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PAUL J. ANDRE (State Bar No. 196585) 
pandre@kramerlevin.com 
LISA KOBIALKA (State Bar No. 191404) 
lkobialka@kramerlevin.com 
JAMES HANNAH (State Bar No. 237978) 
jhannah@kramerlevin.com 
HANNAH LEE (State Bar No. 253197) 
hlee@kramerlevin.com 
KRAMER LEVIN NAFTALIS & FRANKEL LLP 
990 Marsh Road 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
Telephone: (650) 752-1700 
Facsimile: (650) 752-1800 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
FINJAN, INC. 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA  

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 
 
 

FINJAN, INC., 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
PROOFPOINT, INC., and ARMORIZE 
TECHNOLOGIES, INC., 
 
  Defendants.  
 

Case No.:13-cv-05808-HSG 
 
PLAINTIFF FINJAN, INC.’S OPPOSITION 
TO PROOFPOINT, INC. AND ARMORIZE 
TECHNOLOGIES, INC.’S MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND FINJAN, 
INC.’S CROSS-MOTION FOR SUMMARY 
JUDGMENT 
 
Date: March 31, 2016 
Time: 2:00 p.m. 
Place: Courtroom 10, 19th Floor 
Before: Hon. Haywood S. Gilliam, Jr. 
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