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DEFENDANT NETFLIX, INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS 

KELLY M. KLAUS (State Bar No. 161091) 
kelly.klaus@mto.com 
JOHN L. SCHWAB (State Bar No. 301386) 
john.schwab@mto.com 
MICA L. MOORE (State Bar No. 321473) 
mica.moore@mto.com 
MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP 
350 South Grand Avenue 
Fiftieth Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90071-3426 
Telephone: (213) 683-9100 
Facsimile: (213) 687-3702 

Attorneys for Netflix, Inc. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA, WESTERN DIVISION 

HOLLYWOOD INNOVATIONS 
GROUP LLC, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

NETFLIX, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation, ZIP CINEMA CO. LTD., 
a South Korean Corporation, KAKAO 
ENTERTAINMENT CORP., a South 
Korean Corporation, PERSPECTIVE 
PICTURES CO. LTD, a South Korean 
Corporation, and Does 1-10, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

Case No. 2:21-cv-9423 

DEFENDANT NETFLIX, INC.’S 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND 
MOTION TO DISMISS 
COMPLAINT 

Judge:  Hon. André Birotte Jr. 
Date:    March 4, 2022 
Time:   10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm:    7B 

Filed Concurrently: [1] Declaration of 
John L. Schwab; [2] Declaration of 
Kyo-Hwa Chung; [3] [Proposed] Order; 
[4] Request for Judicial Notice; [5]
Application for Leave to File Under
Seal

REDACTED VERSION 
OF DOCUMENT 

PROPOSED TO BE FILED 
UNDER SEAL
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