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Robert M. Nelson, William Bruce Case No..CV-07-05669 ODW (VBKXx)

Banerdt, Julia Bell, Josette Bellan,
Dennis V. Byrnes, George Carlisle, Kent
Robert Crossin, Larry R. D’ Addario,
Riley M. Duren, Peter R. Eisenhardt,

CALTECH’S MOTION TO DISMISS
FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

Susan D.J. Foster, Matthew P. FOR INJUNCTIVE AND
Golombek, Varoujan Gorjian, Zareh DECLARATORY RELIEF
Gorjian, Robert J. Haw, James Kulleck, PURSUANT TO RULE 12(B)(6)

Sharon L. Laubach, Christian A.
Lindensmith, Amanda Mainzer, Scott
Maxwell, Timothy P. McElrath, Susan
Paradise, Konstantin Penanen, Celeste M.

Complaint Filed: August 30, 2007
Satter, Peter M.B. Shames, Amy Snyder

Hale, William John Walker and Paul R. Date: ~ January 7, 2008
Weissman, Time: 1:30 p.m.
v Courtroom: 11 ‘
. Plaintiffs,
' Judge Otis D. Wright, II
Vs. .

Administration, an Agency of the United
States; Michael Griffin, Director of
NASA, in his official capacity only;
Department of Commerce; Carlos M.
Gutierrez, Secretary of Commerce, in his
official capacity onlﬁ California Institute
of Technology; and Does 1-100,

Defendants.
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