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C.A. No. 16-454 (RGA)

ACCELERATION BAY LLC,

Plaintiff,
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TAKE-TWO INTERACTIVE SOFTWARE,
INC., ROCKSTAR GAMES, INC. and
2K SPORTS, INC.,

Defendants.

C.A. No. 16-455 (RGA)

PLAINTIFF ACCELERATION BAY LLC’S ANSWERING BRIEF
IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS,

STAY OR TRANSFER TO THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
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KRAMER LEVIN NAFTALIS
& FRANKEL LLP
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Menlo Park, CA 94025
(650) 752-1700

Aaron M. Frankel
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& FRANKEL LLP
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(212) 715-9100

Dated: July 25, 2016
1229839

Philip A. Rovner (#3215)
Jonathan A. Choa (#5319)
POTTER ANDERSON & CORROON LLP
Hercules Plaza
P.O. Box 951
Wilmington, DE 19899
(302) 984-6000
provner@potteranderson.com
jchoa@potteranderson.com

Attorneys for Plaintiff Acceleration Bay LLC
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