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GLOSSARY 

BBB Blood-brain barrier 

CGRP  Calcitonin gene-related peptide  

FDA  U.S. Food and Drug Administration 

IPR  Inter partes review  

Italicized text  Emphasis added unless otherwise indicated  

Lilly or Petitioner  Eli Lilly and Company  

MAb  Monoclonal antibody 

MAP Mean arterial pressure 

POSA  Person of ordinary skill in the art  

Teva or Patent 
Owner  Teva Pharmaceuticals International GmbH  

’045 patent U.S. Patent No. 8,586,045 
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