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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JOHN COFFEE, MEI-LING MONTANEZ, 
and S.M., a minor by MEI-LING 
MONTANEZ, S.M.’s parent and guardian, on 
behalf of themselves and all others similarly 
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Plaintiffs, 

v. 

GOOGLE LLC, 

Defendant. 
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