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

Amneal Pharmaceuticals, LLC,

Defendants.

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

Plaintiffs,
Civil Action No. 14-CV-7934 (PAC)
v.

Apotex, Inc. and Apotex Corp.,

Defendants.

DEFENDANTS AMNEAL’S AND APOTEX’S POST-TRIAL BRIEF
REGARDING ANTICIPATION AND OBVIOUSNESS OF THE ASSERTED
“FORM A CLAIMS” OF U.S. PATENT NO. 8,557,993
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