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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

OAKLAND DIVISION 

In re TWITTER INC. SECURITIES 
LITIGATION 
 

This Document Relates To: 

ALL ACTIONS. 
 
 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Case No. 4:16-cv-05314-JST (SK) 

CLASS ACTION 

CLASS COUNSEL’S NOTICE OF MOTION 
AND MOTION FOR AN AWARD OF 
ATTORNEYS’ FEES, EXPENSES, AND 
AWARDS TO CLASS REPRESENTATIVES 
PURSUANT TO 15 U.S.C. §78u-4(a)(4) AND 
MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT THEREOF 

JUDGE: Hon. Jon S. Tigar 
DATE: November 17, 2022 
TIME: 2:00 p.m. (via videoconference) 
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