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Attorneys for Plaintiffs LIFESCAN, INC.

17 || and LIFESCAN SCOTLAND, LTD.
18 UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
19 SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION
20
LIFESCAN, INC. and LIFESCAN Case No. CV11-04494-WHO
21 || SCOTLAND, LTD.,
— OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS MOTION
22 antiffs, FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS
23 v. (ECF No. 399)
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CONDUCTIVE TECHNOLOGIES, INC., Date: May 14, 2014
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PHARMATECH SOLUTIONS, INC., Place: 17th Floor, Courtroom 2
26 Judge: Hon. William H. Orrick
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