
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF WEST VIRGINIA 

AT CLARKSBURG 
 

 
REGENERON PHARMACEUTICALS, INC., 
 
  Plaintiff,  
 v.  
 
MYLAN PHARMACEUTICALS INC., 
 
  Defendant.  
 

 
 
Case No. 1:22-cv-00061-TSK  
 
 
OUTSIDE COUNSEL EYES ONLY 
 
FILED UNDER SEAL 

 
DEFENDANT MYLAN PHARMACEUTICALS INC.’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 

OF ITS MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT OR PARTIAL SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT ON U.S. PATENT NOS. 11,104,715 (PROCESS PATENT); 11,084,865 
(FORMULATION PATENT); and 10,888,601 & 11,253,572 (DOSING PATENTS) 
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