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I. Introduction 

Novartis’s Opposition (Paper No. 10, Dec. 15, 2014) to Mylan’s Joinder 

Motion asks the Board to impose four conditions before Novartis will agree to 

joinder, and raises objections that are unrelated to the Board’s guidelines on 

joinder. Obtaining Novartis’s agreement is unnecessary, its proposed conditions 

are moot or unwarranted, and its objections are meritless. 

Joinder is appropriate in this case. The Mylan IPR is substantively identical 

to the corresponding Noven IPR and, thus, will avoid multiplication of issues 

before the Board. If joinder is denied, Mylan’s petition on these substantively 

identical issues would proceed independently from Noven’s earlier-filed IPR, 

doubling the Board’s burden. Mylan has agreed to procedural concessions, such 

as consolidated filings and discovery, thereby preventing prejudice to Novartis. 

Thus, Mylan has born its burden to show that joinder is appropriate. See Kyocera 

Corp. v. SoftView LLC, IPR2013-00004 (Apr. 24, 2013) (Paper 15 at 4). 

II. Novartis’s Conditions are Moot or Unwarranted 

Novartis asks the Board to impose four conditions before Novartis will 

agree to joinder. Paper 10 at 1. First, Novartis asks that Mylan’s filings be 

consolidated with Noven’s. This is moot because Mylan has already agreed to 

this. Paper 3 at 7-8. Second, Novartis asks that Mylan not raise new grounds. This 

also is moot because Mylan has already agreed to this. Paper 3 at 6. Third, 
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Novartis asks that Mylan be bound by any agreement between Novartis and 

Noven. This is unwarranted; Novartis could agree with Noven to settle the IPR 

with Noven and conduct no discovery, thereby prejudicing Mylan. Fourth, 

Novartis requires that the timing for deposition be subject to 37 C.F.R. §42.53. 

Mylan agrees and has no intention of proceeding contrary to the Rules. 

III. Novartis’s Objections Are Meritless 

Novartis raises four objections that are irrelevant, as they are not 

appropriate considerations for joinder motions under Kyocera Corp. v. SoftView 

LLC, IPR2013-00004 (Apr. 24, 2013) (Paper 15 at 4). None of the objections is 

relevant because none would help ensure a just, speedy, and inexpensive resolution to 

the IPRs. See 35 U.S.C. §316(b); 37 C.F.R. §42.1(b). 

Novartis first objects that Mylan has not promised to refrain from filing 

papers that it has not been authorized to file. Paper 10 at 3. Novartis concedes, as it must, 

that Mylan has agreed to consolidated filings in order to simplify briefings. Id. However, 

Novartis would require that joinder motions must also promise to “refrain from 

introducing additional, unconsolidated filings that are not on the existing briefing 

schedule.” Id. (emphasis in original). Mylan has agreed to consolidated filings. Paper 3 at 

7. Any paper not on the briefing schedule is subject to prior Board authorization. Thus, 

Novartis’s proposed requirement (that Mylan promise not to do something not permitted 

under the rules) is pointless. Mylan reserves the right to request relief from the 
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Board in the event Noven pursues the joined IPR in a manner that is harmful to 

Mylan (for example, if Noven chooses not to depose any expert testifying on 

behalf of Novartis). 

Novartis’s second objection is that “Mylan has failed to explain clearly how 

joinder would simplify discovery.” Paper 10 at 4. Novartis concedes, as it must, that 

Mylan has stated it “‘does not anticipate the need for new expert depositions following 

joinder’ [] and does not ‘anticipate’ that it will introduce new argument or discovery.” Id. 

However, Novartis implies that Mylan is contemplating the exact opposite: “Mylan has 

provided no assurance that it will not, in fact, introduce new experts, argument or 

discovery in any joined proceeding.” Given the possibility of settlement between Novartis 

and Noven, Mylan cannot agree to this requirement. Nonetheless, subject to the 

conditions that Novartis and Noven have not settled and Noven is actively pursuing the 

IPR in a manner that does not disadvantage Mylan, Mylan agrees to Novartis’s provisions 

(1)-(3) of Paper 10, page 4. 

Novartis states that its requested limitation on Mylan’s deposition time is consistent 

with the Board’s order in SAP America Inc. v. Clouding IP, LLC, IPR2014-00306 (Paper 

13 at 6), but Novartis seeks to further restrict deposition time based on “any agreement 

between Novartis and Noven.” Paper 10 at 4. The joinder order in SAP required only that 

witness examination occur “within the time frame normally allotted by the rules for one 

party,” and did not restrict deposition time based on any agreement between the original 
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parties, as urged by Novartis. SAP America Inc., IPR-2014-00306 (Paper 13 at 6). This 

additional restriction is not warranted.  

Novartis’s third objection is that Mylan’s proposal for separate filings 

“does not give Novartis an opportunity to respond to these ‘separate filings.’” 

Paper 10 at 4-5. Novartis again cites SAP America Inc., IPR-2014-00306 (Paper 13 at 5) 

and in so doing concedes that Mylan’s request is consistent with standard Board practice. 

Allowing separate filings in joined IPRs is consistent with Board orders in other joined 

IPRs. See Paper 10 at 8. As the Board may provide Novartis the customary responsive 

paper (of a corresponding number of pages) in the event it grants Mylan’s request for 

separate filings, Mylan would not oppose Novartis’s request, provided such papers would 

not exceed the number of pages in the Mylan filing and would be limited to issues raised 

in the Mylan filing.  See SAP America Inc., IPR2014-00306 (Paper 13 at 5). 

Novartis’s final objection is that “Mylan has not expressly confirmed that it 

will not create new issues for the Board and Novartis to address.” Paper 10 at 5. 

Again, Novartis is requiring Mylan to confirm it will not act impermissibly in the joined 

IPR. Mylan has already filed its petition; Mylan is now prohibited from raising new issues 

or presenting belated evidence in its Reply to Patent Owner’s Response. See Office Patent 

Trial Practice Guide, 77 Fed. Reg. 48,756, 48,767 (Aug. 14, 2012); 37 C.F.R. § 42.23(b). 

Thus, while Novartis asks the Board to expressly prohibit Mylan from doing so, Novartis 

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


Real-Time Litigation Alerts
	� Keep your litigation team up-to-date with real-time  

alerts and advanced team management tools built for  
the enterprise, all while greatly reducing PACER spend.

	� Our comprehensive service means we can handle Federal, 
State, and Administrative courts across the country.

Advanced Docket Research
	� With over 230 million records, Docket Alarm’s cloud-native 

docket research platform finds what other services can’t. 
Coverage includes Federal, State, plus PTAB, TTAB, ITC  
and NLRB decisions, all in one place.

	� Identify arguments that have been successful in the past 
with full text, pinpoint searching. Link to case law cited  
within any court document via Fastcase.

Analytics At Your Fingertips
	� Learn what happened the last time a particular judge,  

opposing counsel or company faced cases similar to yours.

	� Advanced out-of-the-box PTAB and TTAB analytics are  
always at your fingertips.

Docket Alarm provides insights to develop a more  

informed litigation strategy and the peace of mind of 

knowing you’re on top of things.

Explore Litigation 
Insights

®

WHAT WILL YOU BUILD?  |  sales@docketalarm.com  |  1-866-77-FASTCASE

API
Docket Alarm offers a powerful API 
(application programming inter-
face) to developers that want to 
integrate case filings into their apps.

LAW FIRMS
Build custom dashboards for your 
attorneys and clients with live data 
direct from the court.

Automate many repetitive legal  
tasks like conflict checks, document 
management, and marketing.

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS
Litigation and bankruptcy checks 
for companies and debtors.

E-DISCOVERY AND  
LEGAL VENDORS
Sync your system to PACER to  
automate legal marketing.


