
 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

MARSHALL DIVISION 

 

ALLERGAN, INC., 

 

                        Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

 

TEVA PHARMACEUTICALS USA, INC., et 

al., 

 

                        Defendants. 

 

    Civil Action No. 2:15-cv-1455 WCB LEAD 
 

    FILED UNDER SEAL 

 

PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF ITS MOTION TO JOIN THE TRIBE 

AS A PARTY PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 25(c) AND 

RESPONSE TO COURT’S OCTOBER 6, 2017 ORDER (DKT. 503) 
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