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UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 
BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

_____________ 
 

MYLAN PHARMACEUTICALS INC., TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, 
INC., and AKORN INC., 1  

Petitioners, 
 

v. 
 

SAINT REGIS MOHAWK TRIBE and ALLERGAN, INC., 
Patent Owners.2 
_____________ 

 
Case IPR2016-01127 (8,685,930 B2) 
Case IPR2016-01128 (8,629,111 B2) 
Case IPR2016-01129 (8,642,556 B2) 
Case IPR2016-01130 (8,633,162 B2) 
Case IPR2016-01131 (8,648,048 B2) 
Case IPR2016-01132 (9,248,191 B2) 

_____________ 
 

JOINT MOTION BY PATENT OWNER SAINT REGIS MOHAWK TRIBE 
AND ALLERGAN CONCERNING BOARD’S DIVESTED JURISDICTION 

OR, IN THE ALTERNATIVE, FOR A STAY PENDING THE APPEAL 
  

                                           
1 Cases IPR2017-00576 and IPR2017-00594, IPR2017-00578 and IPR2017- 
00596, IPR2017-00579 and IPR2017-00598, IPR2017-00583 and IPR2017- 
00599, IPR2017-00585 and IPR2017-00600, and IPR2017-00586 and IPR2017-
00601 have respectively been joined with the captioned proceedings (collectively 
the “Proceedings”). The word-for-word identical paper is filed in each proceeding 
identified in the caption pursuant to the Board’s Scheduling Order (Paper 10). 
2 The caption used in this Notice of Appeal was intended only to comply with the 
Board’s Order that the “caption for these proceedings shall reflect both Allergan’s 
and the Tribe’s status as ‘Patent Owners.’” Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe is the Patent 
Owner. By using this caption, neither Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe nor Allergan 
concede that Allergan is a “Patent Owner.”  
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