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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

 

Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd., 
 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

Amneal Pharmaceuticals, LLC, 
 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 14-CV-2758 (PAC) 

Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd., 
 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

Zydus Pharmaceuticals (USA) Inc., and Cadila 
Healthcare Ltd. (dba Zydus Cadila), 
 

Defendants. 

Civil Action No. 14-CV-2760 (PAC) 

Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd., 
 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

Orient Pharma Co., Ltd., 
 

Defendants. 
 

Civil Action No. 14-CV-2759 (PAC) 
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Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd., 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
Sawai USA, Inc., and 
Sawai Pharmaceutical Co., Ltd., 
 

Defendants. 
 

Civil Action No. 14-CV-5575 (PAC) 

Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd., 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
Apotex, Inc. and Apotex Corp., 
 

Defendants. 
 

Civil Action No. 14-CV-7934 (PAC) 

Kowa Company, Ltd., 
Kowa Pharmaceuticals America, Inc., and 
Nissan Chemical Industries, Ltd.,  
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
Lupin Ltd. and Lupin Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 
 

Defendants. 
 

Civil Action No. 15-CV-3935 (PAC) 
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DEFENDANTS PROPOSED FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS OF LAW RE: 
 

INVALIDITY OF THE ’336 PATENT IN LIGHT OF  
THE DOCTRINE OF OBVIOUSNESS-TYPE DOUBLE PATENTING 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF AMNEAL, ORIENT, SAWAI AND ZYDUS 
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