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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

SAN FRANCISCO DIVISION 

  

 

MAXIMILIAN KLEIN, et al., on behalf of 
themselves and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiffs,  

v. 

META PLATFORMS, INC., a Delaware 
Corporation headquartered in California,  

Defendant. 

 Case No. 3:20-cv-08570-JD  
 

META PLATFORM, INC.’S MOTION TO 
DISMISS FIRST AMENDED 
CONSOLIDATED ADVERTISER CLASS 
ACTION COMPLAINT 

Hearing Date: May 26, 2022 
Time: 10:00 am 
Judge: Hon. James Donato 
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