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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 
OAKLAND DIVISION 

 
CALIFORNIA CRANE SCHOOL, INC., 
on behalf of itself and all others similarly 
situated,  
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v. 

GOOGLE LLC, ALPHABET INC., XXVI 
HOLDINGS, INC., APPLE INC., TIM 
COOK, SUNDAR PICHAI, and ERIC 
SCHMIDT, 

Defendants. 
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DEFENDANTS’ NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION TO DISMISS 
Case No. 4:21-cv-10001-HSG 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 

TO THE COURT, ALL PARTIES, AND THEIR ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on August 11, 2022, at 2:00 p.m., or as soon thereafter as 

this matter may be heard, either in Courtroom 2 of this Court, located on the 4th Floor of the United 

States Courthouse, 1301 Clay Street, Oakland, California, or by videoconference or teleconference, 

Defendants Google LLC, Alphabet Inc., XXVI Holdings, Inc., Apple Inc., Tim Cook, Sundar Pichai, 

and Eric Schmidt (collectively, “Defendants”) will move the Court for an order dismissing Plaintiff 

California Crane School Inc.’s Class Action Complaint pursuant to Rule 12(b)(6) of the Federal 

Rules of Civil Procedure. 

 Defendants respectfully request an order dismissing without leave to amend all causes of 

action brought against them in the above-captioned matter.  This Motion is based upon this Notice; 

the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities; any reply memorandum; the pleadings 

and files in this action; and such other matters Defendants may present at or before the hearing. 
 
 
DATED:  March 18, 2022   WILLIAMS & CONNOLLY LLP 
 

By: /s/ John E. Schmidtlein 
 
John E. Schmidtlein (CA State Bar No. 163520) 
Carol J. Pruski (CA State Bar No. 275953) 
WILLIAMS & CONNOLLY LLP 
725 Twelfth Street, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202) 434-5000 
Facsimile: (202) 434-5029 
Email:  jschmidtlein@wc.com 
Email:  cpruski@wc.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendants Google LLC, Alphabet Inc., 
XXVI Holdings Inc., Sundar Pichai, and Eric Schmidt 
 
Steven C. Sunshine (pro hac vice) 
Jack P. DiCanio (CA State Bar No. 138752)  
SKADDEN, ARPS, SLATE, MEAGHER & FLOM 
LLP 
525 University Avenue 
Palo Alto, CA 94301 
Telephone:  (650) 470-4660  
Facsimile:  (213) 621-5430  
Email:   jack.dicanio@skadden.com   
 
Attorneys for Defendants Apple Inc. and Tim Cook 
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DEFENDANTS’ MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO DISMISS 
Case No. 4:21-cv-10001-HSG 
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