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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 

___________________ 

BEFORE THE PATENT TRIAL AND APPEAL BOARD 

___________________ 

MYLAN PHARMACEUTICALS INC., TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, 
INC., WATSON LABORATORIES, INC., DR. REDDY’S LABORATORIES, 

INC., DR. REDDY’S LABORATORIES, LTD., and SUN 
PHARMACEUTICALS INDUSTRIES LTD.1

Petitioner, 

v. 

MERCK SHARP & DOHME CORP. 
Patent Owner. 

_________________________ 

Case IPR2020-00040 

U.S. Patent 7,326,708 B2 

___________________________ 

PETITIONERS’ REPLY 

1 Teva Pharmaceuticals USA, Inc. and Watson Laboratories, Inc. were joined as a 
party to this proceeding via Motion for Joinder in IPR2020-01045; Dr. Reddy’s 
Laboratories, Inc. and Dr. Reddy’s Laboratories, Ltd. were joined as a party to this 
proceeding via a Motion for Joinder in IPR2020-01060; and Sun Pharmaceuticals 
Industries Ltd. was joined as a party to this proceeding via Motion for Joinder in 
IPR2020-01072. 
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