The Facebook, Inc. v. Connectu, LLC et al

United States District Court

For the Northern District of Cdifornia
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I N THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT

FOR THE NORTHERN DI STRI CT OF CALI FORNI A

SHARPER | MAGE CORPORATI ON, a

Del awar e corporation, and ZENI ON
| NDUSTRIES, INC., a California
cor porati on,

Pl aintiffs,

V.

HONEYWELL | NTERNATI ONAL, INC., a
Del awar e corporation, and KAZ,
I NC., a New York corporation

Def endant s.

On April 1, 2004, the Court

International, Inc. and Kaz, Inc.’s request for perm ssion to
file a summary judgnment notion before the date set by the Court.
Honeywel | now nmoves for leave to file a notion for

reconsi deration of that Order (Docket
consi dered the papers filed by Honeywell,
Honeywel | ’s notion with respect to Honeywell’s request that it
be allowed to nove for summary judgnent that
Environi zer product does not infringe the 801, ‘977, and ‘417
patents as a matter of |aw and that
i nfringed any protectable trade dress of Sharper |nmage.”

However, the Court GRANTS Honeywell’s notion with respect to the
t hree remai ni ng bases upon whi ch Honeywel |

sunmary judgnment, nanely that “Honeywell

deni ed Def endants Honeywel |

201). Having
t he Court DENIES

“Honeywel | has not

seeks to move for

whi ch sold the

Doc. 513

No. C 02-4860 CW

ORDER GRANTI NG
I N PART
DEFENDANT
HONEYWEL L

| NTERNATI ONAL,

I NC.” S MOTI ON
FOR LEAVE TO
FILE A MOTI ON
FOR

RECONSI DERATI ON

“the original
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United States District Court

For the Northern District of California
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Consumer Products Group in June 2002, cannot have any liability
for clainms against the Environizer product sold by Kaz starting
I n Septenber 2002"; “that Honeywell, which sold the Consuner
Products Group in June 2002, cannot have any liability for

cl ai s against the Environizer Utra, sold by Kaz starting in
Sept enber 2003"; and “that Honeywell, which sold the Consuner
Products Group in June 2002, cannot have any liability for

i nfringement of the new y-asserted Sharper |nage patents that

i ssued in 2004.” The Court will treat Honeywell’s notion for

| eave to file a notion for reconsideration as the notion for
reconsi deration. Sharper Imge may file an opposition of no
nore than ten pages within ten days of the date of this Order
Honeywel | may then file a reply of no nore than five pages

within five days of the date of the filing of the opposition.

IT 1S SO ORDERED
Dat ed: 8/18/04 /'s/ CLAUDI A W LKEN
CLAUDI A W LKEN
United States District Judge




