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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

OAKLAND DIVISION 

EPIC GAMES, INC., 

Plaintiff, Counter-defendant, 

v.  

APPLE INC., 

Defendant, Counterclaimant. 

Case No. 4:20-CV-05640-YGR-TSH 

PLAINTIFF EPIC GAMES, INC.’S 
OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT APPLE 
INC.’S MOTION FOR STAY OF 
INJUNCTION PENDING APPEAL AND 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF 
Date:  Nov. 16, 2021, 2 p.m. (noticed date) 

Nov. 9, 2021, 2 p.m.  (stipulated date 
pending Court approval) 

Courtroom:  1, 4th Floor 
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