
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

CASE NO. 4:18-cv-07229-YGR QUALYS’ RESPONSIVE

CLAIM CONSTRUCTION BRIEF

Qualys Responsive Claim Construction Br FINAL.D

EDWARD G. POPLAWSKI (SBN 113590) 
epoplawski@wsgr.com 
OLIVIA M. KIM (SBN 228382) 
okim@wsgr.com 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & 
ROSATI, P.C. 
633 West Fifth Street, Suite 1550 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 
Telephone: (323) 210-2901 
Facsimile:  (866) 974-7329 

Attorneys for Defendant 
QUALYS INC.

RYAN R. SMITH (SBN 229323) 
rsmith@wsgr.com 
CHRISTOPHER D. MAYS (SBN 266510) 
cmays@wsgr.com 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & 
ROSATI, P.C. 
650 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94304-1050 
Telephone:  (650) 493-9300 
Facsimile:   (650) 493-6811 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

OAKLAND DIVISION 

FINJAN, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

QUALYS INC.,  

Defendant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

CASE NO.:  4:18-cv-07229-YGR 

DEFENDANT QUALYS INC.’S 
RESPONSIVE CLAIM 
CONSTRUCTION BRIEF 

Date: May 1, 20201

Time: 10:00 AM 
Place: Courtroom 1, 4th Floor 
Before: Hon. Yvonne Gonzalez Rogers 

1 Subject to the Court’s March 12, 2020 Order (D.I. 48) suspending in-person appearances. 
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