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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

OAKLAND DIVISION 
 
TAJE GILL, ESTERPHANIE ST. JUSTE, and 
BENJAMIN VALDEZ, individually and on 
behalf of all others similarly situated, 
 

Plaintiffs, 
 

v. 
 
UBER TECHNOLOGIES, INC., a Delaware 
corporation, and LYFT, INC., a Delaware 
corporation, 
 
 

Defendants. 
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NOTICE OF MOTION AND STATEMENT OF REQUESTED RELIEF 

 PLEASE TAKE NOTICE THAT, on November 4, 2022, at 9:00 am in Courtroom 5, 2nd 

Floor of the U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California, Oakland Division, at 1301 

Clay St., Oakland, CA 94612, this Motion to Remand filed by Plaintiffs in the above-captioned 

action will be heard. 

 Plaintiffs respectfully request that the Court remand this case to San Francisco Superior 

Court because Defendant Uber, Inc.’s Notice of Removal fails to establish the existence of a federal 

question imparting federal subject matter jurisdiction. Plaintiffs’ Motion is based on this Notice of 

Motion and the supporting Memorandum of Points and Authorities. 

 
 
Dated: August 29, 2022   Respectfully submitted, 

 
 TAJE GILL, ESTERPHANIE ST. JUSTE, and 

BENJAMIN VALDEZ, individually and on behalf of 
all others similarly situated,  

 
  By: /s/ Yaman Salahi    
            One of Plaintiffs’ Attorneys 
 

Rafey S. Balabanian (SBN 315962) 
rbalabanian@edelson.com 
Yaman Salahi (SBN 288752) 
ysalahi@edelson.com 
P. Solange Hilfinger-Pardo (SBN 320055) 
shilfingerpardo@edelson.com  
EDELSON PC 
150 California Street, 18th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94111 
Tel: 415.212.9300 
Fax: 415.373.9435 
 
Rachel Dempsey (SBN 310424) 
rachel@towardsjustice.org 
TOWARDS JUSTICE 
2840 Fairfax Street, Suite 200 
Denver, Colorado 80207 
Tel: 720.295.8846 
Fax: 303.957.2289 

 
Counsel for Plaintiffs and the Proposed Class 
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