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Tuesday Morning Session, 

June 13, 2023, 9:30 a.m. 

- - - 

THE COURT:  Convene for day two of trial.  Plaintiff

may call its next witness.

MS. OBERWETTER:  Your Honor, if I may, Ellen

Oberwetter for Regeneron.  A brief housekeeping matter from

yesterday relating to the admission of exhibits used in

Dr. Yancopoulos's direct and redirect testimony.

I'm happy to handle this however you would prefer.  I

can either read the list into the record.  We've had an

opportunity to make sure our list conforms to what Ms. Kinsey

had yesterday so that those are moved into the record as

evidence.

THE COURT:  Let's go ahead.  If you'll read that

slowly for Madam Court Reporter's benefit.  Go right ahead.

MS. OBERWETTER:  I'm happy to do that, Your Honor.

PTX 0001, PTX 0003, PTX 3333, DTX 212, PTX 0419.

THE COURT:  Is that 19 or 91?

MS. OBERWETTER:  My list says 19.

THE COURT:  Okay.

MS. OBERWETTER:  Your list is correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  As is Mr. Ruby's.

MS. OBERWETTER:  PTX 491, DTX 228, PTX 0311,

PTX 0304, PTX 3216, PTX 3187, PTX 3188, PTX 0080, PTX 1028-C,
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PTX 1170, PTX 0932.

THE COURT:  I've got two others a little further down

my list.

MS. OBERWETTER:  Yes.

THE COURT:  DTX 4070.

MS. OBERWETTER:  That was the Nguyen 2006 reference.

That's correct, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  And PTX 0311?

MS. OBERWETTER:  Yes.

THE COURT:  That's the Heier article on wet

age-related macular degeneration.

MS. OBERWETTER:  Yes, Your Honor.  That one was

further up in my list.  That's correct.

THE COURT:  Any objection to any of those, Counsel?

MS. MAZZOCHI:  No.  But, again, as long we -- I know

you instructed we are going to be doing the issue of whether

they are allowed to use their conception surveys -- 

THE COURT:  Try it again.

MS. MAZZOCHI:  Yesterday the Court indicated -- my

understanding is that the Court indicated that, to the extent

we had an objection as to whether Regeneron can use any of

these exhibits in connection with, for example, its conception

or reduction practice theories or other theories not disclosed

in their interrogatory responses, we will have the opportunity

to raise that in posttrial briefing.  Thank you.
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that we were working on.

A second, similar sized part was to really understand

what happens in animals, in humans, and to be able to measure

those things and prepare drugs to get ready to move into the

clinic.

Q. When did you begin working on the VEGF Trap or a VEGF

Trap?

A. I would say approximately a year after I was there,

maybe 2003.

Q. And what was the result of that project?

A. The biggest thing that came out of it was Eylea.

Q. Now, I'm going to place on the screen what's been

marked as PTX 2 in this case.

Dr. Furfine, is this the patent that describes and

claims your inventions working on the project on aflibercept?

A. Yes, it is.

Q. We've highlighted various people who are listed as

inventors.  The first one, Eric Furfine, we know.

Who is Daniel Dix?

A. Daniel Dix was the head of the formulation group that

reported to me.

Q. How about Kenneth Graham?  Who is he?

A. Kenneth was a scientist in the formulation group, and

he reported to Dan.

Q. And Kelly Frye, who is that?
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A. Kelly Frye was also a formulation scientist that

reported to Dan.

Q. Dr. Yancopoulos, from whom the Court heard yesterday,

is not listed as an inventor on the patent.

What was his role vis-a-vis the project that you were

working on with aflibercept?

A. Yeah.  I mean, as a senior leader in the company,

George was very intimately involved in all the things that were

required to move a drug into the clinic and follow it

throughout the clinic.  And he stayed abreast of the work that

we were doing to prepare drugs to be ready to go into clinical

trials and to be able to maintain them in clinical trials.

Q. Did you meet with Dr. Yancopoulos during this period?

A. Absolutely.  Yes, on a regular basis.

Q. Now, we've highlighted under Number 73 there

"Assignee:  Regeneron Pharmaceuticals."  

What is your understanding about how Regeneron

Pharmaceuticals is the assignee of the patent that you helped

invent?

A. All employees of Regeneron were required to assign

their inventions to the company.  That was a condition of your

employment.

Q. Was that true throughout the time that you were at

Regeneron?

A. Yes, it was, absolutely.
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Q. Now, we've been talking in this case about

aflibercept.  What is aflibercept?

A. Aflibercept is a man-made, humanly devised protein

where you take two receptors that are normally on the surface

of the cell and you genetically engineer them to be on an

antibody part.  We call that the FC domain.

So you make this construct of receptor domains fused

to an antibody part, and that creates a drug.

Q. And when you say they're fused, does that make them

what we've heard of called as a fusion protein?

A. Correct.  It's referred to commonly as a fusion

protein.

Q. And was aflibercept the only VEGF blocker known at

the time that you were working on the project?

A. No, it was not.

Q. Were there any prominent VEGF blockers that you were

knowing about and following at the time?

A. Two of the most prominent VEGF blockers were Avastin,

or bevacizumab is the genetic name, and Lucentis, or it was

ranibizumab at that time because it wasn't approved when we

first started working on it.

Q. Who was developing those molecules?

A. Genentech was the company that was doing that.

Q. And at the time you were working on your project, who

was Genentech in the field of biotechnology and in the field of
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VEGF?

A. Genentech were really leaders in both of those

spaces.  They were probably the premier company in protein

therapeutics, and they were arguably the premier company in

understanding VEGF biology and pursuing drugs that modulate or

inhibit VEGF.

Q. Who did you understand to be leading their VEGF

development?

A. A lot of the scientific leadership came from a man

named Napoleon Ferrara, who is arguably the father of VEGF and

Avastin.

Q. How did Regeneron compare to Genentech at the time?

A. Analogous to us being David in the David and Goliath.

Q. Was aflibercept initially being pursued by Regeneron

to treat eye diseases?

A. Not originally, no.  It was treating cancer.

Q. Did you participate in that work?

A. I did, yes.

Q. Did there come time when Regeneron considered using

aflibercept to treat eye diseases?

A. Yes, we did.

Q. And at the time you began the project, did you

consider the project of formulating aflibercept to treat eye

diseases easy or hard?

A. We considered that it would be a challenging,
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difficult problem.

Q. Why is that?

A. First of all, aflibercept itself being a fusion

protein was a challenge because there just wasn't that much

knowledge on how to formulate and what the behaviors of those

types of molecules, of fusion proteins general.

And the second reason was there just wasn't a lot of

experience in the industry in developing formulations that were

going to be injected intravitreally.

Q. Did the fact that aflibercept Trap VEGF mean that it

could be used to treat diseases in the retina?

A. No.  It had to reach the retina in order to be able

to do that, both block VEGF and reach the site of action.

Q. Now, you mentioned ranibizumab, which was one of the

two molecules that Genentech was developing.

What was your understanding about for what diseases

Genentech was pursuing ranibizumab?

A. My understanding was they were only pursuing retinal

diseases with ranibizumab.

Q. Did you consider aflibercept to be like ranibizumab

for purposes of treating eye diseases?

A. It was similar in a very high-level sense in that

they're both protein therapeutics, but the chemical nature of

these two drugs was very, very different, and they were

different classes of proteins.
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Q. Did they have any other differences that you

considered to be important for purposes of your project?

A. Yes.  Aflibercept was considerably larger than

ranibizumab was.

Q. What do you mean by larger or smaller in the context

of molecules or proteins?

A. So what we mean by larger is molecular weight, kind

of the space a molecule takes up.  And the ranibizumab molecule

was about a third the size of a full antibody.  So it's an

antibody part.  It's in some ways considered an antibody, but

it's really a part of an antibody, the FAB domain.  And that's

about a third of the size of a total antibody.

And the VEGF Trap or aflibercept is much more similar

in size to an antibody than it is to ranibizumab.

Q. Was a molecular weight or the weight the only thing

you considered in terms of the size?

A. No.  So the molecular weight of aflibercept was a

little bit smaller than an antibody, but we felt like it

behaved more like the size of an antibody.  It's kind of like

if you -- could make a football analogy where you get somebody

who's a fullback might be or a running back might be, this

relatively heavy, relatively dense, small, compact person; and

then you have a wide receiver who might weigh even maybe a

little bit less but be much bigger, might have more trouble

fitting in an airplane seat because of their -- they just take
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up more space.

Q. And so was aflibercept more like the wide receiver or

like the fullback?

A. More like the wide receiver and, therefore, more

similar to an antibody in size, despite its actual weight being

somewhat less.

Q. And was aflibercept in the same class of molecules as

ranibizumab?

A. No.  As I mentioned, ranibizumab was an antibody or

considered an antibody as it was part of an antibody, and

aflibercept was a receptor fusion protein.  It had receptor

domains on it that were previously in a normal setting on the

surface of a cell and bore no resemblance to the structures of

an antibody.

Q. Based on your understanding at the time, does a

formulation that works to stabilize one protein in a class work

to stabilize a separate protein in a class?

A. No, not necessarily.

Q. Why not?

A. The chemical nature of even two antibodies can be

very different, and it's the chemical nature of those

antibodies, how charged they are, hydrophobic they are --

hydrophobic meaning kind of a dislike of water, if you will.

Depending on the nature, they could be very different things

that are required to maintain their stability in solution.
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Q. Did you understand that a formulation that stabilizes

an antibody could be used to stabilize a fusion protein?

A. Definitely not.  The differences between a fusion

protein's chemical nature is even more different than an

antibody to an antibody.

Q. And I should have asked you this before.  When you

came to Regeneron in 2002, did you start working on protein

formulations immediately?

A. Yes.

Q. Was it your understanding, Dr. Furfine, that you

could take an existing antibody formulation, take out the

antibody, and put in a different molecule such as a fusion

protein?

A. No.  That's not how we do formulation discovery.  We

have a path where we do things that are fit for purpose.  You

decide what's going to be used for, you decide the nature of

the molecule you're formulating, and you design the formulation

for that.

Q. Would it even be allowed to make that kind of

substitution to make your product that way?

A. Absolutely not.  It's a cardinal rule of formulation

science and drug discovery generally that you only put things

in that you need.  You have to actually go through the process

of showing that you need something and figuring out exactly not

only that you need it but how much to put in, and that includes
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the drug itself.

Q. Now, you said a moment ago that you had to get into

the proper areas of the eye.  I just want to put up a figure on

the screen from Exhibit 579.  That's PTX 579.

When you were working on the project on aflibercept,

what was your understanding about where the molecule had to go

to treat the diseases you were targeting?

A. It would help if I had --

MR. BERL:  May I approach, Your Honor?

THE COURT:  You may.

THE WITNESS:  So you see the word "choroid" here.

This is the -- roughly the place in the eyeball where you would

stick the needle, and it would go through the sclera here and

into this kind of like peach-colored area.  That's called the

vitreous.  So you would directly inject the drug right into the

vitreous.

Now, the drug will freely over time, maybe about a

day, diffuse throughout the vitreous, but the key is you see

this lighter yellow-colored part that abuts the vitreous here,

that goes here, that's the retina.  So it has to be able to get

out of the vitreous and into the retina.

It also needs to be able to get past the retina into

this next darker red color next to the light yellow.  That's

called the choroid.  Those are the two places where the disease

happens, the choroid and the retina.  So the drug needs to get
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out of the vitreous, needs to penetrate these two tissues in

order to work.

BY MR. BERL:  

Q. And what was your understanding at the time about

what kind of molecules would be most likely to get in

significant amounts into the retina and choroid?

A. So there was evidence from our colleagues,

competitors at Genentech that said that larger molecules,

antibody-sized molecules, essentially stayed mostly in the

vitreous and did not penetrate the retina; but smaller

molecules, like ranibizumab, which is a third of the size of an

antibody, was able to actually get into those tissues where the

disease biology happens.

Q. Let's take a look -- it's in your binder as well --

at Exhibit 1848.  Can you identify this document for the Court?

A. Yes.  This is the paper that I was referring to from

Genentech that compared the antibody to the ranibizumab.

Q. And did you read this article when you were working

on your aflibercept project at Regeneron?

A. Yes, I did.

Q. And you mentioned Dr. Ferrara earlier.  Is he one of

the authors of this article?

A. Yes, he is, right here.

Q. Let's take a look at the abstract, and we've

highlighted part of the abstract on the first page.
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Can you explain what Genentech was conveying and what

you understood about it when you were working on your project?

A. Right.  So you can see right here they point out the

difference in molecular weight or the size.  So you can see

it's 150 versus about 50.  So it's a third the size; so that's

essentially consistent with what I was saying.  And that the

antibody, the bigger molecule, did not penetrate the retinal

tissues whereas the ranibizumab, or the FAB fragment of the

antibody, was able to penetrate the tissues in this study.

Q. What was the principle of this -- what was the

relevance of this principle to your work on aflibercept at the

time?

A. Well, as I mentioned before, because aflibercept was

more similar in size to an antibody, we were concerned that we

could see the same thing and that, if we gave an intravitreal

injection of aflibercept, it might not get to the place where

we needed it to go to affect the disease.  So we were concerned

about that.

Q. Did you understand this issue of size to be relevant

to Genentech's development of ranibizumab?

A. Absolutely.  I think that's partly why they published

this paper too.  And they clearly thought that this smaller

molecule was the better way to go, and that's what they pushed

forward with.

Q. When you read this when you were working at
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Regeneron, were you certain that Genentech was correct about

what it was saying?

A. I wasn't.  I was skeptical of this article.  As a

scientist, we're often skeptical of articles and not that they

think of everything.  And I didn't -- I wasn't sure that this

was right.

Q. What did you do in view of your skepticism?

A. Usually what scientists do when they're skeptical is

they do their own experiment, and we did a study in rabbits.

Q. We'll get to that in a moment.

This issue of getting into the retina and the

choroid, is it all or none like a light switch, Dr. Furfine?

A. No.  I think there are degrees of penetration, and

there can be examples sometimes where there is a sharp cutoff,

but I don't think that was the case here.  This is a gradient,

if you will.

Q. Did Regeneron only have aflibercept to block VEGF, or

did it have smaller molecules too?

A. We had small molecules.  Well, we had something

called a Mini-Trap.  Kind of like what the FAB or the

ranibizumab was a part of the antibody, we had the Mini-Trap

that was a part of aflibercept that, in case I was wrong, then

we would have the smaller molecule to move forward with as

well.

Q. Just so it's clear, why did Regeneron create the
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA 
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                VS.                 CIVIL ACTION NO. 

                                    1:22-cv-61 
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Friday Morning Session, 

June 16, 2023, 9:30 a.m. 

- - - 

THE COURT:  We convene for day five then -- it's a

casino in here some days -- of trial counsels presence.  Had a

chance to skim, but I certainly wouldn't say I've read

Regeneron's second motion to exclude undisclosed expert

opinion.

Would it be fair to characterize that motion as

largely based on similar issues as the motion we addressed

yesterday?

MR. BERL:  Yes, Your Honor.

THE COURT:  All right.  I need to see Dr. Rabinow's

report where this combination of prior art was disclosed and

the explanation as to why it would be obvious, then.

MR. HUNT:  Your Honor, we will have copies for you

here shortly.  If I may.

THE COURT:  I have -- I do have his report.

MR. HUNT:  Very good.  Then I would like to take you

to paragraph 290 of Dr. Rabinow's opening expert report.  There

are a number of combinations listed in paragraph 290 of both

Dr. Rabinow's opening report, Your Honor.  For the Court's

benefit and certainly the benefit of everyone's time, we have

simplified things a bit for trial today.

Dr. Rabinow, in Number 1, is testifying today
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regarding the combination of Fraser with Liu.  And in addition

to that combination, he will separately be offering opinions

today with regard to Number 4, the prior art Lucentis

formulations, as evidenced by the Shams and Gaudreault

articles, in combination with Fraser.

Now, I expect, Your Honor, that counsel for plaintiff

is concerned that, the way that Dr. Rabinow's demonstratives

have been organized, that he, they suspect, is going to offer

opinions regarding the combination of Lucentis and Liu.

I have assured counsel for plaintiff that that is not

Dr. Rabinow's intent, that is not a combination, as we

discussed, that is disclosed in his opening report.  However,

it is important for the Court to keep in mind -- and I think

plaintiff may have a response to this -- that prior art needs

to be considered in the context of the knowledge of the person

of ordinary skill in the art as a whole.

And I suspect that may be where the issue is here,

Your Honor.  There are certain disclosures in the Lucentis

prior art, and there are certain disclosures in Fraser.  And

the person of ordinary skill in the art, as of June 16, 2006,

would have an understanding and a body of knowledge based upon

the prior art as a whole that would inform their reading of

those references.

So while Dr. Rabinow is not offering opinions as to

the combination of anything more than Lucentis and Fraser,
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BARRETT E. RABINOW, PhD - DIRECT

Q. And did you rely on DTX 0726 in connection with your

opinions?

A. I did.

Q. Moving to the next slide, what would the person of

ordinary skill in the art find significant about Shams?

A. Shams is disclosed to be an example of a VEGF

antagonist.  Its name is ranibizumab.  It referred to its brand

name, Lucentis.  It is described as a humanized antihuman VEGF

Fab fragment for intravitreal administration.

It is supplied in a liquid-filled vial.  The

concentration is 10 mg/mL for the .5-milligram dose level.  And

if you divide those two numbers, you learn that the intended

volume for intravitreal injection is .05 milliliters; and that

the formulation contains a histidine buffer, a trehalose sugar

stabilizer, and polysorbate 20; and that the study drug is

stored at 2 to 8 degrees.

Q. And that disclosure, Dr. Rabinow, is at DTX 726,

page 32; is that right?

A. That's correct.

Q. And if we look at the top of the callout that you

have here, again, as of May 4th, 2006, the date of the Shams

reference, would the person of ordinary skill in the art have

an understanding that ranibizumab and Lucentis are synonymous?

A. Yes, they would.

Q. If you could please turn to Slide 45.  What is shown
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here, Dr. Rabinow?

A. This is the Lucentis prescribing information dating

from 2006 from Genentech.

Q. And DTX 3040 is the Lucentis prescribing information,

correct?

A. Yes.

Q. Did you rely on DTX 3040 in connection with your

opinions?

A. I did.

Q. Now, why did you include DTX 3040 in your analysis?

A. I included it to show that it essentially confirmed

what we learned from Shams that was published earlier.

Q. But you're not asserting that the Lucentis

prescribing information from 2006 is prior art; is that right?

A. That is correct.

Q. Looking at Slide 46, what did you find relevant about

the Lucentis prescribing information?

A. So on page 4 it states that Lucentis --

ranibizumab -- injection is a monoclonal antibody fragment and

that, furthermore, it is provided in a vial and that it is

designed to deliver 0.05 mL of a 10-mg/mL Lucentis solution.

And, furthermore, it's disclosed that the formulation comprises

a histidine buffer, a trehalose sugar stabilizer, and a

polysorbate 20 formulation component as well.  This is at

DTX 3040, page 4.
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Q. Thank you, Dr. Rabinow.

If we could turn to the next slide, Slide 47, would

the person of ordinary skill in the art have had a particular

understanding relating to FDA-approved protein formulations in

or around June 16th, 2006?

A. He would.  He would be amazed by the apparent routine

nature of the ability to formulate all these different antibody

formulations with surprisingly few formulation alternatives.

So as we see here, there are half a dozen different

antibodies.  Some of them -- many of them are fusion proteins.

Some of them are not.  They all involve a buffer, a surfactant,

and a stabilizer for either a liquid or a lyophilized

formulation.  And within each category of buffer, surfactant,

or stabilizer, there are, as indicated here, only two

alternatives that are -- that were used.

You could -- for the buffer you can use either

histidine or phosphate.  For the surfactant you can choose

either polysorbate 20 or polysorbate 80.  For the stabilizer,

you can use either trehalose or sucrose.  It reads like a menu

in terms of what do you want for soup, salad, appetizer in

terms of limited choices here.

Q. And with apologies, Dr. Rabinow, I need to walk

through a few exhibits that are referenced on your Slide 47

just for the record.

So is DTX 5036 the Remicade prescribing information
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reflected here?

A. It is.

Q. Did you rely on DTX 5036 in connection with your

opinions?

A. I did.

Q. Similarly, is DTX 5037 the Xolair prescribing

information reflected here?

A. It is.

Q. Did you rely on DTX 5037 in connection with your

opinions?

A. I did.

Q. Is DTX 5038 the Raptiva prescribing information?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you rely on DTX 5038 in connection with your

opinions?

A. I did.

Q. And, finally -- and there, I believe, is a

typographical error on this slide, but DTX 5040, is that the

Xolair -- I'm sorry -- is that the Herceptin prescribing

information reference reflected in your Slide 47?

A. Yes.

Q. And did you rely on DTX 5040 in connection with your

opinions?

A. Yes.

Q. Overall, Dr. Rabinow, what is your opinion regarding
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(Video deposition of Karen Chu) 

Tuesday Morning Session, 

June 20, 2023, 9:00 a.m. 

- - - 

THE COURT:  We convene for day one, week two, of

trial.  Good morning, Counsel.  Happy West Virginia Day to

everybody.  

Mylan may call its next witness.   

MS. BODA:  Good morning, Your Honor.  Katie Boda.  

Defendants' next witness will be Karen Chu by video

deposition.  Regeneron identified Ms. Chu in response to our

30(b)(6) topics identified in DTX 202, including conception and

reduction to practice, the patent examples, and several issues

relating to aflibercept development and associated clinical

trials.

THE COURT:  I'll note again Regeneron's objection to

playing of the video in its entirety.  Objection noted.

(Video deposition of Karen Chu.) 

Q. Thank you.  Good morning, Ms. Chu.  My name is Deanne

Mazzochi.  Can you please state your full name and address for

the record.

A. Yes.  Karen Chu, and my home address is 73 Richbell

Road, White Plains, New York 10605.

Q. And then what was your initial role and

responsibilities at Regeneron?

A. So when I joined the company, I joined as a senior

 1

 2

 3

 4

 5

 6

 7

 8

 9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

  1226

C i n d y  L .  K n e c h t ,  R M R / C R R / C B C / C C P

P O  B o x  3 2 6   W h e e l i n g ,  W V   2 6 0 0 3   3 0 4 . 2 3 4 . 3 9 6 8

(Video deposition of Karen Chu) 

clinical trial manager.  And then as is true, I think, for a

lot of small companies in that role, wore several different

hats and had a broad range of responsibilities as it related to

clinical development.  And over the years moved into more of a

clinical project management role, and then finally into my

current role.

Q. Okay.  And what -- was your initial title -- I think

it was -- what was it? -- director of therapeutic area project

management?

A. So that was not my first title at Regeneron.

Q. Okay.  What was your first title?

A. I believe -- my recollection is that my first title

was senior clinical trial manager.  But the director of

therapeutic area project management was promotion into a

broader clinical project management role.

Q. And then did you ever have any individuals who

reported to you in those roles?

A. At the time that I was a clinical trial manager I had

a group of people that reported to me who -- who were more

junior clinical trial managers and involved in the operations

of the clinical trials.

Q. Okay.  How do you differentiate what your role was

versus what you call the operation of the clinical trials?

A. So within clinical research, there are several people

that contribute to any aspect of conducting a clinical trial.
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Wednesday Afternoon Session, 

June 21, 2023, 9:00 a.m. 

- - - 

THE COURT:  Day seven, I think, we convene for trial.

Counsel is present.  Dr. MacMichael is on the stand.  I believe

we're ready for redirect.  

Is that correct, Counsel?

Madam Court Reporter is ready.  You may proceed.

MR. SALMEN:  Yes, Your Honor.  For the first portion

of my redirect, I'm probably going to have to get into some

information that has been designated confidential.  So pursuant

to your previous order, we ask for a sealed courtroom.

THE COURT:  Understood.

In an effort to get everyone their steps in early

this morning, those of you not permitted to be here under the

Court's protective order, if I could ask you to step out.  We

would certainly appreciate it.  

We'll also ask the court security, once those folks

have vacated the premises, to seal our courtroom, please.

Thank you so much.

(The following proceedings (1527/23 to 1533/12) were 

had under seal, and are filed under separate cover.) 
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      (Courtroom unsealed.) 

THE COURT:  Welcome back, everybody.

Counsel, you may proceed.

MR. SALMEN:  Thank you, Your Honor.

BY MR. SALMEN:  

Q. Dr. MacMichael, do you recall Mr. Berl asking you the

question "Polysorbate in Claim 1 is being used as a

surface-active agent to prevent aggregation and denaturation?"

A. I don't recall the specific question.

Q. That appears at trial transcript page 1455.  Why

don't we put that on the screen to refresh your recollection.

I'll give you a moment to read that.

A. Yes.

Q. Do you recall this question?
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