
 

 
 

No. 20-15638 
  

 
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS 

FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 
  

In re ALPHABET INC. SECURITIES LITIGATION 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND, Office of the Rhode Island Treasurer on 
behalf of the Employees’ Retirement System of Rhode Island; Lead Plaintiff, 

Individually and On Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated,  

Plaintiff – Appellant, 

v. 

ALPHABET INC., LAWRENCE E. PAGE, SUNDAR PICHAI, RUTH M. 
PORAT, GOOGLE LLC, KEITH P. ENRIGHT and JOHN KENT WALKER, JR., 

 Defendants – Appellees. 
  

On Appeal from the United States District Court,  
Northern District of California, No. 4:18-cv-06245-JSW,  

The Honorable Jeffrey S. White 
  

DEFENDANTS-APPELLEES’ 
PETITION FOR REHEARING OR REHEARING EN BANC 

  

IGNACIO E. SALCEDA 
BENJAMIN M. CROSSON 
BETTY CHANG ROWE 
STEPHEN B. STRAIN 
EMILY A. PETERSON 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & 

ROSATI 
Professional Corporation 
650 Page Mill Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94304-1050 
Telephone: (650) 493-9300 
Facsimile: (650) 565-5100 
Email: isalceda@wsgr.com 

GIDEON A. SCHOR 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & 

ROSATI 
Professional Corporation 
1301 Avenue of the Americas 
40th Floor 
New York, NY  10019-6022 
Telephone: (212) 999-5800 
Facsimile: (212) 999-5899 
Email: gschor@wsgr.com 

Attorneys for Defendants-Appellees

Case: 20-15638, 06/30/2021, ID: 12159672, DktEntry: 45, Page 1 of 65

f 

 

Find authenticated court documents without watermarks at docketalarm.com. 

https://www.docketalarm.com/


 

-i- 
 

CORPORATE DISCLOSURE STATEMENT 

 
Pursuant to Federal Rule of Appellate Procedure 26.1, Defendant-Appellees 

Alphabet Inc. (“Alphabet”) and Google LLC (“Google”) certify as follows: 

Google is a subsidiary of XXVI Holdings Inc., which is a subsidiary of 

Alphabet.  Alphabet has no parent corporation, and no publicly held corporation 

owns 10% or more of Alphabet’s stock. 
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