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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

FINJAN, INC,, Case No. 3:17-cv-05659-WHA
Plaintiff, FINJAN, INC.’S OPPOSITION TO JUNIPER
NETWORKS, INC.’S MOTION FOR
V. ATTORNEYS’ FEES PURSUANT TO 35
U.S.C. § 285

JUNIPER NETWORKS, INC,,
Date: January 7, 2021

Defendant. Time: 8:00 a.m.

U.S. District Judge William H. Alsup
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