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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

DR. FARNOSH FARIBA,

Plaintiff,

T ‘ 5

VS. : Cha ekt
NOTICE OF‘RE‘MOVAL -
PFIZER INC.,

. o Yy
Defendant. : /[/ ? ‘%//7/'
) 'f” i

{f UE: e ’-.,/
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendant Pfizer Inc. (“Defendant?) ﬁl@s{tg{p,i ;% N jl
i

Notice of Removal pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1441 and 1446, and removes to this Court the Tt

action known as Dr. Farnosh Fariba v. Pfizer Inc., Index No. 10110186, previously filed in the
Supreme Court of the State of New York, County of New York. The grounds for removal are as
follows:

1. This action was commenced on August 2, 2010 by the filing of a
Summons as well as a Summons with Notice with the Clerk of the Supreme Court of State of
New York, County of New York. The Summons, Summons with Notice and other
accompanying documents were delivered by hand to Defendant' on August 2, 2010. The
accompanying documents include a Statement of the Case, Particulars, Witness Statement of the
Claimant and an Annex, altogether which the Defendant construes as a complaint for present
purposes (the “Complaint™). A copy of the Summons, Summons with Notice and the associated

document are annexed hereto as Exhibit A.

' The Summons, Summons with Notice and accompanying papers were personally delivered to
Mr. Erick Carter on August 2, 2010, as well as sent via facsimile to Sidley Austin LLP on
August 3, 2010. Mr. Carter is a receptionist in the messenger center of Pfizer Inc. Neither
Sidley Austin LLP nor Mr. Carter are authorized to accept service under New York Civil
Practice Law and Rules (“CPLR”) 311.
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2. Defendant has not yet answered the Complaint. No further proceedings
have occurred in the above-titled action in the Supreme Court of the State of New York, County
of New York, other than a letter request filed by the Plaintiff with respect to authentication of
documents.

3. This Notice of Removal is timely under 28 U.S.C. § 1446(b) because it
has been filed well within thirty days after receipt by Defendant, through service or otherwise, of
the Summons and Notice.

4. The Summons with Notice and the Complaint purport to assert the
following claims against the Defendant: (1) dishonest and deceitful business practices, under
Section 626 of the New York General Business Law; (2) breach of t‘uridamental human rights;
(3) breach of constitutional right of privacy; (4) false light, slander and defamation; and (5)
falsification of personal documents and breach of the Safe Harbor Act. (See Notice and
Complaint).

| 5. This Court has original jurisdiction over this action under 28 U.S.C. §1331
based on the federal questions raised by Plaintiff’s claims. Specifically, this Court’s subject
matter jurisdiction derives from Plaintiff’s assertions of a claim alleging violations of the
Plaintiff’s constitutional right to privacy, pursuant to the First, Fourth and Fourteenth
amendments to the United States Constitution.

6. The action presents a further federal question in its assertion of a claim
under the “Safe Harbor Act.” Although there is no “Safe Harbor Act” statute per se; in context,
this appears to be a reference to U.S. — European Union Safe Harbor Framework, which is an
agreement between the U.S. Department of Commerce and the European Commission. See

Issuance of Safe Harbor Principles and Transmission to European Commission; Procedures and
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Start Date for Safe Harbor List, 65 Fed. Reg. 45,666 (July 24, 2000), as corrected by 65 Fed.
Reg. 56,534 (Sept. 19, 2000) (not codified).

7. The action presents a third federal question in its assertion of various
human rights claims under “EU and UN Convention.”

8. This Court has supplemental jurisdiction over Plaintiff’s remaining claims
under 28 U.S.C. § 1367, which provides that “in any civil action of which the courts have
original jurisdiction, the district courts shall have supplemental jurisdiction over all other claims
that are so related in that they form part of the same case or controversy[.]”

9. Removal is therefore proper under 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1441(a).

10. Promptly upon filing of this Notice of Removal, a true copy of this Notice
of Removal will be provided to all adverse parties pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446(d).

11.  Concurrently with the ﬁling of this Notice of Removal, Defendant will be
filing a Notification of Filing of Notice of Removal with the Clerk of the Supreme Court of the
State of New York, County of New York. A copy of the Notification of Filing of Notice of
Removal is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

WHEREFORE, Defendant hereby removes this action from the Supreme Court of
the State of New York, County of New York, to the United States District Court for the Southern

District of New York.
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Dated: New York, New York
August 20, 2010

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

w=d o

Steven M. Bierman
sbierman@sidley.com
Nicholas H. DeBaun
ndebaun@sidley.com

Linda H. Cho
Icho@sidley.com

787 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10019
Telephone: (212) 839-5300
Facsimile: (212) 839-5599
Attorneys For Defendant Pfizer Inc.
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Exhibit A
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

COUNTY OF NEW YORK

Dr Farnosh Fatiba
A%

PFIZER CORPORATION
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LPANEIN Diack INK alk areas i bold letters. This summons mugt be served with a complaint.]

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK

' COUNTY OF NEW YORK ' MIW g
x DOUNTY OLE D %\m
SUMMONS
Dr_FarwosH_ CAgIRA. , AJG ¢ L
- Index-Numbeszn
fyour name(s)] Plaintiff(s) WITH COPY FILE
- against - loll o)X
Pp 1288  TANCGLORA T £ D . Date Index Number purchased
2w 2000
[name(s) of party being sued] Defendani(s)
X

To the Person(s) Named as Defendant(s) above:

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to answer the complaint
of the plaintiff(s) herein and to serve a copy of your answer on the plaintifi(s) at the address
indicated helow within 20 days after service of this Summons (not counting the day of service
itself), or within 30 days after service is complete if the Summons is not delivered personally to you

within the State of New York,
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT should you fail to answer, a judgment will be entered

against you by default for the relief demanded in the complaint.

Dated: =2 j %’ ZOQO \Z {sigh ygr name]

s é
[date of sumnm ns] e [8RMaNH PA % N

[print your name]

L T .
7&70 wiCi B ﬁ&%—- ;é

e A C9069 RS
[your ad@ress(es) telephone number(s)]

Defendant(s) ___FF! 254 N\”NCDR[-Z)
Nemy  Ned
Nty Nork lool‘-}‘ DAY
[address(es) of defendant(s))

g: Plaintiff(s) designate(s) New York County as the place of trial. The basis of this desigmation
is: [check box that applies]

O Plaintiff(s) residence in New York County

u/Defendant(s) residence in New York County

o Other [See CPLR Article 5);

7.08
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: {Print in black ink ali areas in bold letters ., Both pages must be completed. Thig summons
' cannot be used for divorce actions,]

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

- X SUMMONS WITH NOTICE
Nr. CARNORH  CARIRA . . Index Number
. ool gf
[your name(s)] Plaintiff(s)
- agains! - . Date Index Number
purchased __ 9 [R[ ,20(’50
PEL2Ex _ TrhcorPoRATEN .
V- NE W\'ORK
COUNTY CLERIS OFFICE
[name(s) of party being sued] Defendant(s). ) AR 632 n

To the Person(s) Named as Defendant(s) abave: ﬁf‘;kfgg'ip?ig

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT YOU ARE HEREBY SUMMONED to appear in this action
by serving a notice of appearance on the plaintifi(s) at the address set forth below, and to do so
within 20 days after the service of this Summons {not counting the day of service itself), or within
30 days after service is complete if the sumrmons is not deliverad personally to you within the State

of New York.
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT should you fail to answer or appear, a judgment will

be entered against you by default for the relief demanded below.

29/ 2000 ((mw(fc;»/

[éibn your\hame (s)]
Or_Hamesd_Fpeina

[print your name(s)]
Sk aisirmabd 4.
Wl GAG, Dk
(o004 .6) 279% C{ou S

[your address(es) telephone number(s)]

- Dated:

[date of summons)

Defendani(s) Pey 2020 Tmaomod RATLED

_&33;_44,97_ Bbed
A/ To

Arene Neod, (ool 23
[address(es) of party being sued]
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Notice: The nature of this action is [briefly describe the nature of your case against the
defendant(s), such as, breach of contract, negligence]:

Dodeedond Aeitf0 b Podin de = Coc oL thy bl
A; JOR P '.A (fmmr,é o ')Q.../-La.m..fdﬂ L«..M
a.,ﬂ cued i }n,@;. M\Pn.-,ﬁ JCs_ Ltu%

f%pw et o B MMA / the TS 5,

The reliaf sought is Ibrlefly describe the kind of relief you are asking for, such as,

mobney damages of $25,000]
1 m:J:*“/f;naﬁ P-:JL;,‘,“_Q oLm,ﬂ / 424 !; I! G

Should defendant(s) fail to appear herein, judgment will be entered by default for the sum of
} o [amount of money demanded], with interest form the date of

12 (/CL! dolo. [date from which interast on the amount demanded is c!a:med]

and the costs of this action.

Plaintiff(s) designate New York County as the place of trial. The basis of this designation is
[check box that applies]:
D Plaintiff(s) residence in New York County

afﬂfendant(s) residence in New York County

0 Other [See CPLR Article 5]:

2 Sum wiNot7-08
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VERIFICATION

Z, _Fae MOSH CARIBA -, being duly swom, deposses and says;
I am the plaintiff in the above-enfitied action. | have read the foregolng complai nt and know
the contents thereof. The same are true to my knowledge, except as to matters therein stated

to be alleged on information and belief and as to those matters | believe them to be true.

& Bl

[sign your ur namen front of & Notary]
Dr CZZPYLO{)‘Z QJ"A‘AG- w%
Stete of Fevw York o [print your narne]
Conixaly of Beow York ‘ﬁ IS

Swormn to before me this

—-day e ooopp L 200
e Wiy e ;'ﬁ“ﬁ’i_ﬁlﬂ/té e

Nme{ry Public R

AR ALSE HWARTZ,

I INew York,
pary Public, swico
o nl\r. Now D456 01 32008

Oualified in New Nork ¢ muzl’i[
Commixsion Fxpires Aup. 23

MARG

SamplsCatnpla-D6
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Instructions; This affidavit must be used for service of s Summons and Complaint, a Summons with
Notice, a Notice of Petition and Verified Petition, an Order to Show Cause and Verified P etition or

Subpoena. Print to fill in the spaces naxt {0 the instructions.

SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY QF NEW YORK

Index Number

:c.‘.vvs !ﬁ ribha . s ‘ :
De_fornosh farh m | loll OIRE -

[fill in names(s)] Plaintiff(s)/Petitioner(s)

- against -
AFFIDAVIT OF SERMIGE -—=
of IN ITIATIN - :
.__E%%__‘LQLFL M\{JD rOUNTY GLERD DEFCE
[fill in n@es(s) Defendant(s J/Respondent(s) o
X wg 69 200
STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF ___ s5; Su«rw‘-u'\.";\l" “\-ﬁﬁ‘ww
Wit ey B
AN T:,F\Q —\) OA)QFLg ) , [name of person who served papers]‘

being duly swom, depose and say:
| arn over 18 years of age and am not'a party to this case,

'uf’ | reside at [your addrcss] £2n EPOOKL\)N F\-\/€ QMJ\\ '\H 122_g
___AM/PM {t:ma of day), | served the &

on___. (.. 2000, [date of servica), at

attached papers [1dent|fy papers .;erved] -
on the defendant In this case. The address of the place whexe the papers were sarved Is [location where

papers served) __ 03 5 (.27 87 An. \fcv[(‘ o N Yol oo U3
"y served the papers in the manner indicated helow: [check box that applies}:

1) 0 Individual Ry delivering & tnue bopy nf each ta the defendant personally. | knew the person

scrved to be the person named in those papers because [How ditl you know

defendant?] _ T Liliomn o= W_&Jm

o %@% : [Fill out description of defendant on page 2],

-~
2) méorgqrariuq PE%@ 1,,MJ : [name of

busin€ss], a domestic corporation, by delivering a true copy of each to [Identify

person served)] 'E (\C—\L (‘..ow:_ e X [Fill out

description of person on page 2]\who is [identify his/her job title] & Aiems

[Ka -WH, M(C*:@f\cg‘)‘ SO T knew the corporation to be that listed in
the papers served and I knew the title of person narmed above and that he/she was

authorized to aceept service,
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3)er _§ub5tr‘tuted By delivering a true copy of each to [Identify person served)
[Fill out descriptlon of person below] a

o Service e Mg [ ave~
) person of suitable age and discretion, at the actual place of business, dwelling house,

or usual place of abode in the state, and malling, as indicated below.
p

Mailing | also enclosed a copy of the above papers in 8 postpald, sealed envelope properly

{Use with 3) addressed 1o defendant's last known residence or actual place of business, located at

[address}
and | deposited the envelope in a post office depository under the exclusive care and

custody of the United States Postal Service within New York State.

Desggription The indlvidua! | served had the following characteristics: [Sheck one box in each

{Use with 1, 2, categoty]:
or3 Sex Helght Weight ~  .Ags
| JAMale tl Under 5~ o Under 100 lbs.  © 21 - 34 years
D Female o 50" 5'3" 0100-130 lbs.ﬂ 35 - 80 years
' O 54"~ 58" 0431-160/bs. @ &51-61 years
o 5'g" - 60" )"Rf\161 - 200 Ibs. o Over 61 yrs.
EOver & o Over 200 fba.

Color of skin {describe]: €>V‘Ou._'\'\ .
Color of hair [describe]: _‘B\o‘g,\fcx G_‘,-q‘\/ \ Cl
\

Other identifying features, if any {describe]: _AAVQW‘ A, B’*-'

| asked the persan to whom | spoke whether the defendant was in the military of the United

DO Militapy
Service  Stales or New York Stale In any capacity and was told that he/she was not. Defendant did not
wear a military uniform, | state upon infarmation and belief that the defendant ls notin the
rilitary service of the United States or New York ~Jhe basis for my belief is the
conversation(s) and observalion(s) described apove.
%‘; orn to before me this / X - R )
2 dayof _C241C 20020 Oy, ul [slgnyout name bafore a Notary]
- S N <
Ao ponsve S a €. ovErs
Notury ublic [print your name]
'/\‘>MINI 1A «
Notary Public, \ILHLJ(:‘[\'(\:J
Reg, No, MYAG) v\n“ Yori,
. Qll'}hl]ﬁf i Now Yok "
ommission |; ok Connge

.xmru/\“.. 15, 20 }5
2 AfiSarv4-06
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Applicant’s Netice

2 August 2010
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Detalls of the Claimant

Or Farnosh FaribaBPharmMRPharms,
Sulte 41, 56 Tavistock Place,

London, WC1H 9RG,

United Kingdom.

E-mail: frnfariba@tliotmail.com

Fax: (+34) 207 2789717

Details of the Defendant
Pfizer Incorporated

235 42" street,

New York,

New York 10017

United States.

Detalls of Councll for Defendant
Mr E McNicholas

Sidley Austin

1501 K Street,

North West Washington, DC 20005
United States

E-mail: emcnicholas@sidley.com
Fax; 202.736.8711
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Action Pursuant to

Dishanest and Deceitful Business Practices, under 3.626 of the New York General
Business Law

Breach of Fundamental Hurhan Rights
Breach of Constitutional Right to Privacy
False Light, slander and defamation

Falsification of personal documents and breach of Safe Harbor Act

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

The application is filed in the failure of the defendant and the defendant’s legal
representatives in the Claimant’s fundamental human rights, in that:

a. The Claimant is in serious fear for ber life, security and safety since
commencing lawful litigation against the defendants in the claim.

b. The Claimant has been faced with ill-treatment prohibited by the UN
Convention in the prohibition of mental and emotional threat and torture, and
inhuman or degrading treatiment;

¢. The Claimant's right to a fair trial, protected by EU and UN Convention has
been breached due to prejudicial and unlawful conduct of the defendant and
their representatives in the falsification of court documenis in United
Kingdom, including the High Court, whilst the company i3 under a corporate
integrity agreement with the US Department of Justice, dated 31 August 2009.

d. The claimant's right to respect for private and family life has been subjcct to
detriment, in breach of moral codes of conduct, and ptivacy laws of the
jurisdiction. This breach includes electronic and telephonic communications,
and sensitive personal data concerning the claimant, in breach of EU and UN
Convention and business practice conduct of the State of New York.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Statement of Truth

I beljeve that the facts stated in this document and any continuation sheets are true.

Dated

Signed S
&v%@l 203 gole

Applicant’s full name: Dr Farnosh Fariba BPharmMRPhatmS
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Dr Farnosh Fariba
\"

PFIZER INCORPORATED

Particulars

1, The Claim has been flled pursuant to hreach of moral and ethical codes of conduct by
the defendant, thelr employees and representatives in the jurisdiction and in the UK.
The defendant and the representatives of the defendant have failed to adhere to the UN
code of conduct in the prohibition of breach of fundamental human rights.

2. The Claimant was employed by the pharmaceutical company within the UK subsidiary of
Pfizar Lrd, which is managed by the defendant, Pfizer Incorporated, based in the United
States. The Claimant was informed in May 2008 that she would need to assist with over-
whelming safety issues and submissions for a medicinal product called pregabalin
(Lyrica).

3. The company has faced criminal charges with regard to off-label marketing and
deceptive practices, in efforts including this product in the United States, leading to a
plea of guilt to money-laundering and fraud on 31 August 2009. Pfizer has pleaded guilty
under the small subsidiary of Pharmacia and Upjohn, in an out of court settlement with
the US Department of Justice, This was in regard to the welfare of US patients in that
charging Pfizer itself would have barred the company from any further interaction with
Medicare, which would have resulted in its Imminent financial collapse, in detriment of
patients on other pre-existing medication. Known as a repeat offender, Pfizer was fined
US $2.3 billion for defrauding the Department of Health and Human Services and forced
into a corporate integrity agreement for the fourth time in ten years,

4, The claimant had faced an unlawful US constructive dismissal subsequent to making
internal protected disclosures regarding unlawful conduct of senior Pfizer management,
and in the falsified submissions being made to the European Medicines Agency (EMA)
during the period of her employment.

5. Employment proceedings had commenced against Pfizer In UK, where the claimant was
based, on 14 April 2009. Pfizer has however actively withheld evidence matetial to the
proceedings and further epgaged in unlawful conduct causing detriment to the claim.
This has Included breach of privacy laws, Data Protection Act and stealing the claimant’s
evidence from a firm of solicitors In the UK. Whilst some photocopies of these
documents have been “volunteered” to the claimant as a “goodwill gesture” on 12
February 2010, the photocopies are evidenced to have undergone conversion in their
text and content. Pfizer is further refusing to deliver the original court evidence which
have at all imes belonged to the claimant. These additionally include the claimant's
contract of employment with the company, internal Pfizer policies, original and official
correspondences, witness statements and further articles of evidence against the
respondents in the claim.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

6. As the claimant’s unlawful dismissal had involved the falsification of intemal company
records in the personnel and employment files, the clalmant has further -filed
proceedings at the London High Court for breach of Data Pratection Act 1998 and the
relevant EU Directive 95/36/EC, seeking to view and correct her personal data. The
claim was served on Pfizer Ltd on 9 March 2010, and further served on the parent
company, Pfizer Incorporated, in the United States, upon permission of the High Court
for service out of Jurisdiction, dated 1 Aptil 2010.

7. The claismant has reported being followed and harassed since filing litigation against
Pfizer in 2009 to the Metropolitan police. The claimant was further evidenced and
recorded fn an emergency call to the UK police on 17 January 2010, when her life was
threatened after being followed from work. The Metropolitan police has continued with
their Investigations into these matters In protecting the claimant's fundamental right 1o
life. It is through candor and commitment that the claimant has conducted her litigation
against Pfizer, and is filing the present ¢laim in the same splrit.

8. The Claimant’s right to a fair trial, protected by Article 6 has been breached due to
prejudicial falsifications evidenced in falsified documents in UK courts. The claimant’s
Employment Proceedings at London South Employment Tribunal has been unlawfully
struck out immediately prlor to a scheduled hearing, upon suspicious circumstances. A
court order dated 1 April 2010 in this regard is confirmed in writing by the Tribunal
President to be “purported” in its accuracy and content.

9. Pfizer Is evidenced to have engaged in unjawfu) eollusion with employees of the Ministry
of Justice, the claimant’s own instructed solicitors and the UK’s Serious Organised Crime
Agency, which is a covert arm of the Home Office, set up In regard to issues of
international arms trade and human slavery. The latter has been recruited subsequent
to false allegations by Pfizer, and their instructed solicitors Speechly Bircham,

10. The claimant has repeated and conclusive evidence that her e-mail and telephonic
communications are being intercepted by and on behaif of Pfizer. Much of the Intrusion
is evidenced in writing within submisslons being made by Pfizer and their instructed
solicitors to the UK Courts and within their unlawful litigation strategies for court
proceedings.

11. Pfizer has taken disproportionate and underhand measures to Instlll fear of retaliation in
seeking to undermine and silence the Claimant, and avold the disclosure of evidence of
its criminal misconduct. Pfizer is in fear of sanctions and penalties by the European
Medicines Agency (EMA) in Its breach of statutory and regulatory obligations towards
the recipient patient population due to Its business practices. The unlawful conduct is
evidenced and witnessed to be endorsed by senior management,

12. The Claimant contends that Pfizer is knowingly falsifying submissions and reports to
regulatory agencies using patients in the community a5 inadvertent human gulnea pigs
and further withholding the information obtained from conducted chinical trials from
regulatory authorities, prescribers and patients, The Claimant had ralsed protected
disclosures during the period of her employment, which extend beyond Lyrica, due to
her ethical and legal responsibilities to patients, The Claimant would contend that Pfizar
is knowingly poisoning the public in return for financial benefit,

13. What has been the most disruptive and destructive, in Pfizer's conduct and all those
involved in the litigation, directly or otherwise, is the secrecy of conduct in an
unexplained artificial agreement within a situation that has been unlawful and morally
unacceptable. The sequence of events and actions are believed to be as a rasult of
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

pfizer’s aggressive bullying tactics, attempts to practice random US legislation in UK
Courts, whilst making false danials, withbolding evidence, and employing resources
which are secretive in operation such as the Serious Organized Crime Agency.

14. The claimant has sought to tell the truth and uphold her lawful right to litigation for an
unlawful dismissal. The Claimant is a practicing healthcare professional and ap advocate
of freedom of knowledge and information in a transparent fashion to prescribers,
patients and Regulatory Authorities who have due diligence and fegal liahility to the
population under their care. The disproportionate and unlawful means that Pfizer has
deployed for the sole purpose of business finances has resuted in the claimant’s
unlawful legal detriment which continues to date.
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF STATE OF NEW
YORK

Dr Farnosh Fariba
V

PFIZER INCORPORATED

Backaround to Proceedings apainst Plizer Corporation: Pfizer LTD and Pfizer INC

1, On 3™ of July 2008, the Clalmant's Manager, had submitted an emall correspondence to senlor Human
Resources personnel, to allege "sabotage® by the Clalmant In causing a "negative buginess Impact”. This
correspondence was In relotion to the submissions being made to the European Medicines Agency (EMA),
subsequent to the Ualment raising serlous safety and efficacy lssues, including the existing product license
for the indication of Generalized Anxiety Disorder (GAD), the company’s falstication and withholding of
safety information and A new application which was beihg subnitted to the EMA for an application for the
extended Indication of flbromyalgla. The manager wos subsequently instructed by senlor US Human
Resources to begih documenting evidence of "incompetence,” 50 as to engineer a dismissel based on
“eapabllity’, without following the proceduras faid down by the UK Employmant leglslation.

2, On 6th August 2008, the Claimant had an Indusirial accident at approxinately Bam on Pfizer's pramises,
recultng In the fracture and Injury to her glbows. The Claimant was signed off work for a total of 7 weeks,
for which 3 sickness certificates were 1ssued.

3. PNzer had however re-written a falsifled Accident Raport Form, contalning many Inaccuracies and further
alieging that the Caimant was already wearing on arm-sling on her left elbow and that her fontwear had
been "dolly slippers,” complete with a schematic diagram of this type of footwear,

4. The management of Pfizer had continued to Insist that the Clalmant's fall on the work. premises had begh
"alieged,” thereby felsHying the Intemal records ta accuse the Clalmant of sceupational incrimination. This
was despite medical evidence provided by the Claimant for the injury. The Claimant wes repeatedly
pressured to return to work in order for the PRzer to declde whether she was it to be at work,

5. It wouid apgear that the Claimant's unlawful dismissal bad alraady begun, as of 3rd of fuly 2008 and the
industriagl sccident was impeding the contrived constructive dismissal,

6. The Claimant had met with the International Director of Humen Resources an 16th August 2008, to discuss
the bullyiig and harassment, which was being expertenced in Plizer’s Worldwide Regulatory Affairs diviston,
managed by the paremt company, Pfizer Inc., This confidential disrussion was treated as the submission of
an officlal grievance by the dlakmant as Piizer’s officlal Disaplinary Procedures had been enclosed with »
Jetter dated 1 September 2008,

7. The Claimant had roturned to work. earlier thon advised, on 29th September 2008, due to fear of losing ber
employment. The Calmant submitted an official grievance for bullying, harassment and discrimination
when she retumcd to work, as appropriste,

8. On 29th October 2008, the Clalmant roceived a copy of what has been referred to as “Ketie Page
Investigation Report,” the content of which contained fabrications and incriminating statements against the
Claimant.

9. Acontrived "yrar-end” assessment report by the three respondents in the Employment clalm, had induded
a false report given by Ms McDonald of Pfizer, This had involved evidencr of the elaimant’s wark whith the
company hes falled to disclose to date, despite falsiied allegations of “Incompetence”, as further inferred
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by the filed ET3 at London Seuth Employment Proceedings, subsequent to the clalment’s uniswful US
dismissal on 15™ January 2010. The work and the felsificd allegation by Ms MacDonald regarding o matter
which she Is not qualtfled to understand indudes evidence of criminal misconduct In 8 dinlcal tria) which
mirrors that of the Xano tragedy in Nigeria. Pfizer has pleaded guilty ta crimes agalnst humanity In this
regard In 2009, in an out of court settlement effected as reported n July 2010, with the Nigeran
government, after making every effort to impede this litigation belng brought In US for ovet a decade
through aggressive and decestful lega) practices’.

10. Subsequent to a 7-minute "meeting”, the Claltmant was escorted off site, without the oapportunity to collect
her belongings. Correspondence dated 16th Janvary 2009 between Martin Ferber and Nicola Wilkinson, of
Pllzer Ltd, is cited to state | did not wish for this to be & pleasant experience”. The Claimant was further not
offered » statutery appeal, In breach of UK laws. The Glalmant had submitted a seif-Oirected appesl to the
US Chief Executive Officar of the Corporation, Mr. Kindler, as per contractual agreement with her then
emplayer, Pfizer.

11. 1 a tetter dated 3% of Aprit 2009, from Ms Rogers, the US VP of Human Resources had falsely alleged that
the Claimant “had been imvited to @ meeting”™ and that the claimant "had fatled to attend”. Thers Is no basis
or any evidence for such fabricotians,

12, On 14th April 2009, an unlawful dismissal claim was filed by the Instructed solicitors st Davies Arnold
Cooper LLP, on behslf of the Claimant, for racial and disability discrimination and automatic unlawful
dismissal putsuant to Public Information Disclosure Act (PIDAJ 1998, conceming Piizer’s manugement anid
condutt, In the clalmant’s ralsed PIDA and nroduct telated concerns, which had Induded Lyrica,

13, PRzer, represented by the firm Speachiy Bircham, Is evidencod In writing to have acted In collusion with
Davies Arnold Coopar as of 13 July 2009,

14, On 31* of July 2009, the Caimant had submitted a Data Subject Accoss Request to Mr Kindler, as drafted by
Davies Arnold Coioper.

! Kano Trovan clinical trial: In 1996 Pfizer has raused the death, disability and bodily harm to 100 children in an
unlawfu! clinicat trial during a meningitis outbreak In Kane. Tha company had later faked a clinical tris) license from
the Nigerian Autherities and Is evidenced to have stolen the children’s medical notes from the pative country. The
company had held these from disclosure for 11 years in the US whilst employing every litigation tactic to bar the
Nigerian Government from bringing legal action pgoinst them. The drug did not have any such license for ust, is
banned throughout EU due to hepatotoxicity, which the Regulators cied For banning the drug from chnical use.
Hepatotoxichy of the extents detected In the recipient patients would be known to 8 company through early stage
anlmal studias and prior to use In mon. it would appear that Pfizer had not included this In their reports and
submissions to the relevam authorites In gaining a license for Phase 1-4 studles, end in post-rarketing survelllance.
The immedlate couse of the Ksno tragedy, beyund any medwinal and pharmacodyramic properties, had however
been similer to what the claimant had advised her colleague In @ separate mater during her employment in lune
2008. The presehce of forelgn matter and precipitation upon reconstitution would inadvertently cause an
dutoimmune cytokine storm In the recipient group. Such an issue would anise through faulty technigues and within
the context of jn-vive intravenous use. The company CEO had been advised by a fetter from FDA to alert PHizer as to
the dangers of the drug upon saline reconstitution rather than wator for mjcetion, in exprossing alert and
concern for the use of trovafloxacin on US patlents, The company appears to have transferred It's studies to Africa a¢
a result, ignoring the FDA advice letter to the CED, Most of the parents of the children kiled and harmed as o result
were not literate and were not advised as to the dangers of the drug being unlawfully used by the company on thelr
infected children in an act which Pfizer had portrayed ns Sematiten. A further 100 chitdren had received an under-
dose of p comparator anti-Infective far the unlicensed trial which was conducted In a field used as & makashit
hospital during a meningitls outhreak. Pfizer's actions In withhalding evidence in order to hamper Nlgora’s legal
actions had been described by US Senate as "appalling”, calling for the documents to be refessed to permit Iitigatian.
Pizer pleaded guiity o serious bodily harm to children subsequant te the release of the documents to a Mgerlan
Court. The details of the trial, as well as other criminal misconduct In other ant-infective NCEs were directly
accessible to the claimant In a chastic archive system of the Regulatory Affairs Department, The clalmant has come to
the knowledge of such Informatlon as an employee. These were Inadverently discovered as the daimant was
deliberately not given any active projects when she had retumned from sick leave n 2008, The dalmant was searching
for NCEs In the regulatory and clinfcal trial archives with potential o be progressed for further studies and Woensing,
in arder to find active projects within the established products antHinfective portfolio 1o which she was stated to be
“assigned” In 2008,
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15, On 17th of September 2008, the firm Charles Russell wes instructed by the claimant in relation to thair
advisement for breach of the Claimant's Data Subject Access Request by Pfizer Ltd and Plizer Inc, the
company's US parent. A pre-action letter was sent to the Company's US representatives, Sidley Austin and
further to Speechly Birgham,

16. It would appear that the claimant’s former employment solicitor, Ms Grant of Davies Amold Coopet has
folsely ralsed Issues regarding questlons as to the evidence for the Claimant's legal actions. Ms Grant has
made malicious statements, attacking the Clalmant’s honesty, integrity and her abillty to assert her legal
rights. The claimant belleves this to be due to the fact that Ms Grant has been caught falslfying the
Respondents’ *voluntary disclosures” of 13 September 2009, In response to the daimant’s Data Subjoct
Access Requast of 31 July 2009, Thore are several documents, e-malls and evidence which begr reference to
solicitor: chiettt privileged discussions hald between the claimant and her former employment sollcitor, Ms
Grant of Davles Arnold Cooper. Ms Grant Is belleved to be in fear of being found put for her unlawful
coflusion and conduct, subsequent to any actions filed at the High Court by the claimant.

17. On 17th January 2010, the Clalmant's life was threatened. The sttack and the instructions by the police
subsetjuent to this threat to the dalmant’s Iife Is evallabie In a 16 minute 999 call, after 6pm. This fact was
communicated to the solicitors of Davis Amold Cooper on 18th January 2010, within an e-mail request for
the eollection of the Claimant's legel documents for the employment daim, as the firm ceased to be
instructed ot 13 January 2010, subsequent to concerns, indluding their fallure to represent the claimant for
an entire day’s hearing at the tribunal on 7" Janyary 2010. The clatmant had nut waived her right to be
present and/er represented.

18 On 19th January 2010, whilst collecting her kgal documents, the Clalmant had become aware that bavis
Amold Caoper had withheld her own erticles and origingl documents of evidence against Phizer. These had
been entrusted to the firm throughout thelr instruction, In order ta draft the cmployment pracecdings, and
further added to periodically, in preparation for the trat at London South Employment Tribunal, The firm
was Instructed between 14th April 2009 and 13th January 2010. The Claimant had hantled In a Data Subject
Access Requost to the flem ot spproximately 12 noonh, when collecting her belongings. Within the hour of
handing the DPA request to the: flrm, there had been a hoax call to the police, Imprrsonatiog the clabmant,
while alleging that sho had held “firearms” at her property, The call was stated by Detective Constalses to
have corme from a moabile telephonie whith had been that of the claimant. The *firearms” hoax call had In
fact nat been conveyed fo the clalmant untif 25th January 2010, when she wes Informed by Datective
Constables at Molborn Police Station that the call had been on 19th January 2010 at 12.53pm, resuhting In
police investigations. Thiz could not have been pursued ot length, by any suthority as the voice could in ho
way match the claimant’s emergency 999 calt of 17" Janwary 2010. The claimant has a distinct low volce
and slight accent. Any such outrageous and scendzlous allegation has been malicious and Intended to vikfy
and to discredit the claimant’s mental state and credibility as a witness to Pfaar's criminal conduet In the
course of its pharmaceutical business, further masking Devis Arnold Cooper’s unlawful Involvement with the
company,

On 22 January 2010, sibsequent ta what can only be described as 2 manhunt in @ manner of being caten by

an angry predotory animsl, the claiment was forced into hiding ot a small hotel in South Kensington, The

cloimant hed spent the entire night shaking till the morning In her hotel reom. At approximately 5.30 am,
the clalmant had sent a taxt message to her then OPA lawyer, Andrew Sharpe of Charles Russell, to request
that he would meet her prior to an arranged joint meeting at the European Medicines Agency (EMA).

20. On 22 Janusry 2010, whilst on the way to the meeting at EMA, the thimant's sabicitor of the preceding
paragraph was heard to be in a teléphone discussion which indicated that the three respondents in her
employment clalm had been sacked. The company had however decided to change Its tactics and re-
employed the individuals. The claimant’s solleitor was being asked for advice os to the fact that tholr P4Ss
had been scen by 1 member of staff would be a breach of DPA 1998. Mr. Sharpe would rot distlose the
Identity of the caller. The claimant contands that omission to tei) the truth to one’s own client, as much as
falsification, Is an act of decelt.

21. I has been corweyed in cortespondenice by Charies Russell LLP on 13 May 2010 that the claimant’s moblic
phone has in fact been cloned, whith may go some way to explain the “firearms® hoex call to the police on
19" January 2010, A further intension may have been disqualify the claimant fram professional practice.
The legal right to bear arms in the UK Is not avallable to any person with professional duty of care for
patients.

22. Davis Amold Cooper s evidenced to have deliberately mishandled the Claimant’s employment proceedings
and had deliberately "come off record” just befare o contrived 'PHR/CMD”, on 5 January 2010, This had
been arvanged by Pfizer, and thelr instructed solicitors, Speethly Bircham, evidehced th writing tn have had
prior knowledge of the fact in December 2009. This action is unlawful pursuant to Articles of the HRA and

19
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strictly prohibited by the Solicitor's Regulatory Authority. The two law firms arc under Investigation by the
5RA as of 14™ of May 2010,

The Employment Judge 8t London South Employment Tribunal, Mr Christopher Baron, has been repeatedly
evidenced to have falsified court documents at the Tribunal, os of Jahuary 2010, Mr Raron has been
Indepondently witnessed to have spent private ime with Pfizer’s instructed solicitors ond Council, Mr Baron
hes further Interfered with the proceedings at the Employment Appeal Tribunal, subsequent t the
claimant’s spplications to the Superior court, dated 7th February 2010 and 22nd April 2010. There s
evidence In these regards In his signed "list of reasons” for the untewful strike out of the clalmant's
emmployment proceedings, by order dated 11 March 2010. The Judge has further ordered legal costs In
favour of PRzer by order dated 11 March 2010, This Is despite the fact that no party ks expected to pay for
legal costs at Employment Tribupals In UK, by default of fitigants having become unemployed at the first
place to raise proceedings. The reason is the permission of Htigants In parson to access In Justice.

. There Is substantlal evidence that the Claiment's hohest comments, citing Phizer's falsified comments and

that of withholding evidence, 1o have been deliberately written up as "scandalous” and Intended to "vikfy"
the Individuals concered, In order to fabricate a basis to strike out the clalmant’s lawsult as being due to
"Insult® or “behavior” issue. The Clalmant Is not of Angks-Saxon orlgin and her albeit emotionel comments )
which are cukturally appropriate to her race and tempcrament, had 2t no stage been either false of
irrational in the cortext of the proceedings.

Phzer has been printing out entire book chapters such as Harvey T, an how to strike out lawsuits
prematurely, as evidenced by tholr Council’s submiissions to the Tribunp) on 7 lenuaty snd 3 February 2010,
further in breach of UK copyright laws. The main focus up to that point had been cases quoted as “Khan”,
Bennett vz Londnn Borough of Southwark and Bennett vs London Probation Service, Mr. Christpher Buron Is
tited a5 the judge on that case and the Jatter EAT case law has Incredible and suspicaus similarity to the
Claimant’s lawsult, as If being followed like & script. it Is noted that the Judge for the Employment case at
the tribunat hiad been different st the initial stages of the proceedings; but the judge and the caseworker
were suddenly changed between May-August 2008, without ony offered explanation. The first judge was
not sympithetic to Pizer and had refused tholr 28 day request Tor extension to thelr ET3 defense to that of
14, which was appropriate, Riven @ prior extension of 21 days from the filed ET1 elaim of 14 Aprl) 2009,
The subsequent ET3 filed by Robert Thomas of Specchly Blrcham 13 an endless Nst of flsifications and
deniak, despite the svallable written evidence in those regards. Mr, Thomas has been repeatedly evidencid
and heard to be making false eomments and unlawful denlals over the course of proceedings and evidenced
to be of a deaply immoral and dishonest character,

On 17th May 201D, the Clalmant obtalned coples of internal email correspondence from the firm Charles
Russell, showing that solicitor-dlient privilege has indeed been breached in oddition to those of the
dalmant’s solicitars at Davis Arnold Cooper, and that all such communications hed been forwarded to
Pfizer, leaving the Cleimont in urdawful legol detriment, in being denled the right to a fair trial, which is a
protucted Article 6 fundamantal right. This I¢ a further breach of statutory law, pursuant te DPA 1998, and
Rrross professional misconduct as per Law Society and the Solichor’s Code of Ptactice In revealing privileged
soliciter: ellent legsl confidentiality, There Is absolutely no defense for this breach th the eyes of the law
withiy any Jurisdiction. Mr. Sharpe hed discussed & “super injunction”, which has been described as
absolute nonsense by the chief legal council of the Royal Counts of Justice, and referred to as 3 crimina)
offonce, This breach has been Instigated by PRzer and thelr instructed solicitors In US and UK In making false
threats of bl action against any firm who supported the claimant’s litigation. The “super Injunction” had
been Intended to cover up Plizer's deteitful contuet It making the daimant’s solickors llable for any breach
of a dublous behind the scone agreement between Speechly Bircham, Davis Atnold Cooper and Charles
Russell. The latter two firms are In further breach of thelr contractual agreemant with their own dliant in
falling 1o defend or lawfully represent the clalmant, despite making hefty charges for their service.

0On 10" of June 2010, whilst making enquiries as to the pragress of the complaint ogainst Speechly Brcham
In thelr professional misconduct In dealing with lega) procaedings and their collusion with the slaimant's
solicitors, it had been conveved thot the SRA had recetved e-malls from the Clalmant In June 2010, The
clalmant has not sert any e-malls to the SRA since 24 May 2010. The clalmant has not reccived a respense
as o the complalnt made In May 2010, It Is possible that any e-mailed correspondence from SRA may have
been deleted from the Calmant’s e-mall account. Due to the unusual and astonishing complexities and
unlawft! conducts to date which cannot be detangled without meking further complaints, the claimant has
not pursued maters with SRA undl such ime that the truth of matters and loricat explanations has become
avallable.

On i5th me 201D, the Employment Appeal Tribunal had bizarrely stated that they did not have
lurisdiction” to hear the appeal and had further stated that the Claimant’s "bghaviour was the basis of Mr.
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Baron's unlawful and premature strike-out of the Employment claim. This Is not completely aceurate ag Mr
Baron should have never had cite of the tlaimant’s anplication to EAT dated 7 February 2010, which was
deemed to be “unconstituted”, by arder of EAT dated 2 March 2010,

30, In aletter dated 22™ of June 2010, from Mr. Latham, the president of Employment Tribunals, had stated In
correspandence, subscquent to a complaint made about, Mr. Baron's unlawful fudietal conduct that the fist
of reasons submitted to the Claimant, dated 1st April 2010, by Mr Baran, (s “purported.” This list consists of
131 paragraphs of falsifled and twisted statements, signed by employment Judge Baron, all of which are
derogatory towsrds the Clatmant, and communicate a maliclous impression that the Clalmont Is
"incoherent,” "not understood” o that tha calmant has made “allegations”, rather than meking intelligant
statements. This Is unlawful, wholly biased and could not be true from tha point of view of any independent
person, ghven the dalmant's background, experience and education, or the facts of the matter. The
trenscripts from the “PHR/CMD"s of 3 February 2010 and those regarding the “PHR” {withbut application In
place on behalf of Pizer), of 10 March 2010 are not accurate recordings of the setual discussions held on
the relevant days. Mr. Baron Is directly evidenced to have ient his signature to Pfizer.

31. Mr. Baron had further faisified the tribahal ordets to state that that the clalmant’s concorns regarding the
solicitnrs at Davis Arnold Cooper, whom were no longer retsined as of 13 January 2010, was a complaint
which had been "withdrawn®, This Is categorically Inaccurate. Andrew Sharpe of Charles Russel who had
atcompanied the clelmant tb the "PHR" of 10 March 2010 at London South Employment Tribunal is an
independent witncss to this fact, There was a second Independent witness present during the hearlng on
that dute, whith the Judge had categorically refused to nome, despite an application made by the dalmant,
seeking the Idendty of this witness for the 10 March 2010 hearing at the tribunal,

32 The claimant’s e-melis are evidenced to be intercepted by and on behalf of Pfizer a5 of 19 October 2009.
Written evidence of Interceptions is avallabie in Pfizer’s court submissions, as filed by Speechly Bircham in
UK. The Instructed solicltors, such a5 Mr, Thomas, submit 3l of the corporation’s falsified statements and
documents without verffication, or due regard to the UK statuc or the Soltcltor’s code of conduct, Whikt not
exhnustive, the dites indude: 1 and 4 December 2009, 22 February 2010, 27 February 2040, 1 March 2010,
10 March 2010, 26 March 20110, 12 May 2010, and 4 June 2010. Tha latter Is categorical evidence of Pfizer
and Speechly Bircham’s unlawful accese of the ckiimants personal e-mall account, whilst making false
accusattons and assumptians about the reason for daimant’s attendance at the Royal Courts of Justice, the
High Court. The defendants had falsely accused the claimant of having an ex-parte meeting with the Data
Protection Judge on the evening of 4 June 2010, s though the Courts are the Judge's private household;
and have had the Incredible audadty to write to both the clalmant and indepandently to the ludge to state
that they were forbidden to meet In Pfizer's absence, whilst attaching a copy of the Chancery Guide for the
Judge at the High Court. This is desplte Plizcr being In breach of the High Court order of 1 Apiil 2020, and
thelr repeated enforced fines and corporste Integrity apreements in their swn native country of US for
deliberately breaking the law which they cite as "voluntary”. The clsimant Is certain that the High Court has
its own copy of the Chancery Guide and does not require convicted criminals for the provision of further
coples, or indeed the audacity of being told how to practice law, Furthermore, there was no ex-parte
meeting, which Is yet another example of Plizer's repested stempts at attaching their own unlawful
canduct and misdemeanors to the Claimant by reverse association, in 2 maliclous attempt to repeatedly
humiliate, embarrass and faksely discredit the daimant o5 9 visble witness who can give oral account of her
experience and conduct of Pfizer, should they have suteoeded to delete snd/or remove from detection the
written gvidence of thelr unlawfu) conduct and practices within the compeny, Furthermore, they have
unaguivoally expased themselves for directly accessing the claimant’s private and personal e-malls in her
Hotmall account, which Is untawful in all jurisdictions and a breach of Artide 8 which protects privacy 85 »
fundamental human right. Plizer and thelr sollcitors are also cvidenced to have goined unlawful access to
the claimant’s medical notes, which Is shocking snd & crimingl offence for the company and all those
Involved In any such disclosure, It Iy subject to criminal prosecution pursuant to Article 8 and Privilegad
healthcare information. There has been no reason or consent for this matter,

33. Butwven I0th Yo 29" of June 2010, the Clatmant's friends, Including a student nurse Bola, whom the
clatmont has known since 2007, had raised concerhs in refation to the fact that repeated blank text
messages had been recetved from the Clalimant's mobite telephone. Bola had left the daimant a volce
message, In order to ralse her concern and slert the daimant, stating that she Iz worried. These messages
were not semt by the Claimant. it Is clear that individual/s involved in the legal proceedings mallclously
Intend to raise concerns with the Claimant's coherance and credibiiity in order to Impede her litigation, The
Claimant believes this to be her former employment sollditor, Allison Grant of Davis Amald Cooper, as she
fears being found out for assisting Robert Thomas of Spaechly Blrcham and employees of Pizer Ltd with the
falsifications discovered In the 13" september 2009 "voluntary disclosures”, Much of the evidenced
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falsifications in the court submissions have been intended to strengthen the legal position of PRzer by
unlawful means, and had further included subliminal messages for the clalmant os o threst to withdraw
from litigation against the company. The faisified records and evidence Involve James Barrass, Jullan
Thompsoh and Martin Ferber of Plizer Ltd who effected the clalmant’s unbywful dismissal of 15 January
2005, In breach of UK statutory legislation, The latter Is additionally avidenced to be the individual who has
folsifled the claimant’s Aceident Report form of 6™ August 2008, 1o foisely state thet the claiment was An
*arm shing to the left” at the time of the tlaimant’s industrial accident on PRizer's premiscs on 6™ August
2009. This was a referonce to @ meeting held between Mr Ferber and the Clalmait on 16 Aupgust 2009,
during the claimant’s perind of sick foave, where she was indeed wenring one armsling to the left
subsequent to the fractures sustained on 6 August 2010. The fraudulent re-writing and falsifications of the
Actident Report Form which was reporied by a different mansger entirely at the time of the accident, Is
unlawful pursuant to Froud Act 2006, and belleved to be Intended to reduze the isurance pay out of any
perceived Personal Injury clafm by the clalmant. No such clalm has been filed to date,

The unlawful actions of the Instructed solicitors and Phizer have been maliciously Intended to ralse
guestions a5 to the Claimant's erediiliiy, iwade her privacy and statutory privilege. Such actons have been
money-driven and Instigated to serve the Compony's financis) goals. The company has been repeatedly
witnessed and evidenced In writing to have no due regard for the law and astonishingly appears to be
assisted In these regards by public officlals who have Jagal and ethical responsibllitles In the capactty of their
function and position.

STATEMENT OF TRUTH

I hielleve that the facts stated In this document and any continuation sheets are true.

Dated:

fam

59_///{/‘9_‘0\.0
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Dr Farnosh Fariba
VvV

PFIZER INCORPORATED

WITNESS STATEMENT OF THE CLAIMANT
PFIZER CORPORATION

1. {was cmployed by the compony Pflzer in the European division of the Worldwide Regulatary Affalrs division of
the US based pharmaceutical finm since 2 June 2008, but faced o US dismissed under unusual circumstonces in
2009. 1 am 0 witness to eriminal conduct by the company’s senior UK and US officlals and live in serlbus foar for
my Iife.

2. Prior to employment t Plizer, | bad worked within the Global Prescriber and Patient information divislon of
Worldwide Regulatory Affairs at GlaxosmithKline as the Globol lead, reporting to the labelling and Global Safety
Board of that company. The Regulatory Afalrs and intellectual property functions of pharmaceuticol firms are
rasponsible for the safety and clinical trial submissions to the relevant Authoritles, and the registration and
approvals of mediclnes, In my role at Plizer, | was responsible for the safety issues and submissions to the
European Medicines Agency (EMA), as approprlate to the European divislon,

3. Due to the "overwhelming safety Issues” with the medidnal product pro-gabalin (Lyrica), the EU Regulatory
department of the company had Insisted on a secondary, parallel recruitment drive, In addition to thelr HR, In
order tn speed up my recruitment into the company, below grede and cortrary to agreed terms and project
respansiblittics Into another manager's group. This medicinal product which is presently licansed as a second line
antl-epileptic and for nerve related pain, has been the subject of criminal prosecutions by the bepartment of
lustice in the United States due to Pizer’s froudulent conduct and money laundoring offences In sale and off
license promotion and defrauding the US Departrment of Hesfth. This subsequently resulted n a settlement
being made by the US Department of Justice on 31 August 2009, Induding peyment of a Us32.3 billlen fine,
whilst PRizer agreed to plead guilty under the subsidiary of Pharmada and Upjohn, In order to desist from its
imminent financlal collapse by accepting the criminal charge. The campany continues to make further
settlements in these regards in the United States,

4. 1 hed filed court proceedings at an Employment Tribunal In UK, where | was based In daiming unfalr dismisss!
pursuant to breach of Employment and statutory laws, including the Public Information Disclosura Act 1998,
Pfizer officials and the representative solicitors In the UK, Spaechly Bircham have taken unlawful steps o deny
my right to a fair trial by exceptionsl and disproportionate measures and lllegitimate means, This bas Included
actual and psychological aggression, stealing court evidence which hes belonged to me, withholding materie)
evidence for my claim, Induding my personal and employment files and my work at the company, making
threats of libel sction to my instructed solichors in my representation, hacking Into my personal s-moH account,
cloning my mobile phone, accessing my personsl deta. The company has been evidenced to have falstfiad court
eviience which has been “volunteered” as a “gootdwill gesture”, whilst In breach of court arder for dicclosure of
evidence. This had gone unchallenged by the Judpe, wha is further evidenced in writing to be falsifying the
relevant court documents. My life was threatenad on 17 lanuary 2010 in order to instil fear in e and withdraw
from Iitigation. The company s faeing Investigations by the European Medicnes Agency {EMA) for the same
issues which had lead to the US eriminal charges and fines in 2009. The company has emborked In e campaign of
falsehoods and vendetta In order to discredit my reputation and play down my witness sccounts. A fotal of
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sixteeh written threats have been Issued to me directly or via sollcitors In s ettempt to gain atcess to 8
computer which | bad used at the time of my employment. The company had falled to retrieve the computer
during @ 7 minute US dismissal bascd on falsified interhal records in order to maliciously fake records to
inslpuate occupational Incrimination and “Incompetence” In effecting a contHved constructive dismissal, in
breach of UK Employrment and Employment Rights Act on 15 January 2009.

| filed proceedings for unfair dismissal on 14 April 2009 and @ claim for breach of Data Protection Act In seeking
to view my personal data and effect correction of falsified Interpal records on 9 March 2010, The dlaim was
stitved on the small UK subsidy where | was based and further on the US parent of the company in the United
States on 3 Apiil 2010, upon permission of the High Court for service out of jurisdiction, dated 1 April 2010.

The firm Speechly Bircham 1s presently under investigation by the solicior’s Regulatory Authority for unlawful
collusion with my former employment solicitor and ix evidericed to have decelved and mislead the cobrts In
making false clabms and representations, Pfizer has further been evidenced to have paid off the Employment
Judge in my proceedings and are evidenced to have Influenced further court decisions and hearings via cormupt
senlor officlals in the UK.

Evidence belonging to me has further been missing in unusual circumstances since January 2010, which hag
required notlfication to the Seliciter’s Regutatory Authority, in order to seek investigation into the conduct of the
Employment proceedings ot London South Employrment Tribunal, my former employment representatives, Davis
Amnold Cooper, and Pfizer Umited representatives, Specchly Bircham. The missing files and Court evidence
concern both my employment caim and the present proceedings pursuant to breaches of the Data Protection
Act and ralevant EU directive at the High Court, The missing rourt flle for my clalm hes further included my
contract of employment with the company, internal company policies, witness statements and other artitles of
evidence aguinst the respondents In my clalm, which hove at all times belonged to me. The misting evidonce wes
reported as missing/stolen on 8 February 2010 at Kentish Town police stotlon i UK, The migsing evidence s In
detriment to ry ¢lalim at the High Count, and my employment. proceedings in the UK.

Whilst some phatocoples of ny missing evidence has been made avallable to ma by Speechly Blrcham on 12
February 2010, In an effort called "re-disclosure” [7], the further coples provided have undergone change in their
text by conversion, The firm is further cantinuing to make avallable some documents from my missing file n
applications tu the Royal Courts of Justice In London, whilst withholding further remalning pages.
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BACKGROUND TO THE EMPLOYMENT CLAIM

9. | was mitially advised in her employtent claim by Davis Amold Caaper LLP. However, for reasons that remain
under investigation, Davis Arnold Cooper s no longer instructed by me. The firm has failad to return my own
Court evidence for both proceedings without any adequate cxplanation and has falled to represent me
immediately before a pre-aranged “urgent” case management discussion on 7 January this yeat, In order to
unlawfully warp up my case. Since ceasing to Instruct Devid Arnold Cooper, and the complications caused by the
conduct of the employment proceedings, | hove bagn a Itigent In person. | am opposed by a legal team that
consists of two barrister and solicitors from the firm Speechly Bircham. My employment case has beeh unusually
subject 1o a striking out order, which means that | am having to appeal the decision from the ‘Tribunal in order to
have my case reinstated befora | can obtain a tial. in addition to the dental of my proteeted right for o fair trial,
PMizer's falsified malicious propaganda during my employment and since, has resulted ih a campaign to
vicarlously discredit my reputation persanally and professionally. | am also belng maliciously pursued for thelr
legal costs of several million pounds, without explanation for such disproportionate and extravagant legal
cxpenses for proceedings at an informal Employment Tribunal, and for the proceedings at the High Court, whilst
being pssisted by Speechly Bircham, by mens rea and actus ress, which is a further cniminal offence for the firm,
sepatately from the defendants, Pfizer Ltd and Pfizer Inc.

10, Since ceasing to instruct David Arnold Cooper, and the compkeations caused by the conduct of the employment
proceedings, | have bren s litigant In person. | am oppased by » lega) team that consists of two barrister and
solicitors from the firm Speachly Bircham, My employment case has heen unusually subject to a striking out
order, which means that ) am having to appeal to the decision from the Tribunal Appeals Court and spproach the
Court of Appeal In arder to have my case reinstated before | can obtaln a tria, at the High Court, pursuant to UK
Public Interest Disclasure Aet 1998 (PIDA 1998), and Griminal Justice & Public Order Act, while accommodating
freadom of cxprasslon under Public Order Act 1986, s 4A [1). | will aver ta the company’s active undawful
financial gains of by unlawful promotion in literature and prescriber correspondences, making false clolms of
safety & efficacy by the Raspondents from the UK National Health Service and all such pan Europesn
government funded public services, which are further regulated by the European Economic Commission, and the
European Medicines Agency (EMA), outside a product licensa and the authority to do so, prohibited by Fraud Act
2008, Procgeds of Crime Act, 2534 of the Criminal Justice Act 1993,

3. As per conduct uf the lste Robert Maxwell of United Kingdom, it appears that Pizer (s using the threat of libel to
hide and block disclosure of it’s misderneanours and Is taking active steps to hide and/or destroy existing
evidence of the conduct of 1's employees which amount 1o breaches of Statutory and Regulatory obligations.
Pfizer Is witnessed and evidonced to be actively taking steps to ensure profit marging and a high positive
"busingss impact”, In full knowledge of the detriment to the health and well being of the redplent public, as the
consurners of It's medicines and seeks to silence any exposure of such conduct by covery and unlawful means.

DATA PPROTECTION ACT PROCEEDINGS

12. The claims for the breaches of Data Subject Access have been served In the UK on 9 March 2010 on Phizer UK on
3 April 2010 on Pfizer Incorporated wvia High Court Order for parmission of Service Out of durisdiction, upon
application dated 31 March 2010.

13. Pizer has attempted tu allege in legal comespondences that they cennot find Information of my work on the
tontroversial preduct pregabalin {Lyrica), as requested by specific disciosure, despite evidence to the comoary,
and tho fact that Lyrica had becn on Litigotion Hold, Impeding the Respondents from legally deleting
correspondences regarding the product. Evidente to the contrary of chiims of deletion further cxist within the
Improper disclosures, and have further been admitied toln legal correspondences, citing “commercial
senshivity™. As these documeonts are belng withheld in detriment to my right to a fair trial, their disclosure has
been material to court proceedings.

11. The Defendant’s had falsely alleged "sabotage™ of the Lyrica project by me in relation to my PIDA disclosurcs to
managament ln July 2008, and falled to take accauntability for their unlawful conduct by falstfying my Internal
records. Plizer has further intended to use falsified records, as evidence presented to  Court by way of
“justtying” their unlowful actions, In order to Impede a fair and deny a balanced impression of my work
performance, while withholding key relevant documents and personal data. Further, the genuine Indicatars of
the my conduct and performance contained within the Lyrica e-malls and work folders ave being deliberntely
withheld, with the unacreptable reluctences offered in the way of "deleted” materlal, when the product had
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been and continues to be on Utigation hold, a5 stated, There Is written proof from the Defendants that Lyrica
correspondences do exist, and further, tha refusal to accopt an ordered forensic expert assigned by @ Cowt,

shadaws Hknotiveted

misrepresentations previously to sn Employment Tribunal and the High Court,

15. Whilst failing to investigate evidence of activo braaches of statutaty and regulatory and cthical abligations by the
pharmaceutics| company, PRzer now fesrs exposure of thelr vl and criminal misconduct dug to disclosure

requirements for the

filed court proceedings. The throat far the company prindpally concems the Lyrica

documentation, which foliowing disdosure would Incur senctions pnd penalty from the corxemed Regulatory
Authoritles for the Defendants In the clalms In Europe. PRzer is further failing to comply with the legally expected
adherence to an enforced Integrity Agrcement as set out by the US Department of Justice In these regards, as
signed oh 31 August 2009. This is Pfizer's fourth enforced Integrity agreoment in tha past ten yasrs.

16. My court proceedings arc 3 sensittve and controversial issue for Pfizer, as;

. The CHMP group of the European Medicines Agency, EMEA Is having a “crisis of confidence” In the
safety and efficacy of Lyiics, 25 evidenced by the PSUR assessmomt report of the committee’s
Dutch Rapporteur In juno 2008,

b, The application for an extended Indication of floromyalgla to he EMEA, which the Clalmant was

directly

Involved with hes been rejected In April 09, citing Inconsistencies any fallure to sstablish

the safety of the product, by way of lacking sclentific evidence obtained from Clinicel Trials carred

outand

submitted In full Intearity.

€. Lyrica ls currently 3 medkine with 3 “black box” waming as enforced by the FDA and the EMEA in
the summer of 2008, ang Is being intensely monitored by these authorities for all reports and
anomalles, relating to the product’s capacity to effect sulcldal ideation of patients, and otherwise,

d. The Respondemt has been the subject of actve Investigations by the US Department of Justice,
Department of Health and Human Services, the FBI and the Us medicines regulatory body, the
FDA, and has subsequently been charged with fraud and criminal offences in Septernber 2008,
The presented avidence In relation to the knowing and off label clinfcal promotion of products, in
disregard of lack of evidence of safety and efficacy, by way of performing Clinical Trials which
would criable the sclentific proof for applications to the relevant Authorities, In granting of a
marketing license, extend to the Eurcpasn Reglon, which has to date not been formelly
investigated. There Is evidence that vut of license marketing promotions still cortinbe in the EU,
85 evidencen in recent literature publications for Cliniclans, within sponsored editorlals, which are
reforenced as such by way of article disclaimers, and these will be exposed during the High Court
trinl which I3 fortheoming subsequent to the filed proceedings by the Claimant,

*7. My evidence and witness accounts, whether Lyrica related or not, are further protected by the UK Public
Information Disclosure Act, and of relevance to the EMA and the individual Evropean Reguiatary Authorities In
the EV. Plizer has falled to honour court orders and tegulntions, which It has described a9 "voltntary” and has

continved to Tfail to
Agreement signed on

conduet itself within Jawful business Bractice, despite it's fourth enforcad Integrity
32 August 2008, which It has alresdy breached, as evidenced. Pfizer has continued to

refuse to band over required court records in original integrity, as they stand, whether or not Lyrlca Is the subject
matier of the evidence, and Is additionally refusing to have un external IT expert retrieve the material for the
relevant court proceadings.

STATEMENT OF TRUTH

| belleve that the facts stated in this document and any cantinuation sheets are tryo.

— et

Dated: l/g“/lmg .
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Background

Unlawful intrusion Into private affalrs and Information

invasion of privacy and privileged personal information, seeking to publicize the claimant
in a false light to effect Injury and pervert the course of justice

a) Breach of Safe Harbor Act

In October 1998, the European Unlon passed the Eurapean Union Data Protection Directive.
This Directive places new requirements on businesses that wish to collect, process or trans-
fer personal data from an EU Member State.

Under the Directive, the transfer of personal information from an EU Member State ta a
non-EU country is forbidden unless the receiving country provides an “adequate” level of
privacy protection. The EU Directive has very strict privacy rules pertaining to personal in-
formation of its citizens.

In order to avoid potential disruptions in trade between the U.S. and the EU, the U.S. De-
partment of Commerce in consultation with the European Commission and industry devel-
oped the Safe Harbor framework. This framework allows U.S. companies a means of assur-
ing that they will provide an adequate level of privacy protaction, thereby satisfying the
“adequacy” requirement of the European Directlve of Data Protection.

The defendant did not have written consent for receiving ot processing the claimant's sensi-
tive personal data under the safe harbour Act.

b) Breach of Constitutional Basis for Right to Privacy

The Fourth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States ensures that "the right of
the people 1o be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unreasonable
searches and seizures, shall not be violated.”

The First Amendment provides a right to free assembly, broadening privacy rights.

The Supreme Court has recognized the Fourteenth Amendment as providing a substantive
due process right to privacy. The Supreme Court Justices have recognised this right in
Griswold v. Connecticut, 1965 and in1973 in the case of Roe v, Wade which invoked the
right to privacy,

The human right to privacy is a fundamental protected right, to include a “recognition of
man's spiritual nature, of his feelings and his inteliect." Including a basic "right to be let
alone," and the definition of "property” comprising “every form of possession - intangible,
as well as tangible.” [Supreme Court case of Kylio v. United States, 533 U.S. 27 (2001)]

For private individuals, the protection of thoughts, sentiments, and emotions, expressed
through the medium of writing is one's legal right, including such things as personal diaries,
e-mails, telephonic communications and letters. The clatmant’s the publication of private e-

AGE
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mails with her instructed solicitors or her friends and family is unlawful breach of
confidence and breach of trust, where a person has trusted that another will not publish
thelr personal writings, photographs, or exchanges, without their permission, including any
facts relating to his/her private life, which he/she has seen fit to keep private.

1. Intrusion of solitude: physical or electronic intrusion into the claimant's private
quarters.

2. Public disclosure of private facts: the dissemination of private information which a
reasonable person would find objectionable

3. False fight: the publication of facts which places the claimant in a false light

Intrusion of solitude and seclnsion

The Supreme Court action for invasion of privacy is supported by the facts of the case, and
causlng actual damages.

Intrusion upon seclusion occurs when a perpetrator intentionally intrudes, physically,
electronically, or otherwise, upon the private space, solitude, or seclusion of a person, or
the private affairs or concerns of a person, by use of the perpetrator’s physical senses or by
electronic device or devices to oversee or overhear the person's private affairs, or by some
other form of investigation, examination, or observation intrude upon a person's private
matters if the intrusion would be highly offensive to a reasonable person. Hacking a
computer is an example of intrusion upon privacy.

In determming whether intrusion has occurred, one of three main considerations may be
involved: expectation of privacy; whether there was an intrusion, invitation, or exceedance
of invitatlon; or deception, misrepresentation, or fraud to gain admission. Intrusion is an
information-gathering, not a publication. The legal wrong occurs at the time of the
intrusion. No publication is necessary.

Even the Constitutional First Amendment is not a license to trespass, to steal, or to intrude
by electronic means into the precincts of another’s home or office.”

Public disclosure

Public disclosure of private facts arises where one person reveals information which is not of
public concern, and the release of which would offend a reasonable person. Unlike libel or
stander, truth is not a defense for Invasion of privacy. Disclosure of private facts includes
publishing or widespread dissemination of little-known, private facts that are non-
newsworthy, not part of public records, public proceedings, not of public interest, and
would be offensive to a reasonable person if made public.

False light

The privacy laws in the United States include a non-public person's right to privacy from
publicity which puts them in a false light to the public; which is balanced against the First
Amendment right of free speech.
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False light laws are intended primarily to protact the plaintiff's mental or emotional well-
being." If a publication of information is false, then a tort of defamation might have
occurred, If that communication is not technically false but is still misleading then a tort of
false light has occurred. These elements consist of the following:

1. A publication by the Defendant about the Plaintiff;

2. made with actual malice ;New York Times v. Sullivan :

3. which places the Plaintiff in a false light; AND

4. that would be highly offensive (i.e., embarrassing to reasonable persons).

One who gives publicity to a matter concerning another before the publicin a false light is
subject to liability to the other for invasion of privacy, if {a) the false light in which the other
was placed would be highly offensive to 2 reasonable person, and (b} the person had
knowledge of of acted in a reckless disregard as to the falsity of the publicized matter and
the false light in which the other would be placed.”

The wrongful act is that the defendant had no right to the claimant’s private e-mail
communications or information exchanges in confidence and privilege with her own
instructed solicitors. Such as invasion of privacy is further a criminal offence as it has
rendered the claimant in legal detriment In her right to litigate.

No showing of actual harm or damage to the plaintiff is usually required in false light cases,
and the court will determine the amount of damages. Being a violation of a Constitutional
right of privacy, there is no applicable statute of limitations specifying a time limit within
which period a claim must be filed. Publicity means that the matter s made public, by
communicating it to the public at large, or to so many persons that the matter must be
regarded as substantially certain to become one of public knowledge.

The Chimant seeks damages for

Breach of the right to freedom from threat to safety and security, and

Breach of right to respect and dignity, and

Breach of fundamental rights In obtaining and presenting evidence for a fair trial, and

Correction of internal personal dacuments held by the company which have been
manipulated, obtained, processed and falsified by the employees of the defendant, in the
jurisdiction, and the UK.

Viclation of privacy pursuant to the Safe Harbor Act and the Fourth Amendment right to be
free of unwarranted search, and the Fourteenth Amendment due process right, recagnized
by the Supreme Court as protecting a the right to private and family life,
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(202) 514-2007
TDD (202) 514-1888
Justice Department Announces Largest Health Care Fraud Settlement in
Its History
Ffizer to Pa 3 Billion for Fraudulent Marketin

WASHINGTON — American pharmaceutical giant Pfizer Inc. and its aubsidiary
Pharmacia & Upjohn Company Inc. (hereinafler together "Pfizer) have agreed fo pay $2.3
billion, the largest health care fraud settiement in the history of the Department of Justice, to
resolve criminal and civil liabllity arising from the illegal promotion of certain pharmaceutical
products, the Justice Department announced today,

Pharmacia & Upjohn Company has agreed to plead guilty to a felony violation of the
Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act for misbranding Bextra with the intent to defraud or mislead.
Bextra is an anti-inflammatory drug thet Pfizer pulied from the market in 2005_ Linder the
provisions of the Food, Drug and Cosmetic Act, 8 company must specify the intended uses
of a product in its new drug application to FDA. Once approved, the drug may not be
marketed or promoted for so-called “off-abel” uses — e, any use not specified in an
application and approved by FDA. Pfizer promoted the sale of Bextra for several uses and
dosages that the FDA specifically declined to approve due to safety concems. The company
will pay a criminal fine of $1.195 billion, the largest criminal fine ever imposed In the United
States for any malter. Phamacia & Upjohn will also forfeit $105 million, for a total criminal
resolution of $1.3 billion.

In addition, Pfizer has agreed to pay $1 billion to resolve allegations under the civil
False Claims Act that the company illegally promoted four drugs - Bextra; Geodon, an anti-
psychotic drug; Zyvox, an antibiotic; and Lyrica, an anti-epfieptic drug ~ and caused false
claims to be submitted to government health care programs for uses that were not medicalty
accepted indications and therefore not covered by those programs, The civil setlemant also
resolves allegations that Pfizer paid kickbacks to heslth care providers to induce them to
prescribe these, as well as cther, drugs. The federal share of the civil seftiement is
$688,514,830 and the state Medicaid share of the civil setilement is $331 A85,170, This I
the largest civil fraud settlement in history against a pharmaceutical compeny.

As part of the settiement, Pfizer also has agreed to enter into an expansive corporate
integrity agreement with the Office of Inspestor General of the Department of Health and

E
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Human Services. That agreement provides for procedures and reviews to be put in place to
avoid and promptly detect conduct similar to that which gave rise to this matter.

Whistieblower lawsuits filed under the gui tam provisions of the False Claims Act that
are pending in the District of Massachusetts, the Eastem District of Pennsylvania ard the
Eastern District of Kentucky triggered this Investigation. As a part of today’s resolution, six
whistleblowers will receive payments totaling more than $102 million from the federal share
of the civil recovery.

The U.S. Attorney’s offices for the District of Massachusetts, the Eastern District of
Pennsylvania, and the Eastern District of Kentucky, and the Civil Division of the Department
of Justice handled these cases. The U.S. Attorney’s Office for the District of Massachusetts
led the criminal investigation of Bextra, The investigation was conducted by the Office of
Inspecior General for the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), the FBI, the
Defense Griminal Investigative Service (DCIS), the Office of Criminal (nvestigations for the
Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the Veterans' Administration’s (VA) Office of Criminal
invesligations, the Office of the Ingpector General for the Office of Personnet Management
(OPM), the Office of the Inspector General for the United States Postal Service (USPS), the
Nations| Association of Medicaid Fraud Control Units and the offices of various state
Attorneys Genergl.

"Today's landmark settiement is an example of the Department of Justice's ongoing
and inlensive efforts 1o protect the American public and recover funds for the federal treasury
and the public from those who seek to eam a profit through fraud, it shows one of the many
ways in which federal govemment, in partnership with its state and local allies, can help the
American people at a time when budgets are tight and health care costs are increasing,” said
Assosiate Attorney General Tom Perrelli. "This setllement is a testament to the type of
broad, coordinated effort smong federal agencies and with our state and local pariners that
is at the core of the Department of Justice's approach to law enforcement.”

"This historic settlement will return nearly $1 billion fo Medicare, Medicaid, and other
govemnment insurance programs, securing their future for the Americans who depond on
these programs,” sald Kathieen Sebelius, Secretary of Department of Health and Hurnan
Services. "The Depariment of Health and Human Services will continue to seek opportunities
to work with its government partners to progsecute fraud wherever we can find it. But we will
als0 look for new ways to prevent fraud before it happens. Health care is too important to let
a single dollar go to waste.”

"lllegal conduct and fraud by pharmaceutical companies puts the public health at risk,
corrupts medical decisions by health care providers, and costs the govemment billions of
dollars,” sald Tony West, Agsistant Atlorney General for the Civil Division. "This civil
setfiement and plea agreement by Pfizer represent yet another example of what penalties
will be faced when a pharmaceutical company puts profits ahead of patient welfare.”

"The size and seriousness of this resolution, including the huge eriminal fine of $1.3
blllion, reflect the seriousness and scope of Pfizer's crimes,” said Mike l.oucks, acting U.S.
Attorney for the District of Massachusetts. "Pfizer violated the law over an extensive time
period. Furthermore, at the very same time Pfizer was in our office negotialing and resolving
the allegations of criminal conduct by its then newly acquired subsidiary, Wamer-Lambert,
Pfizer was Iitse!f in its other opetations violating those very same laws. Today’s enormous
fine demonstrates that such blatart and continued disregard of the law will not be tolerated.”
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"Although these types of investigations are often long and complicated and require
many resources to achleve positive results, the FBI will not be deterred from continuing o
ensure that pharmaceutical companies conduct business in a lawful manner,” said Kevin
Perkins, FBI Assistant Director, Criminal Investigative Division.

"This resolution protects the FDA in its vital mission of ensuring that drugs are safe and
effective. When manufacturers undermine the FDA's rules, they interfere with a doctor's
judgment and can put patient heatth at risk,” commented Michael L, Levy, U.S. Attomey for
the Eastern District of Pennsylvania. "The public trusts companies to market their drugs for
usas that FDA has approved, and trusts that doctors are using independent judgment.
Federal hoalth dollars should only be spent on treatment dedislons untainted by
misinformation from manufacturers concemed with the bottom line.”

"This settlement demonsirates the ongoing efforts to pursue violations of the Faise
Claims Act and recover taxpayer dollars for the Medicare and Medicaid programs,” noted
Jim Zerhusen, U.S. Attorey for the Eastem District of Kemucky.

"This historic settlement emphasizes the government's commitment to corporate and
individual accountability and to transparency throughout the pharmaceutical industry,” said
Danigl R. Levingon, Inspector General of the United Siates Department of Health and
Human Services, "The corporate integrity agreement requires senior Plizer executives and
board members to complete annual compliance certificationg and opens Pfizer to more
public scnutiny by requiring it to make detailed disclosures on its Web site. We expect this
agreement to increase intogrity in the marketing of pharmacauticals.”

"The offdabel promotion of pharmaceutical drugs by Pfizer significantly impacted the
integrity of TRICARE, the Department of Defense’s healthcare system,” said Sharon Woods,
Director, Defense Criminal Investigative Service. *This illegal activity increases patients’
costs, threatens their safety and negatively affects the delivery of healthcare services to the
over nine million military members, retirees and their families who rely on this system.
Today’s charges and setiement demonstrate the ongoing commitment of the Defense
Criminal investigativa Service and its law enforcement partners to investigate and prosecute
those that abuse the government’s healthcare programs at the expense of the faxpayers and

patients.”

"Federal employees deserve health care providers and suppliers, including drug
manufacturers, that meet the highest standards of ethical and professional behavior," said
Patrick E. McFarland, Inspecior General of the U.S. Office of Personnel Management.
*Today’s setfement reminds the pharmaceutical industry that it must observe those
standards and refiects the commitment of federal law enforcement organizations to pursue
impraper and illegal conduct that places health care consumers at risk.”

"Health care fraud has a significant financial impact on the Postal Service. This case
alone impacted more than 10,000 postal empioyees on workers' compansation who were
Treated with these drugs,” said Joseph Finn, Special Agent in Charge for the Postal Service's
Office of Inspector General. "Last year the Postal Service paitl more than $1 billion in
workers’ compensation benefits to postal employees injured on the job.”
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European Medicines Agency

7 Westferry Circus, Canaty Wharf, London, 14 4HJ, UK Tel. (44-20) 74 18 B4 00 Fax (44-20) 74 18 86
68 E-mail; mall@etica,suropa.eu

http:/fwww.cmea,curopa.eu € European Medicines Agency, 2009,

London, 23 July 2009

EMEAM/C/546/1/24
European Medicinea Agency

Doc. Ref.: EMEA/M484033/2000

Guestions and answers on recommendation for the refusial of a change to the marketing
authorlaation for Lyrica (pregabaling

On 23 Aprl 2008, the Committee for Medicinal Products for Human Use (CHMP) adopted & negative
opinlon, recommending the refusal of a chanpa to the marketing authorization for tha medicinal product
Lyrica. Tha ciange concamad an extension of indication to add the treatment of fibromyalgia, The company
thal applied for authorisation is Pfizer Limileg,

The applicant requestad a ra-examination of the opinion. After congidering the grounds for this request, the
CHMP re-examined the initial opinion, and confirmed the refusal of the marketing authorisation on 23 July
2008.

What documentation did the company prosent to aupport ks application to the GHMP?

The company presented the results of five main studies Involving over 3,000 adults with fibromyalgla. Most
of the patients included in the studies came from oulside the European Union (EU).

Four of the shidles coimipared the short-lerm effects of Lyrica at doges between 150 and 600 mg per day
with those of placebe (a dummy traaiment) in a total of 2,757 patients. The main measure of effectiveness
wag the change in pain levels over eighi to 14 weeks of trestment.

The ffth study compared the long-term effects of Lyrica with those of placebo in 568 patients who kad
rasponded {o on Initial six weeks of ireatment with Lyrica. n this stucly, the main measure of effectiveness
was how long it took untll tha patiant's pain came back. The study lacted for six months.

What were the major concemns that led the CHMP to recommend the refussl of the change to the
marketing authorisation?

The CHMP was concerned that the benefits of Lyrica in fibromyaigia had not bean shawn in elther the short
or the lotg term. There were no consigtent or relevant reductions in pain o other symptoms In the short-
term siudies, and the maintenance of Lynica's effect was not shown In the kinger study, The Committee was
also concemnad that the safely and effectivenass of Lyrica had not besn shown in pationits from the EU,

At that point In time, tha GHMP was of the opinion that the benafits of Lyrica In the treatment of fibromyaigia
did not outweigh its risks. Hence, the CHMP recommended that the change to the marketing authorisation
be refused. The CHMP refuzal was confirmed after re-examination.

What are the consequences of the refusal for patlents jn clinical trials with Lyrica?
The company Informed the CHMP that theve are currently no ongoing clinical trials with Lyrica in Europe for

fibromyalgla.

7 Wealterry Circus, Cannry What, London, £14 4HB, UK
el (44200 74 18 84 00 Pax (44-20) 74 18 56 68
B-mail: mail@cmon,onropa.en htp’/Fwww.emen.curepa.cu
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SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK
COUNTY OF NEW YORK

.................................... X
DR. FARNOSH FARIBA, : Index No. 10110186

Plaintift,

VS. - NOTIFICATION OF FILING OF
: : NOTICE OF REMOVAL

PFIZER INC., :

Defendant. :
____________________________________ X

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Defendant Pfizer Inc. has removed the above-captioned
case from this Court by filing a Notice of Removal with the Clerk of the United States District
Court for the Southern District of New York pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §§ 1331, 1441, and 1446. A
copy of that Notice of Removal, and the attached exhibits, are attached hereto.

Dated; New York, New York
August 20, 2010

SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP

ey

Steven M. Bierman

Nicholas H. DeBaun

Linda H. Cho

787 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10019
(212) 839-5300

Attorneys for Defendant Pfizer Inc.




I .S

1OCv06276VM ment 1 Filed 08/20/10 Page 42 of 42

SIS
S
bt

A e




