
 

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK 

------------------------------------------------------X 
CHRISTINA LESLIE, individually and on 
behalf of all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiff, 

-against- 

THOMSON REUTERS CORPORATION, 

Defendant. 

:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:
:
: 

CASE NO. 1:22-CV-07936-JHR 

 

ORAL ARGUMENT REQUESTED 

------------------------------------------------------X 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT’S RULE 23(d)(1)(D) 
MOTION TO STRIKE CLASS ALLEGATIONS 

 
BAKER & HOSTETLER LLP 

Eric R. Fish 
45 Rockefeller Plaza 
New York, NY 10111 
212.589.4200 (phone) 
212.589.4201 (fax) 
efish@bakerlaw.com 
 
Joel Griswold (pro hac vice) 
200 South Orange Avenue, Suite 2300 
Orlando, Florida 32801 
407.649.4088 (phone) 
jcgriswold@bakerlaw.com 
 
Bonnie Keane DelGobbo (pro hac vice) 
Amy L. Lenz (pro hac vice) 
One North Wacker Drive, Suite 4500 
Chicago, Illinois 60606 
312.416.6200 (phone) 
312.416.6201 (fax) 
bdelgobbo@bakerlaw.com  
alenz@bakerlaw.com 
 
Attorneys for Defendant Reuters News & Media, Inc., sued 
herein as Thomson Reuters Corporation
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