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SUMMARY JUDGMENT
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WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI
PAUL D. TRIPODI II (SBN 162380) 
ptripodi@wsgr.com 
WENDY L. DEVINE (SBN 246337) 
wdevine@wsgr.com
NATALIE J. MORGAN (SBN 211143) 
nmorgan@wsgr.com
633 West Fifth Street, Suite 1550 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
Telephone: 323-210-2900 
Fax: 866-974-7329 

Hilgers Graben PLLC 
MICHAEL T. HILGERS (Pro Hac Vice) 
mhilgers@hilgersgraben.com
575 Fallbrook Blvd, Suite 202 
Lincoln, NE 68521 
Telephone: 402-218-2106 
Fax: 402-413-1880 

Attorneys for Plaintiff NuVasive, Inc. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA  

SAN DIEGO DIVISION 

NUVASIVE, INC., a Delaware 
corporation, 

 Plaintiff, 

v. 

ALPHATEC HOLDINGS, INC., a 
Delaware corporation, and ALPHATEC 
SPINE, INC., a California corporation,  

 Defendants. 

)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)
)
)

Case No. 18-cv-00347-CAB-MDD

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS 
AND AUTHORITIES IN 
SUPPORT OF NUVASIVE, INC.’S 
MOTION FOR PARTIAL 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT  

PER CHAMBERS RULES, NO 
ORAL ARGUMENT UNLESS 
SEPARATELY ORDERED BY THE 
COURT 

Judge: Hon. Cathy Ann Bencivengo 
Magistrate Judge: Mitchell D. Dembin
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