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David C. Kiernan (State Bar No. 215335) 
dkiernan@jonesday.com 
Craig E. Stewart (State Bar No. 129530) 
cestewart@jonesday.com 
Lin W. Kahn (State Bar No. 261387) 
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Telephone: +1.650.739.3939 
Facsimile: +1.650.739.3900 

Attorneys for Defendants 
ALPHABET INC. and GOOGLE LLC 
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

DREAM BIG MEDIA, INC., GETIFY 
SOLUTIONS, INC., and SPRINTER 
SUPPLIER LLC, Individually and on Behalf 
of all Others Similarly Situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

ALPHABET INC. and GOOGLE LLC, 

Defendants. 

Case No. 4:22-cv-02314-JSW 

REPLY IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO 
DISMISS  

Date: September 30, 2022 
Time: 9:00 a.m. 
Judge: Hon. Jeffrey S. White 

Date Action Filed:  April 13, 2022 
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