
 
 
 

DEFS.’ MOTION TO DISMISS  Case No. 5:19-cv-7752-BLF 
 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

George S. Cary (State Bar No. 73858) 
Jeremy J. Calsyn (State Bar No. 205062) 
David I. Gelfand (pro hac vice) 
gcary@cgsh.com 
jcalsyn@cgsh.com 
dgelfand@cgsh.com 
Cleary Gottlieb Steen & Hamilton LLP 
2112 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20037 
Telephone: 202-974-1500 
Facsimile: 202-974-1999 

Attorneys for Defendants 
DEUTSCHE TELEKOM AG and  
T-MOBILE US, INC. 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 

KEITH DEAN BRADT, et al., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

T-MOBILE US, INC., et al., 

Defendants. 

Case No. 5:19-cv-7752-BLF 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND 
MOTION TO DISMISS 
PLAINTIFFS’ COMPLAINT 

Date: June 25, 2020  
Time: 9:00 a.m. 
Courtroom: 3, Fifth Floor 
Before: Hon. Beth Labson Freeman 
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NOTICE OF MOTION 

TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

Please take notice that on June 25, 2020 at 9:00 a.m., or at such other date as may be 

agreed upon or ordered, at the courtroom of the Honorable Beth Labson Freeman, Courtroom 3, 

Fifth Floor, United States District Court, 280 South 1st Street, San Jose, California, Defendants 

Deutsche Telekom AG, T-Mobile US, Inc., SoftBank Group Corp., and Sprint Corp. will and 

hereby do move the Court, pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, to 

dismiss with prejudice Plaintiffs’ Complaint To Prohibit The Merger of Sprint by T-Mobile.  The 

motion is based upon this Notice of Motion, the Memorandum of Points and Authorities, the 

Declaration of Jeremy Calsyn, the arguments of counsel, and all other matters properly 

considered by the Court.  This motion to dismiss is brought on the grounds that the Complaint 

fails to state a claim against Defendants upon which relief can be granted.  

REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

Defendants request that the Court dismiss the Complaint with prejudice. 
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Dated:  March 18, 2020 
 

GEORGE S. CARY 
JEREMY J. CALSYN 
DAVID I. GELFAND 
CLEARY GOTTLIEB STEEN & HAMILTON 
LLP 

By:   /s/ David I. Gelfand 
DAVID I. GELFAND 
Attorneys for Defendants 
DEUTSCHE TELEKOM AG and  
T-MOBILE US, INC. 

 
Dated:  March 18, 2020 DAVID L. MEYER 

BRADLEY S. LUI 
BONNIE LAU 
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP 

By:   /s/ Bonnie Lau 
BONNIE LAU 
Attorneys for Defendants 
SOFTBANK GROUP CORP. and 
SPRINT CORP. 

 
Dated:  March 18, 2020 

 
STEVEN C. SUNSHINE 
KAREN HOFFMAN LENT 
JULIA K. YORK 
SKADDEN ARPS 

By:   /s/ Steven C. Sunshine 
STEVEN C. SUNSHINE 
Attorneys for Defendant 
SPRINT CORP. 

 
Dated:  March 18, 2020 

 
ROD STONE 
RICHARD G. PARKER 
GIBSON DUNN  

By:    /s/ Rod Stone 
ROD STONE 

Attorneys for Defendant 
DEUTSCHE TELEKOM AG 
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