendants object to Cephalon/Teva Terri Nataline (REMS)
any Defendant in this Action, includingbut | Topic No. 33 oo the grounds thatit |« Teva Defendants participate in industry groups in which, upon information and belief, various
not limited to Your participation in any is overly broad, unduly co-defendants also participate. Such industry groups include:
industry groups or professional sovieties burdensome, and not proportional o Anti-Diversion Industry Working Group (ADIWG)
where any Defendant in this matteris a to the needs of the case, The Teva o Addiction Policy Forum {APF)
memmber, Relating or Referving To: (@) pain | Defendants further object o TIRF-REMS Industry Group (TRIG)
care; {b) the sale of Opioids; () the to this Topic on the grounds that it o Healthcare Distribution Alliance (HDA)

Marketing or promotion of Qploids; (d) is overly broad and unduly o National Association of Chain Drug Stores (NACDS)
regulations, rules or laws affecting the sale, | burdensome to the extent that it o Efficient Collaborative Retail Marketing (ECRM)
promotion and marketing of Opioids; (e the | calls for testimony regarding o Mattonal Community Pharmacists Association (NCPA)
potential for abuse and Diversion of Opioids. | *[clommunications.” The Teva ¢ Pharmabeutical Care Management Association (PUMA)
Defendants further object to this
Topic on the grounds that it is Acguired Actavis Entities {Actavis and Watson
averly broad and unduly s Commmunications with Defendants Hmited to:
burdensomse because it is not ¢ Ordinary course interactions with wholesalers and distributers regarding the sale and
limited to the Teva Defendants and distribution of its opioid products
thus seeks information outside of o Discussions related to the sale of the Actavis Generics Companies to Teva,
the Teva Defendants® purview, The o Involvement with industry groups, such as HDMA and NACDS.
Teva Defendants further object to o Involvement in Industry Working Groups for REMS programs.
this Topic to the extent it calls for o United Biosource Agreement for TIRF products {Watson was a member),
documents protected by attorney-
client privilege, the work product
dottring, or other related privileges.
The Teva Defendants further object
to the term “coordinetion” as vague
and/or ambiguous,
Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a
witness to testify on this Topic,

34, | The nature and scope of any meetings, The Teva Defendants object to Teva UBA
correspondence, communications, Topic Mo, 34 on the grounds that #t | ¢ The Teva Defendants distribution sgreement with Purdue
documents, contracts or agreements, between | is overly broad, unduly o Mo coordination regarding marketing.

You and Purdue, Janosen, Ende, burdensome, and not proportional o Teva purchases oxyeoadone from Purdug and distributes it nationally. 1t has Teva labels.
Mallinckrodt, concerning the manufacture, | 1o the needs of the case, The Teva The amount Teva may purchase is based on a formula in the contract
development, formulation, matketing, Defendants further object
10
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No. Topic Objections Notes References
advertising, and sale of Opivids or Opioid o this Topie to the extent it calls = Teva purchases API (Active Pharmaceutical Ingredient) from Mallinckrodt, Based on the
Produgts. for testimony protected by attorney- Teva Defendants” reasonable investigation to date, there are no opieid co-marketing

client privilege, the work product agreements,

doctrine, or other similar privileges,

The Teva Defendants further object | Acquived Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics

fo the extent this Request calls for | The Acquired Actavis Entities had agreements with some of the entities listed in this Topie,
testimony regarding including supply, distribution and licensing agreements.

“communications.” The Teva ®  Purdue:

Diefendants further object to this o Actavis and Watson had distribution and supply agreements and setflement and licensing
Topic to the extent that it requires agreements with Purdue.

them to testify regarding “[tlhe s Janmsen:

nature and scope of any meatings. o Mo agreements with Iannsen concerning opivids.

correspondence, communications, | s Endo: Actavis entered into a seftlement and leensing agreement with Endo for peneric Opana
dovaments, contracts or ER (oxymorphone).

agreements,” which is o Mallinckrodt: Watson entered into a settfement and licensing agreement with Mallinckrodt
impracticable. The Teva Defendants for ydromorphone HCI ER.

further object to the term ) »  Industry-wide groups, such as HDA and NACDS, REMS working groups, and United
“cggr&;xzai;on " a8 vague and/or Biosource Agreement to the extent Purdue, Jannsen, Ende, and Mallinckrodt were involved.
ambiguous. The Teva Defendants

further object 1o this Topic to the

extent it is duplicative of Topic No.

48,

Subject to and without waiver of

the foregoing objections, the Teva

Defendants will present a

witness to testify on this Topic,

35, | Identification of all databases regarding your | The Teva Defendants object to Teva Branded Chris Meyer (Teva)
Marketing Activities, including but not Topic Mo. 35 on the grounds that it | Marketing, Promotional, and Advertising Costs and Expenditures David Myers (ActavisiTeva)
limited to databases reflecting all Your is averly broad, unduly » Before Cephalon acquisition, Cephalon’s marketing, promotional, and advertising Jamie Berlanska (Teva)
marketing, promotional, and advertising burdensome, and not proportienal costs/expenditures were reflected in SAP database. David Pence {Teva)
costs and expenditures, databuses reflecting | fo the needs of the case. The Teva |« From approximately 2003 to present, Teva’s marketing, promotional, and advertising costs/ Sharyn Albrecht (Teva)
Your veturn on investment (ROT) of Defendants Turther object o this expenditures were reflected in Finance's Oracle database, Sheila Jo Mikhail {Teva) ) ‘ )
marketing activitisg, databases containing Topic to the extent that “analysis of | ¢  Teva began merging Cephalon data into Oracle around April 2012, Napoleont Cla'rk { \fia&%n}Acmwszaw)
Your prescriber profiles and practices, and | any such data contained in those Prescriber profiles and practices Suzanne Collier (Teva)
databases reflecting Your analysis of third- | databases™ is overly broad and e Before Cephalon acquisition, Cephalon’s Sales Operations dept. utilized Sales Operations Chuisting Baeder (Teva)
patty data (including from IQVIA Holdings, 1 unduly burdensome. Data Warchouse database to maintain information related to prescriber profiles and practices.

Inc.; IMS H;a]ﬁ;; (}umme-sl'MS; 1QVIA; . o o After Cephalon acquisition, Teva utilized similar database called Commercial Data
Pharmaceutical Data Services; Source Subject to and ik thout waiver Pf Warchouse to maintain information related to preseriber profiles/practices.
Henlthcare Analytics; NDS Health the foregoing cbjections, the Teva
Information Services; Verispan; Quintiles; Defendants will present @ witness to
SD1 Health; ArcLight; Scriptline; Wolters | testify on this Topie, The Teva
11
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Topic

Objections

Notes

References

Kluwer; andfor PRA Health Science, and all
of their predecessor or successor companies,
subsidiaries or affiliates.) and Your analysis
of any such data contained in those
databases.

Defendants also refer Plaintiffs o
the Teva Defendants” July 5, 2018

Jetter.

Third Party Dats

s Before Cephalon acquisition, approximately monthly Cephalon received prescription- and
preseriber-related {(a/k/a “subnational”) data from Wolters Kluwer,

o For marketing activities, data was maintained in the Sales Operations Data Warehouse
database.

o Data used to create prescriber targeting reports which were disseminated to the Sales
foree for promotional activities.

o There were ad-hoe requests by Cephalon for data from IMS/AQVIA during this period.

» Before Cephalon acquisition, approximately quarterly Teva received national presoription
level (not prescriber) data from IMS/IQVIA,

o For marketing activities, data went into databases maintained by Teva's Market
Research department.

o Market Research used data to vreate market share veports and designed custom reports
in respanse to requests from colleagues.

»  Around 2012, after the Cephalon acquisition, Teva began recelving prescriberrelated data,
along with national level data, from IMS/IQVIA.

Oither: Sales and Marketing Promotional and Detailing Materials

e Promotional materials, sales aldy, and training materials concerning sales messaging required
approval by the Promotion and Disease Review Committee (“PDRC™), which Iater was
known as the Promotion and Advertising Review Committee ("PARC”).

e Final versions of materials approved by PDRC/PARC for use by the sales force or
dissemination in the field are contained within the following document management systems:
VEEVA (2014 ~ Present), ZINC (2009 - 2013), and scans of hard eoples in InfoPath {pre-
2009).

Other: Call Notes

= Call notes regarding each promotional detail that sales representatives made for Actig or
Fentora, including the name of the sales representative conducting the detail, the name of the
healtheare professional detailed, and the date the detail occurred were maintained in the Sales
Operations Date Warchouse (Cephalon) and Commercial Data Warchouse (Teva},

Other: FCRs

+ Field Coaching/Contact Reports (FURs) were observation and evaluation reports completed
by sales managers after a ride-along with a sales representative.

& From July 2003 through December 2005, Cephalon placed FCRxs into the legacy SMART
CRM systom.

s From 2006 to carly 2012, Cephalon/Teva placed FORs into the SMART system,

»  Prior to July 2006, FCRs were stored locally by sales managers. After avound early 2012,
Teva had FCRs stored locally by sales managers,

Teva USA generics

@  Marketing promotional, and advertising costs and expenditures
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Objections

Notes

References

¢ From approximately 2003 to the Present, Teva's marketing, promotional, and
advertising costs and expenditures were reflected in Finance's Oracle database,
» RO
o Not prepared for generics.
s Prescriber profile and practices
o Not prepared for generics.
s Third Party data
o IMS
o Wolters Kluwer
o First Databank (drug pricing compendia for all pharmaceutical products)
o Verispan
o PRA Health Science
s Other; sales and marketing materials
o Teva utilized VEEVA datsbase for generics from February 2015 forward, Prior to that
the promotional materials review and submission were handled by the generics team.

Acquired Actavis Entities {Actavis apd Watson) generics
o Marketing, promotional, and advertising costs and expenditures
o SAP (Actavis/Watson)
« ROI
o Not prepared for generics.
e Prescriber profiles and practices
o Actavis and Watson did not maintain prescriber profiles and practices data as it relates
to the sales and marketing of their generic oploids.
« Third Party Data
o IMB Data (Actavis and Watson)
¢ Wolters Khower {Actavis and Watson)
Thompson 1 (Watson)
IPD Analytics (Watson)
ValueCentric {Actavis)
e Other: sales and marketing materials
o Veeva (Actavis)

[N e &)
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Notes

References

Identify the process and methodology You
utitized in analyzing any third-party data
from IQVIA Holdings, Inc.; IMB Heslth;
QuintilesIMS; IQVIA; Pharmaceutical Data
Services; Source Healtheare Analytics; NDS
Health Information Services; Verispan;
Quintiles; SDT Health; ArcLight; Soriptline;
Wolters Kluwer: and/or PRA Health
Beience, and all of their predecessor or
successor companies, subsidiaries or
affiliates, including all the persons whe
analyzed this data.

The Teva Defendants object to
Topic No. 36 on the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and not proportional
to the needs of the vase, The Teva
Defendants further object to this
Topic on the grounds that it is
overly broad and unduly
burdensome because it is ot
limited to the Teva Defbndants and
thus seeks information outside of
the Teva Defendants’ purview. The
Teva Defendants further object to
this Topic to the extent that it
requires them to testify regarding
“all the persons who analyzed this
data,” which is impracticable.

Bubject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a witness to
testify on this Topic. This testimony
will encompass the relevant
departments; however, it will not
include the identification of each
and every individual.

Teva USA
HCP Targeting
»  Before Cephalon acquisition, approximately monthly Cephalon received prescription- and
preseriber-related {a/k/s “subnational™) data from Wolters Kluwer,
o For marketing activities, this data was maintained in the Sales Operations Data
Warehouse database.
o This data was used to create preseriber targeting reports which were disseminated to
the Sales force for promotional activities.
o There were ad-hoc requests by Cephalon for data from IMSAQVIA during this period
but it was not regular,
# Before Cephalon acquisition, approximately quarterly Teva received national level (Le,
neither prescription- nor preseriber-related} data from IMS/AGVIA.
o For marketing activities, this data went into databases maintained by Teva’s Market
Research depariment.
o Market Research often used this data to create market share reports and designed
custom reports fn response to requests from colleagues.
s Around 2012, after the Cephalon scquisition, Teva began receiving prescription- and
prescriber-related data, along with national level data, from IMSAQVIA.
Marketing Research
»  Marketing Research requested, compiled, and analyzed third-party data for sales and
marketing purposes, as well as for other information gathering.

Teva USA generics
»  Process and methodology te analyze third-party dats:

o Teva Generies uses third party data to analyze market share of their generics producis.
»  Persons whe analyzed this data;
o Market research group, main individuals include Brandon Boyd and Sharyn Albrechr.

o Analysis limited to understanding each product’s market shave.

@ This data may also have been used to understand how a brand produst was performing
in the market privr to generie launch of product. The Actavis and Watson teams may
use this data to forecast models and determine whether market was growing or
declining.

o Occasionally, this data was used to determine dissemination strategy and t©o acoess
preseription and prescriber level data. May have used WK or IMS 1o provide mailing
Hst of doctors. Typieally, lst gathering and mailings were done through third parties
such 83 PDQ Communications.

Sharyn Albrecht {Teva)

TEVA_MDL_A 00552880 (Targeting &
“Do Not Detail” Policy in Connection with
Promotional Activities)

TEVA_MDL_A 00552695 (Targeiing
Assessment and Call Activity policy)

TEVA MDL_A_00552706 (Targeting
Assessment snd Call Activity policy)
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Persons who analyzed this data:
Agtavis — ore-2012:
e Product managers, including:
& Violet Sagkyan
o Rachelle Gallant
o Jinping McCormick
o David Myers
Watson:
»  Market research group. Product mangers could request information as needed.
Actavis — post 2012
& From 2012 10 2015, Rich DeVive pulled all market research data. After Rich left the
company, various people received access to the IMS database, primarily Christine Maiolo and
Whitney Hedden,
37. | The process used to determine which The Teva Defendans object to Cephalon/Teva USA Chriz Mevers {Teva}
medical professionals or offices Your Sales | Topic No. 37 on the grounds that it | Maintained a Targeting Assessment and Call Activity policy. Sales representatives must only
Representatives (including contracted Sales | is overly broad, unduly promote 1o HOUPs when it 15 reasonable to believe that his o her practice inghades pationts that TEVA_MDL_A 00552695 {(Targeting
Representatives) would individoally contact | burdensome, and not proportional | could be treated with Cephalon product for an on-label indication, and that it is likely that he or Assessment and Call Aetivity Policy}
{in person or otherwise) with respect to Your | to the needs of the case. The Teva she would treat the on-lahel condition, TEVA MDL A 00271190 (Actig Risk
Opiotd Products, including any database or | Defendants finther object to this Management Program)
ather sources of information You used to Topic on the grounds that it is Teva USA geperies [ Acguired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics TEVA_MDL_A 00271315
direct or suggest medical professionals or overly broad and unduly No separate target lists for Teva or the Acquired Actavis Entities specific to generic opioids and | TEVA_MDL_A_00454747 (2000 Actig
offices to contact, directions or guidelines to | burdensome because it is not did not employ a provess to determing which medical professionals or offices its sales Master Plan)
Bales Representatives concerning which Hmited to the Teva Defendants and | representatives would contact re opioid products. TEVA MDL_A 00454808 (2001 Actiy
medical professionals or offices to contact, thus seeks indormation owside of Marketing Plan)
and databases, reports or other information the Teva Defendants” purview. The | At Actavis, generics team did not engage sales representatives in contacting medical professionals | TEVA_MDL_A 00434816 {2002 Actiq
made available to Your sales representatives | Teva Defendants further object to or offices other than engaging Kadian sales force to announce availability of oxymorphone and Marketing Plan)
congerning presoribing histories or the term “propensities™ as vague generic Kadian. In these limited instances, Actavis did not have a different process or TEVA _MDIL_A 00454872 (2003 Actig
propensitics of medical professionals. and/or ambiguous. methedology for contacting doctors other than the doctors already targeted for Kadian. Marketing Plan)
: TEVA_MDL_A 00454941 (2004 Actig
Subject to and without walver of Marketing Plan)
the foregoing objections, the Teva TEVA MDL_A_ 00455000 (2005 Actig
Defendants will present a witness to Marketing Plan)
testify on this Topic. TEVA _MDL_A_11899067 (Fentora
Preseriber Targeting)
TEVA_MDL_A_11899070 (Fentera
Preseriber Tavgeting) n
15
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38, | Compensation for members of Your Bales The Teva Defendants object to Sew writtert response to Topic 9. Written response fo Topic 3 and Incentive
depariment (inchuding sales representatives, | Topic No. 38 on the grounds that it Compensation plans cited therein.
district-level managers, regional level is overly broad, unduly Teva USA generics
managers, and national-level managers, burdensome, and not proportional | s Generics sales is broken down into two teams, frade sales (wholesalers/pharmacies) and
regardless of title), izzcigding any frgmuia or | tothe needs of the case. institutional sales (hospitals/clinies),
;?itiii f;i;;(ﬁ;iﬁﬁ:}iﬁgxﬁﬁoﬁﬁ ) Subject to and without waiver of »  Compensation fozﬁ geggrﬁnx sales groups im:lvm:im two z‘:x)m;?{memg, fzw:ran company
based in whole or in part on fevels of sales of | the foregoing ohjections, the Teva g)erfbrmance arjxé mﬁiz*tudual performance. Compensation for generics sales groups, whec?;
one or more Opioid Products, the personnel | Defendants will present a witness included generic opioids, was not product-based or based specifically on the sale of opicids.
involved in determining compensation, and | 10 testify on this Topic. The Teva | porgannel involved over the vears in determining compensation were:
the records of the compensation Defendants also refer Plaintiffs wo N
determination process. the documents that have been s Chris Doerr (Vice President, Trade Operations & Distribution Strategy 2017-Present)
and/or will be produced in response »  aniel Solomon {Vize President, T0Ns and Institutional Accounts 2017-2018)
to Request for Froduction No. 27. o Andy Boyer (President and CEO, Teva North America Generics 2016-2018)
»  Mare Falkin (Senior Vice President, US Genwrie Sales 2016-2018)
¢ Brendan ' Grady (President and CEO Teva North America Generics 2015-2016)
»  Sigurdur Olafsson (President and CEOQ Global Generics Medicines 2014-2017)
»  Dan Driscoll (Vice President, Sales and Marketing Institutional 2014-2015)
#  Johs Falon (Viee Prasident, Institutional Markets 2014-2018)
& Allan Oberman (President and CEQ, Teva Pharmaceuticals 2012-2015)
@ Bill Marth (President and CEO, 2010-2013)
»  Bob Cunard (Vice President Sales 2009201 1)
o Jonathan Kafer (Vice President Sales & Marketing 2007-2013)
»  Tim Crew {Senior Vice President, COO, North America Generies 2007-2012)
s Dave Rekenthaler (Vice President Sales 2006-2015)
e Lead individuals on the trade sales team and institutional sales team worked with President
and CEO of Teva Generics to determine compensation,
¢ Performance reviews for members of the sales team discuss achievements emplovees
throughout the year,
s No Actavis or Watson employee compensation policy specific to generic opioids.
s Actavis and Watson sales employess did get incentive bonuses — which are tied in minor part
on individual performance and majority part on the company's performance.
s Compensation for generics sales, which included generic opioids, was not product-based or
based specifically on ssle of opioids.
= Personnel invelved in determining compensation were:
s Alan Slavsky [Vice President of Sales ~ Watson] {2000-2012)
16
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s Andy Boyer [Senior Vice President of Sales and Marketing — Watson/Actavis] (2007-
2016}

»  Michael Perfefto (Vice President of Sales and Marketing — Actavis] (2003-2013)

s Exception: Compensation to InVentiv sales force for Kadian fo aanounce availability of
oxymorphone:

o The InVentiv sales foree at Actavis received compensation for informing dogtors about
the availahility of generic oxymorphone in 2011, In the four regions with the top
oxymorphone sales, the top five sales representatives within the region received 2 bonus,
in the amounts of $1,230, $850, $700, 3600, or $500. The top InVentiv sales
representative in the nation received u bonus of $1,500, and the second sales
representative n the nation received a bonus of $1,000. The top Regional Business
Diivector in the nation received a bonus of $2.000,

Lk

The process used to distribute Marketing
Communications throughout the nation, and
specifically in the State of Ohio and the
Marketing distributed into Ohio through this
process. This topic includes the steps that
aceur from the time a Marketing plan,
program, or campaign is initiated to the step
evaluating #ts effectivensss in the State of
Ohio,

The Teva Defendants object to
Topic No. 39 on the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdensome, and not proportional
o the needs of the case.

Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a witness
fo testify on this Topic.

Teva USA

Brand Plan Development
s Cross-functional and disciplinary teams collaborate and determine brand development.

Review and Approval of Information and Materials Related {o Products

s All promotion materials used by sales or shown to the public were subject to review by 8
vemmittee (PRCPDRCPARC).

= Many of the Company’s promotional materials were sent to the Food and Drug
Administration’s Division of Drug Macketing, Adverting and Communications (DDMAC) for
review and approval prior 1o distribution,

Training on Proper Promotional Messaging

+ Al field sales representatives were required to demonstrate their knowledge of the
Company’s products, policies and precedures, and healtheare requirements prior to assuming
ANY customer conlact,

Message Recall Studies for Marketing and Compliance

e Maessage recall studies were conducted for marketing and compliance reasons.

# The Company was required by the OIG to identify potential off-label promotional messages
detivered by its sales representatives. To carvy out this obligation, message recall studies
were conducted,

e The Company’s Market Research deparbment also rontinely conducted studies with third-
purties to evaluate messaging effectiveness,

Teva USA generics
s Mo process specifically used to distribute Marketing Commurdcations in the state of Ohio.
Marketing materials distributed nationally may be distributed i Ohio through this provess.
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[

Acauired Actavis Entitles (Actavis and Walson) generics

Step 1: Evaluation of market from sales perspective prior to applying for and
receiving approval of ¢ generic ANDA.
Step 2: Marketing communications team would develop marketing materials prior to
approval of ANDA so they van faunch materials on same day as approval.
Step 3: This ad would be submitted to the Promotional Review and Approval
Committee for review and approval.
= Prior to 2013, there was an abbreviated PR approval process for the format of
the standard marketing “blasts” relating to generic products. The PRC
commitiee approves the basic format of the materials, but the speeific and final
marketing materials are not subsequently submitted for approval,
#  {nthe summer of 2013, process renamed PARC and changed such that all
materials subject to same review and approval.
Step 4: Once approved, Teva may use these materials 10 send o thelr customers and
digplay on their website. Rarely, if ever, did Teva target a therapeutic area or
physician publication for their generics. If they ran ap advertisement, it would beto a
pharmacy publication. They would have communications that went to trade customers,
such as wholesaler and chain drug stores to announce availability of product and
provide necessary information for ordering, such as NDC number, They might also
digplay such material at trade shows such as NACDS.
No analysis to “evaluate the effectiveness” of s marketing materials. Teva may, a5 it
does with any other products, evaluate market share for a particular product.

No process specifically used to distribute Marketing Communications in the state of Ohio.
Marketing materials distributed nationally may be distributed in Ohio through this process,
No promotion for generic products. Marketing communications were limited to
ammouncements of availability that noted the type of drug, dosage and identical preseriber
information and warnings as brand,
o Step 1: Marketing team may evaluate IMB/WE data t see how branded product is
performing in the market prior to getting approval of its generic ANDIA.

o Step 2: Once generic ANDA approved, marketing team may develop an availability

announcement either on its own or by engaging a third party, such as Catalyst

o Step 31 Ad would be submitted to the Promotional Review Committes for review and

approval,
o Step 4: Once approved, Actavis may send materials to thelr customers, place in a

pain-related journal or magazine, or display on their website. Actavis may also engage

a third party, such as PDO Communications, to send marketing material through
mailers and email blasts to customers and others, inchuding pharmacies and
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No, Topic Objections Noies References
preseribers, Actavis would typically work with a third-party vendor to determine the
type of communication it wished 1o send and the desired audience. Sometimes,
Actavis would provide PDQ with a list of presaribers, which they would have received
from IMS.
#  There was no analysis to “evaluate the effectiveness” of the marketing materials, Actavis
would evaluate the market shave they were getting for the product,
40, | The provess for determining the acouracy, The Teva Defendants object to Cephalon/Teva USA TEVA MLD_A_ 0552513 (Cephalon
completeness, and legality of any sales, Topic MNo. 40 on the grounds that it o All promational materials reviewed by Product & Dissase Review Committes (PDRC)Y. | Policy)
marketing, promotional, or educational is overly broad, unduly Name later changed to the Promotion and Advertising Review Process (PARC).
information You made available to medical | burdensome, and not proportional Composed of a member from the marketing tear, legal, regulatory and medical affairs. | TEVA_MDL_A_00553140 (Teva Policy)
professional, patients, or the public to the needs of the case. The Teva o Washington Legal Funds (WLF) {peer-reviewed reprints and reference textbooks)
congerning any one or more Opioid products | Defendants further object to the disseminated by sales force prior to mid-2008, Beginning in mid-2007, Cephalon only
in any format, including printed materials, extent it calls for testimony permitted reprints to be provided in response to an unsolicited question. TEVA_MDL A (552171 {(SRL Policy).
videos, websites, and in-person messaging or | protected by aftorey-client s Mgedical Affairs group responsible for developing and approving Standard Response Letiers
“detailing” by sales representatives. privitege, the work product (“8RLs"). SRLs reviewed for accuracy by Medical Information Manager, Medical
dootring, or other velated privileges. Idormation Director and Medical Director, as appropriate. Acquired_Astavis 01389540 -
e Medical Information Request Forms CMIRFs™ Acquired_Actavis (1389544 - SOP RA-003
Subjfect to and without waiver of Review and Approval of Drog Advertising
the foregoing objections, the Teva o poya USA generies for Al ANDA Prescription Drug Products -
Defendants will present 2 witness o Teva USA uses same PARC process as branded side. Until 2013, there was an Actavis ~ July 25, 2007
to testify on this Topic. abbreviated PARC approval process for the format of the standard markefing “blasts™ ) )
relating to generics, The PARC committee approves the bagic format of the materials, 4‘\313%’%3&.1"1{)5....0953“98 -
but the final marketing materials are not submitted for approval. Allergan_MDL_ 00626203 - 80 RA,-QG?‘*
Review and Approval of Drug Advertising
»  Acguired Actavis Entitles (Actavis and Watson) generics For Prescription Drugs—Actavis—2011
o Acquired Actavis Entitics had promotional review committees that evolved over time to
review all materials prepared for generic opioids. Committees consisted of
representatives from medical, regulatory, legal and compliance, Marketing and sales
rade presentations to the committes that the committes would then review and approve.
41, | The identity of any and all information The Tava Defendants ohject to Teva Entities — See Appandix 6,7, 8 See Appendix 5,7, 8
{(inchuding sclentific data) supporting any Topic No, 41 on the grounds that it Actig Label
statements You made to the FDA, medical is overly broad, unduly Avquired Actavis Entities {(Actavis and Watson) generics
professionals, patients, or the public burdensome, and nof proportional |« Acquired Actavis Entities did not make statements to the FDA on generic oploids other than
concerning any of the following with respect | to the needs of the case, The Teva filing their ANDAs and reporting adverse events. Sarita Thapar {Actavis)
to any Opioid Product (including Opfoids as | Defendants further object to this «  ANDAs were limited to bioegquivalence studies to ensure generic was the same a3 brand. Tervi Mataline (Actavis)
a class): Topic to the extent that H requires | » Any advertisements/communications related only to the availability of those medications as
= Addictivencss them to testify regarding “[t]he well as their equivalence to the branded versions,
* Propensity for abuse identity of any and sl
» Efficacy information,” which i
! » Safety for use longer than [90] days impracticable.
| « Comparisons to non-Opioid analgesics
19
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Topic

Objections

Nates

References

= Standards of care
* Bereening of patients
» Monitoring of patients

Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a witness
to testify on this Topic.

Marketing or educational messages that You
distributed or caused o be distributed in
Ohio, including those distributed into
Cuyehogs and Summit Counties and the
Cities of Cleveland and Akron, regarding
Your Opioid Products and the dates of
distribution of those messages, including
whether the following messages or similar
messages were contained in marketing or
educational materials or sales detailing in the
State of Ohic:

{8) Therisk of addiction from clronis opiokd
therapy is low,;

{b) To the extent there 13 a risk of addiction,
it can be easily identified and managed;

{c} Bigns of addictive behavior ave
“pseudoaddiction,” requiring more oplokls;
{d) Opioid withdrawal can be avoided by
tapering;

{e) Opioid doses ean be fncreased without
{imnit or greater risks;

{f) Long-term opioid use improves
functioning;

{g) Alternative forms of pain relief pose
greater risks than oploids;

{h) New formulations of certain opioids
successfully deter abuse,

The Tevs Defendants object to
Topic No. 43 on the grounds that it
is overly broad, uunduly
burdensome, and not proportional
to the needs of the case.

Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Defendants will present a withess
{o testify on this Topic. The Teva
Defendants also refer Plaintiffs to
the documents that have been
and/or will be produced in response
to Request for Production No. 19,

Teva and Acquired Actavis Bntities neither logged nor tracked the geographic dissernination of
sales and promotional materials by sales representatives.

To the extent these statements have been made, they were reviewed and approved by our medical
affairs and medical information teams and would be consistent with the label andfor peer-

reviewed Hterature.

44,

To the extent not encompassed within the
other topics, Your marketing, promotion,
sales, distribution, diversion and suspicious
order monitoring, compliance,
pharmacovigilance Concerning your generic
Opioid Products,

The Teva Defendants object to
Topic Mo, 44 oo the grounds that it
is overly broad, unduly
burdensoms, and not proportional
to the needs of the case. The Teva
Defendants further object to this
Topie tothe extent it is a Yoatche
all” topic, which is not
appropriately tatlored.

Teva USA generics:

E ]

=

#

Distribution/diversion/SOM: Diversion and suspicious order monitoring were treated the same

for branded and generic produsts.

Compliance: All employees must adhere to company’s compliance policies and procedures.
Pharmacovigilance: Singe 2008, branded and generic (both historic Actavis and historic Teva)
opioids are treated the same by phanmacovigilance. Before 2008, two teams handled reporting
for pharmacovigilance: Innovative Team {dealt with the branded oploids) and Generics Team.
Despite the existence of two teams, the processes, palicies, and databases were the same,
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Na. Topic Objections Notes References
Subject to and without waiver of Axguired Actavis Entives {actavis and Watson) generics:
the foregoing objections, the Teva | »  Distribution/diversion/SOM: Diversion and suspicious order monitoring were treated the same
Deefendants will present 3 witness for branded and generic products.
1o testify on this Topic. s Complisnce: All employess must adhere to company’s compliznce policies and procedures.
= Pharmacovigilance: adverse event reporting for generics similar to branded products. Actavis

handled all generic adverse event reporting in bouse, except for Fentanyl, which was handled

by third party Prosar,

47, Identify the provess and methodology You The Teva Defendants obiect to Teva branded opioids Suzanne Collier {Teva)
utitized in analyzing uny and all financial and | Topic Ne. 47 on the grounds that it | Marketing analysis usually driven by Market Research, which the Company supported by Michae! Perfetto {Actavis)
accounting information you maintain inthe | is overly broad, unduly providing data to vendors, Jinping MeCormick {Actavis)
ordinary course of Your business regarding | burdensome, and not proportional Napolteon Clark (Watson/Actavis)
Your marketing, promotional and advertisiog | o the nceds of the case. The Teva | Teva USA and Acquired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watsen) generics
expenditures, and the process and Defendants further object No analysis of marketing and advertising expenditures or the effectiveness of those activities.
methodology vou utilized in analyzing any to this Topic to the extent that it
and all financial and accounting regarding requires them to testify regarding
the effectiveness of Your marketing, “any and all financial and
promotion and advertising expenditures. accounting information,” which is

impracticable,

Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing objections, the Teva
Drefendants will present a

witness to testify on this Topic.

48. | The nature and scope of any meetings, The Teva Defendants object to See Topic 34.
correspondence, communications, Topic No. 48 on the grounds that it
documents, contracts or agreements, between | is overly broad, unduly
You and Purdue, Janssen, Endo, burdensome, and not proportional
Mallinckrodt, concerning the manufacture, 1o the needs of the case. The Teva
development, formulation, marketing, Trefendants further object
advertising, and sale of Opioids or Oploid o the extent it calls for festimony
Products. protected by attormey-client

privilege, the work product

dovtrine, or other related privileges,

The Teva Defendants further object

to this Topic to the extent it calls

for testimony regarding

“commutnications.” The Teva

Defendants further object to this

Topie to the extent that it requires

them to festify regarding “ftihe

pature and scope of any meetings,
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Mo, Topic : Ohiections Notes References
COITESpO dence, communivations,
documents, contracts or
agresmwents,” which is
impracticable.
The Teva Defendants further object
to the term “coordination” us vague
and/or ambiguous, The
Teva Defendants further object to
this Topic to the extent itds
duplicative of Topic Mo. 34
Subject to and without waiver of
the foregoing ohijections, the Teva
Defendants will present a
witness o testify on this Topie.
49. | The nature and scope of any meetings, The Teva Defendants ohject to Cephalon/Teva
eorrespondence, communications, Topic No. 49 on the grounds that it | DEA Compliance and Suspicious Order Monitoring - Processes
documents, eentracts-or-agreements, between | 18 overly broad, unduly +  Reqguest information from new and existing customers to uaderstand business operations,
You and Purdue, Endo, Mallinckrodt, burdensome, and not proportional SOM programs, customer base, and purchase forecasts.
Actavis, McKesson, Cardinal, and to the needs of the case. The Teva. | o Request order-related information from customers whose orders pend in the system,
AmerisourceBergen (together with You, the | Defendants further object s Provide mformation to suppliers and request information from customers about forecasts,
“RICO Supply Chain Defendants”™} to this Topic to the extent this Topic which are used to apply for new and amended quota applications and such correspondence
concerning diversion of Opioids or Opiokd is compound and contains improper miay be attached to applications as good-faith estimate letters.
Products, including: subparts. The Teva »  Partigipate in industry groups with other manufacturers and distributors, and DEA
{w) The duties to maintain effective controls | Defendants further object to this administrators to better understand DEA regulations and industry practices regarding DEA
against diversion of Opioids or Oploid Topic to the extent that if requires compliance, suspicious order monitoring, and diversion trends.
Products, design and operate & system to them to testify regarding s Communicate with customers re: chargebacks.
identify and report suspicious orders of | “[tJhe nature and scope of any +  DEA registrants must comply with DEA regulations, inchuding quota applications, and vault
Oploids or Opioid Products to the local Field | meetings, correspondence, security.
Division Office of the DEA, and to perform | communications, docurnents, *
:;iu; d}'h’ gence §:x§fmr halt sugpicious orders of contracts or agreements,” which is Actavis Entities Acquisition
Opioids or Opioid Pmﬁfuc?s; . impracticable. ¢ Teva and Actavis discussed aspects of DEA compliance policies and procedures during on-
{by Orders of unusual size, deviating boarding
substantially from a normal pattern, and Subject to and without walver of =
Q?dsrs s?f imusiuai fre;qu;(zm:y3 i;}g]‘-iud?ng any | the foregoing f}bjec‘;inns, the Teva Acquired Actavis Entities (Actavis and Watson) generics
d&szillss1@n or‘mves:ngatwn by You or ?ﬂ s D;fsndamﬁ WE.H, prssen} & Subparts {a) and (d): Actavis worked to minimize risk of diversion of ¢ontrolied substances
RICO $upp§y Chain Defendant, or any state | witness to testify on this Topic. through its participation in Industry Working Groups and mesting with distributors on 80M
or &d{:m‘ gow ‘“‘m?"e‘i‘“‘. ageney, (ff any program and enhancements.
prescriber, pill mill, facility, hospital or
medical officer for improper preseribing
practices, suspicious orders, or diversion;
22
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Nu.

Topic

Obicctions

Notes

References

{¢} Quotas governing the manufacturer,
production, distribution, or sale of Opioids or
Opioids Products set by the DEA, including
but not Hmited to Aggregate Production
Quotas, Individual Manufacturing Quotas,
and Procurement Quotas; and any
applications for the same or requests fo
modify the same;

{d) The “Know Your Customer” due
diligence requirements, including due
diligence performed regarding new customer
orders or applications; and engoing due
diligence performed regarding existing
CUSIOMIETS;

(e} Any letters, advice, presentations,
conferences, or guidance provided by the
DIEA or any representative or agent thereof,
vegarding the duty of registrants under the
CSA fo prevent diversion, to identify and
report suspicious orders, and to perform due
diligence and/or halt orders identified as
suspicions, including the duty to “Know
Your Customen”

{1y Chargebacks, rebates, or other
reimburserment programs between you and
any Distributor Defendant named in the
Complaint concerning the exchange of
fransaction information or “chargeback data”
from any Distributor Defendant, as well as
rebate or discount programs given in
exchange for increases in the volume of
Opioid or Oploid Products sold by that
entity;

{g) Any vault security program whereby You
agreed to or did provide the necessary vault
security for a Distributor Defendant;

{h} Advocacy or legal support for any
Defendant, including but not limited to
amicus curiag briefy, or other legal
documents prepared by You in support of
any Defendant; and

Subpart (b): Actavis sent letters 10 its customers to inform them of their suspicious order
monitoring and that they must order within their allotted amount. Actavis made presentations to
its customers on their suspicious order monitoring process.

Subpart (T} Acquired Actavis Entities and any party that enters into a rebate, chargeback or
reimbursement program with them are required to comply with applicable federal, state, and local
laws and regulations, including, but not lmited to those laws, requirements, and regulations
governing the manufacture, purchase, handling, sale, marketing and distribution of all products.
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No,

Topic

Objections

Motes

References

{1} Public statements or testimony provided
by You or any Defendant to Congress
concerning the manufacture, development,
formulation, marketing, advertising, sale,
distribution, diversion or suspicious orders of
Opioids or Opioid Products,
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