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KRAMER LEVIN NAFTALIS & FRANKEL LLP 
990 Marsh Road 
Menlo Park, CA  94025 
Telephone:  (650) 752-1700 
Facsimile:   (650) 752-1800 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff 
FINJAN, INC. 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

FINJAN, INC., a Delaware Corporation, 
 
  Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
CHECK POINT SOFTWARE 
TECHNOLOGIES, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation; CHECK POINT SOFTWARE 
TECHNOLOGIES LTD., an Israeli Limited 
Company, 
 
  Defendants.  
  

Case No.: 3:18-cv-02621-WHO 
 
PLAINTIFF FINJAN, INC.’S NOTICE OF 
MOTION AND MOTION TO CERTIFY THE 
COURT’S JANUARY 17, 2020, ORDER 
(DKT. 247) FOR INTERLOCUTORY 
APPEAL, TO STAY, AND TO PERMIT 
LIMITED DISCOVERY; MEMORANDUM 
OF POINTS AND AUTHORITIES 
 
Date: April 22, 2020 
Time: 2:00 p.m. 
Location: Courtroom 2, 17th Floor 
Judge: Hon. William H. Orrick 
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