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HUAWEI DEVICE USA, INC_, Judge: Hon. Cathy A. Beneivengo

Defendants. PER CHAMBERS RULES, NO ORAL
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SEPARATELY BY THE COURT

BELL NORTHERN RESEARCH, Case No. 3: lS-cv-01785—CAB—BLM
LLC,

DEFENDANTS’ NIEMORANDUIW OF

Plaintiff, POINTS AND AUTHORITIES IN
SUPPORT OF THEIR JOINT MOTION

v. FOR SUD/INIARY JUDGIVIENT ON

INDEFINITENESS
KYOCERA CORPORATION and

KYOCERA INTERNATIONAL INC, Date: June 19, 2019

Courtroom: 4C

Defendants. Judge: Hon. Cathy A. Benelvengo

PER CHAMBERS RULES, NO ORAL
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Defendants_ Judge: Hon. Cathy A. Benelvengo

PER CHAMBERS RULES, NO ORAL
ARGUNIENT UNLESS ORDERED

SEPARATELY BY THE COURT
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