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  jakro@kslaw.com 
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Telephone: (213) 443-4355  
Facsimile: (213) 443-4310 
 
Attorneys for Defendants  
NSO GROUP TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED and 
Q CYBER TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION  
 

 
APPLE INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

NSO GROUP TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED, 
and Q CYBER TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED, 

Defendants. 

 Case No. 3:21-cv-09078-JD 
 
NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION OF 
DEFENDANTS NSO GROUP 
TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED 
AND Q CYBER TECHNOLOGIES 
LIMITED TO DISMISS [FED. R. CIV. P. 
12(B)(1), 12(B)(3), 12(B)(6), AND 12(B)(7)]; 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES  
 
[Filed Concurrently with Declaration of 
Shalev Hulio and [Proposed] Order] 
 
Date: June 2, 2022 
Time: 10:00 a.m. 
Ctrm: 11 
 
Action Filed: 11/23/2021 
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TO THE COURT AND ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on June 2, 2022, at 10:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the 

matter may be heard, Defendants NSO Group Technologies Limited (“NSO”) and Q Cyber 

Technologies Limited (“Q Cyber”) will bring on for hearing before the Honorable James Donato, 

United States District Judge, in Courtroom 11 of the United States Courthouse located at 450 

Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California, a Motion to Dismiss the Complaint of Apple Inc., 

pursuant to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1), 12(b)(3), 12(b)(6), and 12(b)(7).   

This motion is based on this Notice of Motion and Motion, the attached Memorandum of 

Points and Authorities, the Declaration of NSO Chief Executive Officer Shalev Hulio submitted 

herewith, the pleadings, papers and records on file in this case, and such oral argument as may be 

presented at any hearing. 

 

Dated: March 3, 2022    KING & SPALDING LLP 

By: /s/Joseph N. Akrotirianakis   
JOSEPH N. AKROTIRIANAKIS 
 

Attorneys for Defendants  
NSO GROUP TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED and 
Q CYBER TECHNOLOGIES LIMITED
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