
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF DELAWARE 

IN RE: OZEMPIC (SEMAGLUTIDE) 
PATENT LITIGATION 

)
)
)
)
)

MDL NO. 22-MD-3038 (CFC) 
ANDA CASE 

NOVO NORDISK INC. and 
NOVO NORDISK A/S, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

RIO BIOPHARMACEUTICALS INC., 
et al., 

Defendants.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

C.A. No. 22-294 (CFC) 
CONSOLIDATED 
ANDA CASE 

NOVO NORDISK INC. and 
NOVO NORDISK A/S, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

MYLAN PHARMACEUTICALS INC. 

Defendant.

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

C.A. No. 22-1040 (CFC) 
ANDA CASE 

JOINT CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 
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