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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
NATASHA AYALA, as an individual 
and as a representative party under the 
California Private Attorney General Act 
(“PAGA”); KELLEN SHAW, as an 
individual and as proposed class 
representative under Fed.R.Civ.Proc. 23, 
 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 
AT&T MOBILITY SERVICES, LLC, a 
Delaware Limited Liability Company; 
and DOES 1 THROUGH 100, inclusive 
 

Defendants. 

 

 

Case No. 2:18-cv-08809-FLA-MRW 
 
CLASS ACTION 
 
PLAINTIFFS’ OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT’S RULE 12(B)(6) 
MOTION TO DISMISS AND RULE 
12(F) MOTION TO STRIKE  
 
Date:           November 18, 2019 
Time:          1:30 p.m. 
Courtroom: 10A 
 
Action Filed: August 24, 2018 

 

 

David P. Myers (SBN 206137) 
dmyers@myerslawgroup.com 
Robert M. Kitson (SBN 214091) 
rkitson@myerslawgroup.com 
Jason Hatcher (SBN 285481) 
jhatcher@myerslawgroup.com 
THE MYERS LAW GROUP, A.P.C. 
9327 Fairway View Place, Suite 100  
Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730 
Telephone: (909) 919-2027 
Facsimile: (888) 375-2102 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiffs and 
all other similarly situated. 
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