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NOTICE OF MOTION 
 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT on August 18, 2016, at 9:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as 

this Motion may be heard, in Courtroom 4 of the above-entitled court, located at 280 South First 

Street, San Jose, California, 95113, Plaintiffs OpenTV, Inc. and Nagra France S.A.S. will and hereby 

do move, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 54(b), for an Order certifying for interlocutory 

appeal the Court’s Order that the asserted claims of U.S. Patent Nos. 6,148,081 and 7,644,429 are 

invalid under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as directed to ineligible subject matter.  This motion is based on this 

Notice of Motion and Motion, the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities, all other 

papers and pleadings on file, and such additional arguments and evidence as may be presented to the 

Court at or prior to the hearing on this Motion. 
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