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UNITED STATES

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20549

FORM 10-K

(Mark One)
ANNUAL REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934

For the fiscal year ended December 31, 2021
[0 TRANSITION REPORT PURSUANT TO SECTION 13 OR 15(d) OF THE SECURITIES EXCHANGE ACT OF 1934
For the transition period from to
Commission file number 001-16174

TEVA PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES LIMITED

(Exact name of registrant as specified in its charter)

Israel Not Applicable
(State or other jurisdiction of (I.R.S. Employer
incorporation or organization) Identification No.)

124 Dvora HaNevi’a St., Tel Aviv, ISRAEL, 6944020
(Address of principal executive offices and Zip Code)

+972 (3) 914-8213

(Registrant’s telephone number, including area code)

Securities registered pursuant to Section 12(b) of the Act:

Title of each class Trading Symbol(s) Name of each exchange on which registered

American Depositary Shares, each representing TEVA New York Stock Exchange
one Ordinary Share
Securities registered pursuant to Section 12(g) of the Act:
None
Indicate by check mark if the registrant is a well-known seasoned issuer, as defined in Rule 405 of the Securities Act. Yes No O
Indicate by check mark if the registrant is not required to file reports pursuant to Section 13 or Section 15(d) of the Act. Yes [J No

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant (1) has filed all reports required to be filed by Section 13 or 15(d) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 during the
preceding 12 months (or for such shorter period that the registrant was required to file such reports), and (2) has been subject to such filing requirements for the past 90
days. Yes X No O

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant has submitted electronically every Interactive Data File required to be submitted pursuant to Rule 405 of Regulation S-T
(§232-405 of this chapter) during the preceding 12 months (or for such shorter period that the registrant was required to submit such files.) Yes No O

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a large accelerated filer, an accelerated filer, a non-accelerated filer, smaller reporting company, or an emerging growth
company. See the definitions of “large accelerated filer,” “accelerated filer,” “smaller reporting company” and “emerging growth company” in Rule 12b-2 of the

2 <

Exchange Act.
Large accelerated filer Accelerated filer O
Non-accelerated filer O Smaller reporting company O

Emerging growth company O

If an emerging growth company, indicate by check mark if the registrant has elected not to use the extended transition period for complying with any new or revised
financial accounting standards provided pursuant to Section 13(a) of the Exchange Act. [J

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant has filed a report on and attestation to its management’s assessment of the effectiveness of its internal control over
financial reporting under Section 404(b) of the Sarbanes-Oxley Act (15 U.S.C. 7262(b)) by the registered public accounting firm that prepared or issued its audit
report.

Indicate by check mark whether the registrant is a shell company (as defined in Rule 12b-2 of the Exchange Act). Yes [0 No X

The aggregate market value of the voting common equity held by non-affiliates of the registrant, computed by reference to the closing price at which the American
Depositary Shares were last sold on the New York Stock Exchange, as of the last business day of the registrant’s most recently completed second fiscal quarter (June 30,
2021), was approximately $9.55 billion. Teva Pharmaceutical Industries Limited has no non-voting common equity. For purpose of this calculation only, this amount
excludes ordinary shares and American Depositary Shares held by directors and executive officers and by each person who owns or may be deemed to own 10% or more
of the registrant’s common equity at June 30, 2021.

As of December 31, 2021, the registrant had 1,103,329,696 ordinary shares outstanding.

Portions of the registrant’s definitive proxy statement for its annual meeting of shareholders to be filed within 120 days after the close of the registrant’s fiscal year are
incorporated by reference into Part III of this Annual Report on Form 10-K.
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Compliance, regulatory and litigation risks

Our operations are subject to complex legal and regulatory environments. If we fail to comply with applicable laws and regulations we may suffer legal
consequences that may have a material effect on our business, operations or reputation.

We operate around the world in complex legal and regulatory environments. Any failure to comply with applicable laws, rules and regulations may
result in civil and/or criminal legal proceedings and lead to fines, damages, mandated compliance programs and other sanctions and remedies that may
materially affect our business and operations as well as our reputation. In addition, as rules and regulations change or as interpretations of those rules and
regulations evolve, our prior conduct or that of companies we have acquired may be investigated.

Examples of rules and regulations impacting our operations include rules and regulations applicable to the sales and marketing of our products,
competition laws, trade control laws, anti-bribery laws, privacy laws, compliance with cGMP, labor laws, safety and laws regarding manufacturing
practices, product labeling, advertising and post marketing reporting including adverse event reports and field alerts due to manufacturing quality concerns,
tax and financial reporting laws and environmental laws.

We are currently subject to several governmental and civil proceedings and litigations relating to our pricing and marketing practices, intellectual
property, product liability, competition matters, opioids, securities disclosure and corporate governance and environmental matters. These investigations and
litigations are costly and involve a significant diversion of management attention. Such proceedings are unpredictable and may develop over lengthy periods
of time. An adverse resolution of these proceedings may result in large monetary fines, damages, additional litigation, such as securities and derivative
actions, and other non-monetary sanctions and remedies, such as mandated compliance agreements, which can be expensive and disruptive to operations.

Due to increasing numbers of securities claims over the last several years and related payouts under insurance policies, in addition to increased
settlement values in “event-driven” litigation and a growing number of plaintiff shareholder law firms eager to bring claims, premiums and deductibles for
insurance, including D&O insurance, have been increasing and some insurers are reducing the number of companies they insure, causing the supply of
insurance to lag behind demand. This could increase our premiums, reduce the scope and capacity of our coverage, and adversely affect our ability to
maintain and renew our existing insurance policies on favorable terms or at all. While we continue to maintain insurance coverage intended to address
certain risks, such coverage may be insufficient to cover claims and losses we face.

Public concern over the abuse of opioid medications, including increased legal and regulatory action, could negatively affect our business.

Certain governmental and regulatory agencies are focused on the abuse of opioid medications in the United States. U.S. federal, state and local
governmental and regulatory agencies are conducting investigations of us, other pharmaceutical manufacturers and other supply chain participants with
regard to the manufacture, sale, marketing and distribution of opioid medications. A number of state attorneys general, including a coordinated multistate
effort, are investigating our marketing, sales and distribution of opioids, and we have received subpoenas from the DOJ seeking documents relating to the
manufacture, marketing and sale of opioid medications. In addition, we are currently litigating civil claims and administrative actions brought by various
states and political subdivisions as well as private claimants, against various manufacturers, distributors and retail pharmacies throughout the United States
in connection with our manufacture, marketing, sale and distribution of opioids. Also, several jurisdictions and consumers in Canada have initiated litigation
regarding opioids alleging similar claims as those in the United States, and we may be sued in other jurisdictions globally for similar claims as well. The
loss or settlement of any such claims related to opioids could have a material adverse impact on our liquidity. For further information, see “Opioids
Litigation” in note 12b to our consolidated financial statements.
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In addition to the costs and potential consequences associated with defending the governmental investigations and legal proceedings, legislative,
regulatory or industry measures to address the misuse of prescription opioid medications may also affect our business in ways that we are not able to
predict. For example, a number of states, including New York, have enacted legislation that requires the payment of assessments or taxes on the sale or
distribution of opioid medications in those states. If other state or local jurisdictions successfully enact similar legislation and we are not able to mitigate the
impact on our business through operational changes or commercial arrangements, such legislation in the aggregate may have a material adverse effect on
our business, financial condition and results of operations.

Furthermore, we utilize controlled substances in certain of our current products and products in development, and therefore must meet the
requirements of the Controlled Substances Act of 1970 and related regulations administered by the DEA in the U.S., as well as the requirements of similar
laws and regulations in other countries where we operate, relating to the manufacture, shipment, storage, sale, and use of controlled substances. While we
are committed to compliance and have robust compliance systems in place, risk associated with these laws and regulations cannot be entirely eliminated by
policies and procedures. The DEA and other regulatory agencies also set annual procurement quotas that limit the availability of the controlled substances
used in certain of our current products and products in development, and quota levels may impact our ability to meet commercial demand or complete
clinical trials. In addition, prescription drug abuse and the diversion of opioids and other controlled substances are the frequent subject of public attention,
which presents significant reputational risk. The occurrence of any of the above risks could have a material adverse effect on our business, financial
condition, results of operations, cash flows, and/or share price.

The pharmaceutical sector is facing increased government scrutiny from competition and pricing authorities around the world, which may expose us to
significant damages and commercial restrictions that can materially and adversely affect our business.

We are required to comply with competition laws in the territories where we do business around the world. Compliance with these laws has been the
subject of increasing focus and activity by regulatory authorities, both in the United States and Europe, in recent years. Alleged actions by our employees, in
violation of such laws, or evolving interpretations of competition law as applicable to certain practices, have exposed us, and may further expose us, to
investigations and legal proceedings, which may result in significant liability for violations of competition laws, which may have a material adverse effect
on our reputation, business, financial condition and results of operations.

We are subject to a DOJ civil investigation and a criminal indictment charging Teva USA with criminal felony Sherman Act violations, that, if
resulting in a conviction or guilty plea, could have a material adverse effect on our business, including monetary penalties, debarment from federally funded
health care programs and reputational harm. In addition, we are a party to numerous civil claims brought by state officials and private plaintiffs alleging that
Teva, together with other pharmaceutical manufacturers, engaged in conspiracies to fix prices and/or allocate market share of generic products in the United
States.

We have been involved in numerous litigations involving challenges to the validity or enforceability of listed patents (including our own), and
therefore settling patent litigations has been and will likely continue to be an important part of our business. There is continued scrutiny of our patent
settlements, including from the U.S. Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”) and the European Commission. Accordingly, we may receive formal or informal
requests from competition law authorities around the world for information about a particular settlement agreement, and there is a risk that governmental
authorities, customers, other downstream purchasers or others may commence actions against us alleging violations of antitrust laws based on our
settlement agreements. We are currently defendants in antitrust actions brought by U.S. states, the European Commission and private plaintiffs involving
numerous settlement agreements and, since 2015, we are subject to a consent decree with the FTC, which imposes on us certain injunctive reliefs with
respect to our ability to enter into patent settlements in the United States. The U.S. Congress and certain state legislatures in the United States have also
passed, or
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TEVA PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES LIMITED
Notes to Consolidated Financial Statements—(Continued)

on the allegations raised in the August 2020 complaint filed by the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Boston. On April 2, 2021, Teva filed a motion to dismiss the
claims on the grounds that the claims are time-barred and/or insufficiently pled, and that motion remains pending.

In April 2021, a city and county in Washington sued Teva in the United States District Court for the Western District of Washington for alleged
violations of the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act, Washington’s Consumer Protection Act, and unjust enrichment concerning Teva’s
sale of COPAXONE. Plaintiffs purport to represent a nationwide class of health plans and a subclass of Washington-based health plans that purchased
and/or reimbursed health plan members for COPAXONE. Plaintiffs allege that Teva engaged in several fraudulent schemes that resulted in plaintiffs and
the putative class members purchasing and/or reimbursing plan members for additional prescriptions of COPAXONE and/or at inflated COPAXONE
prices. Plaintiffs seek treble damages for the excess reimbursements and inflated costs, as well as injunctive relief. On September 28, 2021, plaintiffs filed
an amended complaint. On November 17, 2021, Teva moved to dismiss the suit, on the grounds that plaintiffs’ claims are barred by the applicable statutes
of limitations and the direct purchaser rule, suffer from jurisdictional defects, and fail to plausibly allege fraud or other elements of their claims. That
motion remains pending.

On June 29, 2021, Mylan Pharmaceuticals sued Teva in District Court for the District of New Jersey for alleged violations of the Lanham Act, unfair
competition, monopolization, tortious interference, and trade libel. Plaintiffs claim Teva was involved in an unlawful scheme to delay and hinder generic
competition concerning COPAXONE sales. Plaintiffs seek damages for lost profits and expenses, disgorgement, treble damages, attorneys’ fees and costs,
and injunctive relief. On November 19, 2021, Teva filed a motion to dismiss the complaint on the grounds, among others, that none of its challenged
conduct violates the law. Briefing on Teva’s motion remains ongoing.

Opioids Litigation

Since May 2014, more than 3,500 complaints have been filed with respect to opioid sales and distribution against various Teva affiliates, along with
several other pharmaceutical companies, by a number of cities, counties, states, other governmental agencies, tribes and private plaintiffs (including various
putative class actions of individuals) in both state and federal courts. Most of the federal cases have been consolidated into a multidistrict litigation in the
Northern District of Ohio (“MDL Opioid Proceeding”) and many of the cases filed in state court have been removed to federal court and consolidated into
the MDL Opioid Proceeding. Two cases that were included in the MDL Opioid Proceeding were transferred back to federal district court for additional
discovery, pre-trial proceedings and trial. Those cases are: City of Chicago v. Purdue Pharma L.P. et al., No. 14-cv-04361 (N.D. I11.) and City and County of
San Francisco v. Purdue Pharma L.P. et al., No. 18-cv-07591-CRB (N.D. Cal.). Other cases remain pending in various states. In some jurisdictions, such as
Illinois, New York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Utah and West Virginia, certain state court cases have been transferred to a single court within
their respective state court systems for coordinated pretrial proceedings. Complaints asserting claims under similar provisions of different state law,
generally contend that the defendants allegedly engaged in improper marketing and distribution of opioids, including ACTIQ ® and FENTORA ®. The
complaints also assert claims related to Teva’s generic opioid products. In addition, over 950 personal injury plaintiffs, including various putative class
actions of individuals, have asserted personal injury and wrongful death claims in over 600 complaints, nearly all of which are consolidated in the MDL
Opioid Proceeding. Furthermore, approximately 700 non-personal injury complaints and approximately 100 personal injury complaints have named Anda,
Inc. (and other distributors and manufacturers) alleging that Anda failed to develop and implement systems sufficient to identify suspicious orders of opioid
products and prevent the abuse and diversion of such products to individuals who used them for other than legitimate medical purposes. Plaintiffs seek a
variety of remedies, including restitution, civil penalties, disgorgement of profits, treble damages, attorneys’ fees and injunctive relief. Certain plaintiffs
assert that the
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TEVA PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRIES LIMITED
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measure of damages is the entirety of the costs associated with addressing the abuse of opioids and opioid addiction and certain plaintiffs specify multiple
billions of dollars in the aggregate as alleged damages. The individual personal injury plaintiffs further seek non-economic damages. In many of these cases,
plaintiffs are seeking joint and several damages among all defendants.

On April 19, 2021, a bench trial in California (The People of the State of California, acting by and through Santa Clara County Counsel James R.
Williams, et. al. v. Purdue Pharma L.P., et. al.) commenced against Teva and other defendants focused on the marketing of branded opioids. On
December 14, 2021, the court issued its final judgment in favor of the defendants on all claims. Teva expects that the plaintiffs will appeal this judgment.
On June 29, 2021, a jury trial in New York ( In re Opioid Litigation , Index No. 400000/2017)) commenced against Teva and other defendants, focused on
the marketing and distribution of opioids. The case was bifurcated between liability and damages. On December 30, 2021, the jury returned a liability
verdict in favor of plaintiffs (the County of Suffolk, the County of Nassau and the State of New York), on the plaintiffs’ public nuisance claim. It is
anticipated that discovery with respect to the damages portion of the case will begin in 2022 followed by a damages trial. Teva intends to appeal and expects
that both Teva and the plaintiffs will file post-trial motions with respect to the liability portion of the case. Absent resolutions, additional trials are expected
to proceed in several states in 2022.

In May 2019, Teva settled the Oklahoma litigation brought by the Oklahoma Attorney General (State of Oklahoma, ex. rel. Mike Hunter, Attorney
General of Oklahoma vs. Purdue Pharma L.P., et. al.) for $85 million. The settlement did not include any admission of violation of law for any of the claims
or allegations made. As the Company demonstrated a willingness to settle part of the litigation, for accounting purposes, management considered a portion
of opioid-related cases as probable and, as such, recorded an estimated provision in the second quarter of 2019. Given the relatively early stage of the cases,
management viewed no amount within the range to be the most likely outcome. Therefore, management recorded a provision for the reasonably estimable
minimum amount in the assessed range for such opioid-related cases in accordance with Accounting Standards Codification 450 “Accounting for
Contingencies.”

Additionally, on October 21, 2019, Teva reached a settlement with the two plaintiffs in the MDL Opioid Proceeding that was scheduled for trial for
the Track One case, Cuyahoga and Summit Counties of Ohio. Under the terms of the settlement, Teva agreed to provide the two counties with opioid
treatment medication, buprenorphine naloxone (sublingual tablets), known by the brand name Suboxone ® , with a value of $25 million at wholesale
acquisition cost and distributed over three years to help in the care and treatment of people suffering from addiction, and a cash payment in the amount of
$20 million, which has been paid.

Also on October 21, 2019, Teva and certain other defendants reached an agreement in principle with a group of Attorneys General for a nationwide
settlement. This nationwide settlement was designed to provide a mechanism by which the Company attempts to seek resolution of remaining potential and
pending opioid claims by both the U.S. states and political subdivisions (i.e., counties, tribes and other plaintiffs) thereof.

On July 21, 2021, it was announced that four other defendants (not including Teva) have reached a nationwide settlement, subject to certain
conditions, which includes payment of up to approximately $26 billion spread over up to 18 years. During the passage of time since then, the Company has
continued to negotiate the terms and conditions of a nationwide settlement. There remain many complex financial and legal issues still outstanding,
including indemnification claims by Allergan against the Company, arising from the acquisition of the Actavis Generics business, which makes the timing
of any outcome uncertain. In that regard, Allergan is also in settlement negotiations over various opioid matters and has asked Teva, pursuant to
indemnification provisions in agreements between Teva and Allergan arising from Teva’s acquisition of the Actavis generics business, to contribute to those
settlements. On December 8, 2021, Allergan reached a settlement in the New
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York opioids litigation. Allergan has indicated that it may seek indemnification from Teva for a significant portion of that New York settlement, and that it
could initiate arbitration proceedings to resolve the dispute. Teva disputes that, under the circumstances, Teva is obligated to provide indemnification in
connection with Allergan’s New York settlement.

On September 28, 2021, Teva reached an agreement with the Attorney General of Louisiana that settles the state’s opioid-related claims. The
agreement is contingent that, by mid-February, 2022, all political subdivisions of Louisiana will formally release Teva as part of the settlement, which Teva
was advised has occurred by the Attorney General of Louisiana. Under the terms of the settlement, Teva will pay Louisiana $15 million over an 18-year
period and will provide buprenorphine naloxone (sublingual tablets) valued at $3 million (wholesale acquisition cost).

On February 4, 2022, the Company reached an agreement with the Attorney General of the State of Texas that settles Texas’ and its subdivisions
opioid-related claims. The settlement is contingent on confirmation by the state, by March 10, 2022, that at least 96% of the population of subdivisions will
formally release Teva as part of the settlement, which Teva believes is achievable based on its discussions with the Attorney General of Texas and
plaintiffs’ counsel. Under the terms of the settlement, Teva will pay Texas $150 million over a 15-year time period and will provide its recently launched,
lifesaving medicine generic Narcan ® (naloxone hydrochloride nasal spray), valued at $75 million (wholesale acquisition cost) over 10 years.

As a result of the settlement with Texas and recent decisions in California, Oklahoma and New York, the Company has reconsidered the potential
settlement outcome and revised its provision. The revised provision is a reasonable estimate of the ultimate costs if a nationwide settlement is finalized.
However, if not finalized for the entirety of the cases, a reasonable upper end of a range of loss cannot be determined. An adverse resolution of any of these
lawsuits or investigations may involve large monetary penalties, damages, and/or other forms of monetary and non-monetary relief and could have a
material and adverse effect on Teva’s reputation, business, results of operations and cash flows.

Separately, on April 27, 2018, Teva received subpoena requests from the United States Attorney’s office in the Western District of Virginia and the
Civil Division seeking documents relating to the manufacture, marketing and sale of branded opioids. Teva has not received communication regarding the
investigation for several years. In August 2019, Teva received a grand jury subpoena from the United States Attorney’s Office for the Eastern District of
New York for documents related to the Company’s anti-diversion policies and procedures and distribution of its opioid medications, in what the Company
understands to be part of a broader investigation into manufacturers’ and distributors’ monitoring programs and reporting under the Controlled Substances
Act. In September 2019, Teva received subpoenas from the New York State Department of Financial Services (NYDFS) as part of an industry-wide inquiry
into the effect of opioid prescriptions on New York health insurance premiums. This was followed by a Statement of Charges and Notice of Hearing filed
by the NYDFS, although no merits hearing date is currently set. Currently, Teva cannot predict how a nationwide settlement (if finalized) will affect these
investigations and administrative actions. In addition, a number of state attorneys general, including a coordinated multistate effort, have initiated
investigations into sales and marketing practices of Teva and its affiliates with respect to opioids. Other states are conducting their own investigations
outside of the multistate group. Teva is cooperating with these ongoing investigations and cannot predict their outcome at this time.

In addition, several jurisdictions and consumers in Canada have initiated litigation regarding opioids alleging similar claims as those in the United
States. The cases in Canada may be consolidated and are in their early stages.
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