
 

 
 

Nos. 21-16506 & 21-16695 
 

United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit 
 

 
EPIC GAMES, INC., 

Plaintiff, Counter-defendant – Appellant, Cross-Appellee, 
 

v. 
 

APPLE INC., 
Defendant, Counterclaimant – Appellee, Cross-Appellant.  

_____________________________ 

 
Appeal from the U.S. District Court  

for the Northern District of California  
The Honorable Yvonne Gonzalez Rogers (No. 4:20-CV-05640-YGR-TSH) 

_____________________________ 
 

OPPOSITION TO APPLE INC.’S MOTION FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE STAY AND TO STAY INJUNCTION 

PENDING APPEAL 
_____________________________ 

 

Christine A. Varney 
Peter T. Barbur 
Katherine B. Forrest 
Antony L. Ryan 
Gary A. Bornstein 
Yonatan Even 
Lauren A. Moskowitz 
Omid H. Nasab 
Justin C. Clarke 
M. Brent Byars 
CRAVATH, SWAINE & MOORE LLP 
825 Eighth Avenue 
New York, NY 10019-7475 
(212) 474-1000 

Paul J. Riehle 
FAEGRE DRINKER BIDDLE & REATH 
LLP 
Four Embarcadero Center 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
(415) 591-7500 
 
 

Counsel for Appellant, Cross-Appellee Epic Games, Inc. 

Case: 21-16506, 11/26/2021, ID: 12298870, DktEntry: 20-1, Page 1 of 40

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

ii 
 
 

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, Epic 

Games, Inc. (“Epic”) states that it has no parent corporation and that 

Tencent Holdings Limited owns more than 10% of Epic stock.   
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