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    Case No. 3:22-CV-03074-CRB-SK
X HOLDINGS I., INC. AND X HOLDINGS II, INC.’S MOTION TO DISMISS

 

QUINN EMANUEL URQUHART & SULLIVAN, LLP 
Alex Spiro (pro hac vice forthcoming) 
alexspiro@quinnemanuel.com 
51 Madison Ave 22nd floor 
New York, NY 10010 
Telephone: (212) 849-7000 
Facsimile: (212) 849-7100 
 
Michael T. Lifrak (Bar No. 210846) 
michaellifrak@quinnemanuel.com 
Joseph C. Sarles (Bar No. 254750) 
josephsarles@quinnemanuel.com 
Alex Bergjans (Bar No. 302830) 
alexbergjans@quinnemanuel.com 
Aubrey L. Jones (Bar No. 326793) 
aubreyjones@quinnemanuel.com 
865 S. Figueroa Street, 10th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90017 
Telephone: (213) 443-3000 
Facsimile: (213) 443-3100 
 
Attorneys for Defendants Elon Musk,  X 
Holdings I, Inc., and X Holdings II, Inc. 
 
 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

 

WILLIAM HERESNIAK, on behalf of 
himself and all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 
ELON R. MUSK, X HOLDINGS I, INC., X 
HOLDINGS II, INC., and TWITTER, INC., 
 

Defendant. 

 CASE NO. 3:22-CV-03074-CRB-SK 
 
DEFENDANTS X HOLDINGS I, INC. 
AND X HOLDINGS II, INC.’S MOTION 
TO DISMISS THE FIRST AMENDED 
COMPLAINT AND STAY DISCOVERY 
 
Judge:          Hon. Charles R. Breyer 
Courtroom:  6, 17th Floor 
 
Hearing Date:  December 2, 2022 
Time:               10 a.m.  
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