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Attorneys for Plaintiff 
FINJAN, INC. 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

 

FINJAN, INC., a Delaware Corporation, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
JUNIPER NETWORKS, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation, 
 

Defendant. 
 

Case No.: 3:17-cv-05659-WHA 
 
PLAINTIFF FINJAN, INC.’S OPPOSITION 
TO DEFENDANT JUNIPER NETWORKS, 
INC.’S MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
 
Date: July 26, 2018 
Time: 8:00 a.m. 
Courtroom: Courtroom 12, 19th Floor 
Before: Hon. William Alsup 
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STATEMENT OF THE ISSUES TO BE DECIDED 

1. Should the Court deny Juniper’s motion for summary judgment because Claim 1 of 

U.S. Patent No. 6,804,780 (the “‘780 Patent”)1 is patent eligible? 
2. Due to Juniper’s infringement of Claim 1 of the ’780 Patent, are there issues of material 

fact that require Juniper’s Motion for Summary Judgment be denied? 
3. Are there undisputed facts that require the Court to deny Juniper’s Motion for Summary 

Judgment seeking to improperly limit damages for infringement of Claim 1 of the ‘780 Patent under 

35 U.S.C. § 287?     

                                                 
1 Dkt. No. 96-5, Exhibit 1 to the Declaration of Rebecca Carson in Support of Juniper’s Motion for 
Summary Judgment (“Carson Decl.”). 
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