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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

SAN JOSE DIVISION

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Plaintiff,
v. '

ELCOM LTD., a/k/a ELCOMSOFT CO.,
LTD., and DMITRY SKLYAROV,

Defendants.

Case No. CR 01-20138 RMW
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AND AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF
MOTION TO DISMISS BASED ON

FIRST AMENDMENT

Date: April 1, 2002

Time: 9:00 a.m.
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