
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS 

) 
TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS  ) 
INTERNATIONAL GMBH and  ) 
TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC.  ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) Case No. 1:18-cv-12029-ADB 
v. ) 

) 
ELI LILLY AND COMPANY ) 

) 
Defendant.  ) 

DEFENDANT ELI LILLY AND COMPANY’S MEMORANDUM  
IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO TRANSFER, OR, IF NOT TRANSFERRED,  

THEN TO STAY THIS LITIGATION PENDING INTER PARTES REVIEW 
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