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CUNNINGHAM BOUNDS, LLC 

Steven Nicholas (admitted Pro Hac Vice) 

sln@cunninghambounds.com 

Lucy E. Tufts (admitted Pro Hac Vice) 

let@cunninghambounds.com 

1601 Dauphin Street 

Mobile, AL 36604 

Telephone: (251) 471-6191 

Facsimile: (251) 479-1031 

 

KILBORN LAW, LLC 

Benjamin H. Kilborn, Jr. (admitted Pro Hac 

Vice) 

benk@kilbornlaw.com 

P.O. Box 2164 

Fairhope, AL 36533 

Telephone: (251) 929-4623 

 

Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Proposed Class 

MORGAN & MORGAN 

COMPLEX LITIGATION GROUP 

Michael F. Ram (SBN 104805) 

mram@forthepeople.com 

Marie N. Appel (SBN 187483) 

mappel@forthepeople.com 

711 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 500 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Telephone: (415) 358-6913 

Facsimile: (415) 358-6293 

 

Ra O. Amen (admitted Pro Hac Vice) 

ramen@forthepeople.com  

201 N. Franklin Street, 7th Floor 

Tampa, Florida 33602 

Telephone: (813) 223-5505 

Facsimile: (813) 223-5402 

 

 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

CHRIS SMITH, CHERYL SMITH, KAREN 

SMITHSON, JASON ROUSH, COREY 

POMROY, FRANK ORTEGA, LESLIE WHITE, 

ALBERTO CORNEA, MICHELLE ROGERS, 

JOSHUA BAYS, DEBORAH CLASS, and 

AMBER JONES, individually and on behalf of all 

other similarly situated individuals, 

 

Plaintiffs, 

 

v. 

 

APPLE INC., 

 

Defendant. 

 

Case No.: 4:21-cv-09527-HSG 

 

PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION TO APPLE 

INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS FIRST 

AMENDED COMPLAINT 

 

Date: November 10, 2022 

Time: 2:00 p.m. 

Dept.: Courtroom 2 – 4th Floor 

Judge: Hon. Haywood S. Gilliam, Jr. 

 

Am. Compl. Filed: March 28, 2022 
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