
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF INDIANA

INDIANAPOLIS DIVISION

ELI LILLY AND COMPANY, )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. ) CASE NO. 1:10-CV-1376-TWP-DKL
TEVA PARENTERAL MEDICINES, INC., )
APP PHARMACEUTICALS, LLC, )
PLIVA HRVATSKA D.O.O., )
TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC., )   
and BARR LABORATORIES, INC., )   

)
Defendants. )

DEFENDANTS’ OPENING POST-TRIAL BRIEF REGARDING 
THE INVALIDITY OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,772,209
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