
Nos. 18-1638, -1639, -1640, -1641, -1642, -1643 

United States Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit

SAINT REGIS MOHAWK TRIBE, ALLERGAN, INC., 

Appellants, 

v. 

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

Appellees. 

Appeals from Patent and Trademark Office,  
Patent Trial and Appeal Board in Nos.  

IPR2016-01127, IPR2016-01128, IPR2016-01129,  
IPR2016-01130, IPR2016-01131, IPR2016-01132,  
IPR2017-00576, IPR2017-00578, IPR2017-00579,  
IPR2017-00583, IPR2017-00585, IPR2017-00586,  
IPR2017-00594, IPR2017-00596, IPR2017-00598,  
IPR2017- 00599, IPR2017-00600, IPR2017-00601. 

BRIEF FOR AMICUS CURIAE  
REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA  

IN SUPPORT OF EN BANC REHEARING 

September 4, 2018 Michael A. Albert 
Richard F. Giunta 
Charles T. Steenburg 
Gerald B. Hrycyszyn 
Stuart V. C. Duncan Smith 
WOLF, GREENFIELD & SACKS, P.C. 
600 Atlantic Avenue 
Boston, MA 02210 
Tel: (617) 646-8000 
Attorneys for Amicus Curiae  
Regents of the University of Minnesota

Case: 18-1638      Document: 156     Page: 1     Filed: 09/06/2018

Patent Owner Saint Regis Mohawk Tribe 
Ex. 2009, p. 1

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

i 

CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Counsel for amicus curiae Regents of the University of Minnesota (“UMN”) 

certifies the following: 

1. The full name of every party represented by me is:  

 Regents of the University of Minnesota 

2. The names of the real parties in interest represented by me are:  

 Regents of the University of Minnesota 

3. All parent corporations and any publicly held companies that own 10 
percent of the stock of the parties represented by me are listed below. 

 None, amicus curiae is a state entity created by the constitution of the State 
of Minnesota. 

4. The names of all law firms and the partners and associates that have 
appeared for the party in the lower tribunal or are expected to appear for the party 
in this court and who are not already listed on the docket for the current case are:  

 None, amicus curiae did not appear in the lower tribunal, and amicus curiae 
does not expect other counsel to appear on its behalf in this case. 

5. The title and number of any case known to counsel to be pending in 
this or any other court or agency that will directly affect or be directly affected by 
this court’s decision in the pending appeal: 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. LSI Corporation, No. 2018-1559, -
1560, -1561, -1562, -1563, -1564, -1565 (Fed. Cir.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. LSI Corporation,  
No. 5:18-cv-00821 (N.D. Cal.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Gilead Sciences, Inc.,  
No. 3:17-cv-06056 (N.D. Cal.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. AT&T Mobility LLC,  
No. 0:14-cv-04666 (D. Minn.) 
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 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Sprint Solutions, Inc.,  
No. 0:14-cv-04669 (D. Minn.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. T-Mobile USA, Inc.,  
No. 0:14-cv-04671 (D. Minn.) 

 Regents of the University of Minnesota v. Cellco Partnership,  
No. 0:14-cv-04672 (D. Minn.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01753 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01712 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-02004 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Gilead Sciences, Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-02005 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01186 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01197 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01200 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01213 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01214 (P.T.A.B.) 

 Ericsson Inc. v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01219 (P.T.A.B.) 

 LSI Corporation v. Regents of the University of Minnesota,  
No. IPR2017-01068 (P.T.A.B.) 

 
 

 
Date: September 4, 2018    /s/ Michael A. Albert   

 Michael A. Albert 
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