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Attorneys for Plaintiff 
FINJAN, INC. 
 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN DIEGO DIVISION 

FINJAN, INC., a Delaware Corporation, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 
 v. 
 
ESET, LLC, a California Limited 
Liability Corporation, and ESET SPOL. 
S.R.O., a Slovak Republic Corporation, 
 

Defendants. 

Case No. 3:17-cv-00183-CAB-BGS 
 
PLAINTIFF FINJAN, INC.’S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ 
MOTIONS IN LIMINE NOS. 1-7 
 
Date: February 21, 2020 
Judge: Hon. Cathy Ann Bencivengo 
 
PER CHAMBERS RULES, NO ORAL 
ARGUMENT UNLESS ORDERED BY 
THE COURT 
 
 
 
 

ESET, LLC, a California Limited 
Liability Corporation, and ESET SPOL. 
S.R.O., a Slovak Republic Corporation, 
 

Counterclaim-Plaintiffs, 
 v. 
 
FINJAN, INC., a Delaware Corporation, 
 
 Counterclaim-Defendant. 
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