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DENNIS J. HERRERA, state Bar #139669

City Attorney

WAYNE K. SNODGRASS, State Bar #148137
JEREMY M. GOLDMAN, State Bar #218888
Deputy City Attorneys

City Hall, Room 234

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, California 94102-4682
Telephone:  (415) 554-6762

Facsimile: (415) 554-4699

E-Mail: jeremy.goldman@sfcityatty.org

Attorneys for Defendant
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

DOORDASH, INC. and GRUBHUB INC.,
Plaintiffs,

VS.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO,

Defendant.
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