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The Honorable James L. Robart

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON AT SEATTLE

PHILIPS NORTH AMERICA LLC, a

Delaware Company; KONINKLIJKE PHILIPS

N.V., a Company of the Netherlands; and

PHILIPS INDIA, LTD., an Indian Company,

Plaintiffs,
VS.

SUMMIT IMAGING INC., a Washington

Corporation; LAWRENCE R NGUYEN, an

individual; and DOES 1-10, inclusive,

Defendants.

DOCKET

_ ARM

NO. 2:19-cv-01745-JLR

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR
PARTIAL SUMMARY JUDGMENT
ON:

(1) PLAINTIFFS’ FIRST AND
SECOND CAUSES OF ACTION FOR
VIOLATIONS OF THE DMCA;

(2) DEFENDANTS’ THIRD
COUNTERCLAIM AND THIRD
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE FOR
COPYRIGHT MISUSE;

(3) DEFENDANTS’ SECOND
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE FOR
UNCLEAN HANDS; AND

(4) DEFENDANTS’ NINTH
AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE FOR
LACHES, ACQUIESCENCE AND/OR
ESTOPPEL

NOTE ON MOTION CALENDAR:
April 30, 2021

Oral Argument Requested
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