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SCOTT+SCOTT ATTORNEYS AT LAW LLP 
ALEX M. OUTWATER (CA 259062) 
600 W. Broadway, Suite 3300 
San Diego, CA 92101 
Telephone: (619) 233-4565 
aoutwater@scott-scott.com 
 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Police and Fire Retirement 
System of the City of Detroit  
 
[Additional counsel on signature page] 
 

 

 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN JOSE DIVISION 
 
 

POLICE AND FIRE RETIREMENT 
SYSTEM OF THE CITY OF DETROIT, on 
Behalf of Itself and Derivatively on Behalf of 
ALPHABET, Inc., 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

v. 
 
LARRY PAGE, SERGEY BRIN, ERIC E. 
SCHMIDT, SUNDAR PICHAI, JOHN L. 
HENNESSY, FRANCES H. ARNOLD, L. 
JOHN DOERR, ROGER W. FERGUSON, 
JR., ANN MATHER, ALAN R. MULALLY, 
K. RAM SHRIRAM, and ROBIN L. 
WASHINGTON, 
 

Defendants, 
 

-and- 
 
ALPHABET, Inc., 
 

Nominal Defendant. 
 

 

Case Number:  

VERIFIED STOCKHOLDER DERIVATIVE 
COMPLAINT 
 
[REDACTED] 
 
DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 
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