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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

HENK MEYERS and GLENN 
GINOZA, Individually and on Behalf 
of All Others Similarly Situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

ALPHABET, INC., GOOGLE, LLC, 
GOOGLE PAYMENT CORP., and 
GOOGLE ARIZONA LLC, 

Defendants. 

Case No. 2:21-CV-01767 FMO (MAAx) 

DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF MOTION AND 
MOTION TO DISMISS THE FIRST 
AMENDED COMPLAINT, TRANSFER 
VENUE, AND/OR STRIKE CLASS 
ALLEGATIONS 

Declaration of Whitty Somvichian; 
Declaration of Joseph Mills; and 
[Proposed] Order filed concurrently 
herewith   
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Judge: Hon. Fernando M. Olguin 
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