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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

SHERMAN DIVISION 
 

STATE OF TEXAS 
By Attorney General Ken Paxton 
 
STATE OF ALASKA 
By Attorney General Treg R. Taylor 
 
STATE OF ARKANSAS 
By Attorney General Leslie Rutledge 
 
STATE OF FLORIDA 
By Attorney General Ashley Moody 
 
STATE OF IDAHO 
By Attorney General Lawrence G. Wasden 
 
STATE OF INDIANA 
By Attorney General Todd Rokita 
 
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 
By Attorney General Daniel Cameron 
 
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI  
By Attorney General Lynn Fitch 
 
STATE OF MISSOURI 
By Attorney General Eric Schmitt 
 
STATE OF MONTANA 
By Attorney General Austin Knudsen 
 
STATE OF NEVADA 
By Attorney General Aaron D. Ford 
 
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 
By Attorney General Wayne Stenehjem 
 
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO 
By Attorney General Domingo Emanuelli-
Hernández 
 
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
By Attorney General Jason R. Ravnsborg 
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JURY TRIAL DEMANDED 

Case 4:20-cv-00957-SDJ   Document 77   Filed 03/15/21   Page 1 of 166 PageID #:  1417

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


ii 
 

 
and 
 
STATE OF UTAH  
By Attorney General Sean D. Reyes 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

vs. 
 
GOOGLE LLC, 

 
Defendant. 
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AMENDED COMPLAINT
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