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 ii 
DEFENDANTS’ JOINT MOTION TO DISMISS SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT 

CASE NO. 3:22-CV-00401-JD 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT, on October 13, 2022, or as soon thereafter as the matter may 

be heard, before the Honorable James Donato, in Courtroom 11, Floor 19, of the United States District 

Court for the Northern District of California, located at 450 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, 

California 94102, Defendants Meta Platforms, Inc., Snap, Inc., TikTok Inc., and ByteDance Inc. will 

and hereby do move this Court, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 12(b)(6), for an order dismissing 

with prejudice all of the claims in Plaintiff’s Second Amended Complaint. 

This motion is based on the memorandum of points and authorities submitted herewith, any 

reply memorandum or other papers submitted in connection with the motion, the pleadings and other 

documents filed in this action, any matter of which this Court may properly take judicial notice, and 

any information presented at argument. 

STATEMENT OF ISSUES TO BE DECIDED 

1. Whether Plaintiff’s claims are barred by Section 230 of the Communications Decency 

Act, 47 U.S.C. § 230. 

2. Whether Plaintiff’s claims are barred by the First Amendment. 

 3. Whether Plaintiff has stated a claim for strict product liability, negligence, violations of 

the Unfair Competition Law, or violations of federal trafficking laws. 

 

DATED:  July 25, 2022 GIBSON, DUNN & CRUTCHER LLP 

 

 

 By: /s/ Rosemarie T. Ring 

 ROSEMARIE T. RING 

 

DATED:  July 25, 2022 COVINGTON & BURLING LLP 

 

 

 By: /s/ Ashley M. Simonsen 

 ASHLEY M. SIMONSEN 

 

Attorneys for META PLATFORMS, INC. 
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CASE NO. 3:22-CV-00401-JD 

DATED:  July 25, 2022 MUNGER, TOLLES & OLSON LLP 

 

 

 By: /s/ Jonathan H. Blavin 

 JONATHAN H. BLAVIN 

 

Attorneys for SNAP, INC. 

 
 

DATED:  July 25, 2022 KING & SPALDING LLP 

 

 

 By: /s/ Albert Q. Giang 

 ALBERT Q. GIANG 

 

 

Attorneys for TIKTOK INC. and BYTEDANCE INC. 
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