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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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) 
) 
) 

 
 
 
 
C.A. No. 16-455 (RGA) 
 
REDACTED –  
PUBLIC VERSION 

 
OPENING BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ MOTION FOR  

SUMMARY JUDGMENT OF NON-INFRINGEMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
OF COUNSEL: 
 
Michael A. Tomasulo 
Gino Cheng 
David K. Lin 
Joe S. Netikosol 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
333 South Grand Avenue, 38th Floor 
Los Angeles, CA  90071 
(213) 615-1700 
 
David P. Enzminger 
Louis L. Campbell 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
275 Middlefield Road, Suite 205 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 
(650) 858-6500 
 
Daniel K. Webb 
Kathleen B. Barry 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
35 West Wacker Drive 
Chicago, IL  60601 
(312) 558-5600 

MORRIS, NICHOLS, ARSHT & TUNNELL LLP 
Jack B. Blumenfeld (#1014) 
Stephen J. Kraftschik (#5623) 
1201 North Market Street 
P.O. Box 1347 
Wilmington, DE 19899 
(302) 658-9200 
jblumenfeld@mnat.com 
skraftschik@mnat.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant 

Case 1:16-cv-00455-RGA   Document 467   Filed 05/14/19   Page 1 of 59 PageID #: 32980

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


2 
 

 
Michael M. Murray 
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200 Park Avenue, 
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Paul N. Harold 
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