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KEKER, VAN NEST & PETERS LLP
BENJAMIN BERKOWITZ - # 244441
bberkowitz@keker.com

THOMAS E. GORMAN - # 279409
tgorman@keker.com

IAN KANIG - # 295623
ikanig@keker.com

CHRISTINA LEE - # 314339
clee@keker.com

633 Battery Street

San Francisco, CA 94111-1809
Telephone: 415 391 5400
Facsimile: 415397 7188

Attorneys for Defendant
GOOGLE LLC

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION

MARY HAMMERLING and KAY Case No. 3:21-cv-09004-CRB
JACKSON, individually and on behalf of all
others similarly situated, DEFENDANT GOOGLE LLC’S NOTICE
OF MOTION AND MOTION TO
Plaintiffs, DISMISS AMENDED COMPLAINT;
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND

V. AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT

GOOGLE LLC, a Delaware limited liability Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 9(b) & 12(b)(6).
company,
Date: December 2, 2022
Defendant. Time: 10:00 a.m.

Courtroom: 6 —17th Floor

Judge: Hon. Charles R. Breyer

Date Filed: November 19, 2021

Trial Date: Not Yet Set
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