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Teva Canada Limited v Pfizer Canada Inc, 2019 FCA 15 and Apotex Inc v Pfizer 
Canada Inc, 2019 FCA 16

These two decisions were companion appeals, heard separately, from two separate 
PM(NOC) applications, brought by Pfizer in relation to its 668 Patent concerning a drug 
called O-desmethyl-venlafaxine (ODC). More specifically the appeal related to a 
particular crystal form of a particular salt of ODV, known as Form I ODV succinate. The 
Brown J. of the Federal Court found in both cases that the allegations of invalidity were 
not justified, and granted prohibition orders.

Teva and Apotex each appealed the Federal Court's finding that the allegation of 
invalidity due to obviousness was not justified. It was argued in both cases that Brown J.
had erred by implicitly considering the properties of Form I ODV succinate as part of the
inventive concept, which had been found to be the drug itself. Additionally, Teva and 
Apotex both argued that the Federal Court had erred by not following the Federal Court 
of Appeal's decisions in Bristol-Myers Squibb Canada Co v Teva Canada Ltd, 2017 
FCA 76 [Atazanavir] and Ratiopharm Inc v Pfizer Ltd, 2010 FCA 204 [Amlodipine].

However, the Federal Court of Appeal rejected these arguments and dismissed the 
appeal. It was held that Brown J. had not improperly considered the properties of the 
drug as part of the inventive concept, as it was clear from the reasons that the finding of
non-obviousness had been based on the inability of the skilled person to predict that 
Form I ODV succinate itself could be made or that it even existed. Additionally, the 
Sanofi obviousness analysis is not to be undertaken in a rigid way, but instead must be 
a flexible, contextual, expansive and fact-driven inquiry. Therefore it was in fact open to 
the Federal Court to take the properties of the invention into consideration to provide 
relevant context.

Similarly, the Federal Court of Appeal also held that there was no error in the lower 
court's treatment of the Atazanavir and Amlodipine cases. The Court of Appeal stated 
that while these and other past obviousness cases can be helpful illustrations of how to 
conduct the analysis, each case is to be decided on the basis of the specific evidence 
before the judge. Brown J. had considered those cases and found that they did not 
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establish any "hard and fast" rules on whether conducting salt screens or any other type
of experimentation is obvious or not. The Court of Appeal confirmed that where there 
are broad factual similarities but also otherwise significant differences between cases, 
past decisions should not be used to force a given conclusion on obviousness.

There were some issues specific to each appeal. In Teva's case, it was argued that 
Brown J. had erred in relying on evidence concerning attempts by the inventors to 
develop another salt, ODV fumarate, as this information was not in the public domain. 
Additionally, it was argued that evidence of skepticism that the issues encountered with 
that salt could be overcome was hearsay and should not have been considered. The 
Court of Appeal rejected both arguments, finding that the attempts to develop ODV 
fumarate were properly considered as part of the amount of effort to obtain the 
invention, in accordance with Sanofi that expressly permits consideration of the 
inventors' course of conduct. Furthermore, even if the alleged hearsay evidence were 
excluded, it was only one factor and would not have changed the results of the 
obviousness analysis.

Similarly, in the Apotex appeal, the Court also rejected arguments that Brown J. should 
have restricted his consideration of the inventors' course of conduct to those 
experiments that directly led to the initial preparation of Form I ODV succinate. It was 
open to the Federal Court to consider whether time, money, and effort was expended in 
other attempts to achieve the result of the invention, and further work that was done to 
characterize the new crystal form after it was first prepared and identified.

Lastly, the Court of Appeal also found that Brown J. had not erred by refusing to accept 
evidence put forward by Apotex on the issue of obviousness as the basis for allegations
of anticipation. Anticipation had been raised by Apotex in its NOA, Pfizer did not 
respond because Apotex filed no evidence regarding anticipation. Apotex then argued 
in its memorandum that the 668 Patent was anticipated, based on the affidavit evidence
it had put forward regarding obviousness. Brown J. rejected this evidence, on the basis 
that the experts had not been instructed on obviousness, the evidence had been 
tendered in respect of obviousness, not anticipation, and that the parties should not be 
able to rely on imbedded evidence to attack the patent after the evidence is complete.

The Court of Appeal rejected the argument that the Federal Court had erred on the 
issue of anticipation. It was held that Brown J. had in fact considered the only possibly 
anticipatory prior art reference and found that it did not disclose the invention. 
Therefore, even if the evidence had been accepted, it would not have led to a finding of 
anticipation.

Expertise

Intellectual Property, Copyright, Industrial Design, Licensing, Patents, Trademarks

https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/copyright
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/industrial-design
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/licensing
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/patents
https://www.blg.com/en/services/practice-areas/intellectual-property/trademarks


3

____________________________________________________________________________________

BLG  |  Canada’s Law Firm

As the largest, truly full-service Canadian law firm, Borden Ladner Gervais LLP (BLG) delivers practical legal 

advice for domestic and international clients across more practices and industries than any Canadian firm. 

With over 800 lawyers, intellectual property agents and other professionals, BLG serves the legal needs of 

businesses and institutions across Canada and beyond – from M&A and capital markets, to disputes, financing,

and trademark & patent registration.

blg.com

BLG Offices

Calgary

Centennial Place, East Tower
520 3rd Avenue S.W.
Calgary, AB, Canada
T2P 0R3

T 403.232.9500
F 403.266.1395

Ottawa

World Exchange Plaza
100 Queen Street
Ottawa, ON, Canada
K1P 1J9

T 613.237.5160
F 613.230.8842

Vancouver

1200 Waterfront Centre
200 Burrard Street
Vancouver, BC, Canada
V7X 1T2

T 604.687.5744
F 604.687.1415

Montréal

1000 De La Gauchetière Street West
Suite 900
Montréal, QC, Canada
H3B 5H4

T 514.954.2555
F 514.879.9015

Toronto

Bay Adelaide Centre, East Tower
22 Adelaide Street West
Toronto, ON, Canada
M5H 4E3

T 416.367.6000
F 416.367.6749

The information contained herein is of a general nature and is not intended to constitute legal advice, a complete statement of the law, or an 
opinion on any subject. No one should act upon it or refrain from acting without a thorough examination of the law after the facts of a specific 
situation are considered. You are urged to consult your legal adviser in cases of specific questions or concerns. BLG does not warrant or 
guarantee the accuracy, currency or completeness of this publication. No part of this publication may be reproduced without prior written 
permission of Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. If this publication was sent to you by BLG and you do not wish to receive further publications from
BLG, you may ask to remove your contact information from our mailing lists by emailing unsubscribe@blg.com or manage your subscription 
preferences at blg.com/MyPreferences. If you feel you have received this message in error please contact communications@blg.com. BLG’s 

privacy policy for publications may be found at blg.com/en/privacy.

© 2026 Borden Ladner Gervais LLP. Borden Ladner Gervais LLP is an Ontario Limited Liability Partnership.

http://www.blg.com
mailto:unsubscribe@blg.com
http://blg.com/MyPreferences
mailto:communications@blg.com
http://www.blg.com/en/privacy



