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QUINN EMANUEL URQUHART & SULLIVAN, LLP
  Charles K. Verhoeven (CA Bar No. 170151)
  charlesverhoeven@quinnemanuel.com
  Sean S. Pak (CA Bar No. 219032)
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Attorneys for Defendant GOOGLE INC.

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA

OAKLAND DIVISION

MASTEROBJECTS, INC.,
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v.

GOOGLE INC.,

Defendants.
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