
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF NEW MEXICO 

STATE OF NEW MEXICO, ex rel.        
HECTOR BALDERAS, Attorney General for the 
State of New Mexico, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

GOOGLE, LLC, a Delaware limited liability 
company, 

Defendant. 

Civil Action No. 1:20-cv-00143-NF-KHR 
Hon. Nancy Freudenthal 

ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

GOOGLE’S MOTION TO DISMISS THE COMPLAINT 
AND MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 
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