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REPRESENTATIVE CLAIMS 

1. A method of treating a patient with a disorder which is treatable 
with a benzodiazepine drug, comprising: administering to one or more 
nasal mucosal membranes of a patient a pharmaceutical solution for 
nasal administration consisting of a benzodiazepine drug, one or more 
natural or synthetic tocopherols or tocotrienols, or any combinations 
thereof, in an amount from about 30% to about 95% (w/w); ethanol 
and benzyl alcohol in a combined amount from about 10% to about 
70% (w/w); and an alkyl glycoside. 

27. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of 
diazepam, vitamin E, ethanol, benzyl alcohol and dodecyl maltoside. 

28. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of about 
56.47% (w/v) vitamin E, about 10.5% (w/v) benzyl alcohol, about 
10% (w/v) diazepam, about 0.25%(w/v) dodecyl maltoside, q.s. 
dehydrated ethanol. 

30. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of 
diazepam from 5 to 15% (w/v), dodecyl maltoside from about 0.01 to 
1% (w/v) , vitamin E from 45 to 65% (w/v), ethanol from 10 to 25% 
(w/v) and benzyl alcohol from 5 to 15% (w/v). 

31. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of 
diazepam from 5 to 15% (w/v), dodecyl maltoside from 0.01 to 1% 
(w/v), vitamin E from 45 to 65% (w/v), ethanol from 10 to 25% 
(w/v)and benzyl alcohol from 5 to 15% (w/v). 

32. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of 
diazepam from 9 to 11% (w/v), dodecyl maltoside from 0.1 to 0.5% 
(w/v), vitamin E from 50 to 60% (w/v), ethanol from 15 to 22.5% 
(w/v) and benzyl alcohol from 7.5 to 12.5% (w/v). 

33. The method of claim 1, wherein the solution consists of 
diazepam 10% (w/v), dodecyl maltoside from 0.15 to 0.3% (w/v), 
vitamin E from 50 to 60% (w/v), ethanol from 17 to 20% (w/v) and 
benzyl alcohol from 10 to 12% (w/v). 

(underlining added) 
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CERTIFICATE OF INTEREST 

Pursuant to Federal Circuit Rule 47.4, counsel for Appellant Neurelis, Inc. 

certifies that: 

1. The full name of every entity represented by me is: Neurelis, Inc. 

2. The full names of all real parties in interest for the entity, if that entity 

is not the real party in interest, are: None.

3. The full names of all parent corporations for the entity and all publicly 

held companies that own 10% or more stock in the entity is: None.

4. The names of all law firms, partners, and associates that (a) appeared 

for the entity in the originating agency or (b) are expected to appear in this court 

for the entity are: Lee Johnson, Alina Litoshyk, and Nathaniel Leachman. 

5. The case titles and numbers of any case known to be pending in this 

court or any other court or agency that will directly affect or be directly affected by 

this court's decision in the pending appeals is: None.

6. Information required under Fed. R. App. P. 26.1(b) (organizational 

victims in criminal cases) and 26.1(c) (bankruptcy case debtors and trustees) is: 

None.

Dated: February 2, 2021 /s/Jeffrey Guise 
Jeffrey Guise 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
Counsel for Appellant Neurelis, Inc. 
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