
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’ REPLY POST-TRIAL BRIEF REGARDING 
THE INVALIDITY OF U.S. PATENT NO. 7,772,209
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“Defendants” Teva Parenteral Medicines, Inc., APP Pharmaceuticals, LLC, 
Pliva Hrvatska D.O.O., Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc., and 
Barr Laboratories, Inc.,

“Defs. Br.” Defendants’ Opening Post-Trial Brief Regarding The 
Invalidity of U.S. Patent No. 7,772,209 (D.I. 331)

“Lilly”/”Eli Lilly” Eli Lilly and Company

“Asserted Claims” Claims 9, 10, 12, 14, 15, 18, 19, and 21 of the ‘209 patent

“Pl. Br.” Plaintiff Eli Lilly And Company’s Post-Trial Brief (D.I. 332)

“POSA” Person of ordinary skill in the art

“TX” Trial Exhibit

Testimony

“Ratain Tr.” Trial testimony of Dr. Mark J. Ratain

“Green Tr.” Trial testimony of Dr. Ralph Green

“Niyikiza Tr.” Trial testimony of Clet Niyikiza

“Chabner Tr.” Trial testimony of Dr. Bruce A. Chabner

“Calvert Dep. Tr.” Deposition testimony of Dr. A. Hilary Calvert

Patents

“the ‘209 
patent”/”patent-in-
suit”

U.S. Patent No. 7,772,209 (TX 1)

“the ‘974 patent” U.S. Patent No. 5,217,974 (TX 916)

Compounds, Enzymes, and Conferences 
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