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Attorneys for Plaintiff 
FINJAN LLC 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

(SAN JOSE DIVISION) 

FINJAN LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability 
Company, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

SONICWALL INC., a Delaware Corporation, 

Defendant. 

Case No. 5:17-cv-04467-BLF (VKD) 

PLAINTIFF FINJAN LLC’S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT 
SONICWALL INC.’S MOTION FOR 
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT 

Date: January 14, 2021 
Time: 9:00 AM 
Judge: Hon. Beth Labson Freeman 
Dept: Courtroom 3, Fifth Floor 
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