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1 HON. JAMES L. ROBART
2
3
4 IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
5 FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON
AT SEATTLE
6
7 PHILIPS NORTH AMERICA LLC, a Civil Action No. 2:19-cv-01745-JLR

Delaware Company; KONINKLIJKE
8 || PHILIPS N.V., a Company of the

DEFENDANTS’
9 Eztgirlélr;cﬁ, :Irlld PHILIPS INDIA, LTD., an MEMORANDUM IN
pany. OPPOSITION TO PLAINTIFFES’
10 Plaintiffs MOTION FOR PARTIAL
’ SUMMARY JUDGMENT

11 V.

12 . Note on Motion Calendar:
SUMMIT IMAGING INC., a Washington April 30, 2021

13 Corporation; LAWRENCE R. NGUYEN,

an individual; and DOES 1-10, inclusive,

14 ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED

Defendants.
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