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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 NOTICE OF 
MOTION AND RENEWED MOTION FOR 
JUDGMENT AS A MATTER OF LAW 
PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. P. 50(B); 
MOTION FOR NEW TRIAL UNDER FED. R. 
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CERTIFICATION FOR IMMEDIATE 
APPEAL IN THE ALTERNATIVE 
 
Date: TBD 
Time: TBD 
Courtroom: 12, 19th Floor 
Before: Hon. William Alsup 
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