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DEVELOPER PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES – i 
Case No. 4:19-cv-03074-YGR 

NOTICE OF MOTION AND MOTION 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on June 7, 2022, at 2:00 p.m. or as soon thereafter as the 

matter may be heard by the Honorable Yvonne Gonzalez Rogers of the United States District Court 

for the Northern District of California, located in Courtroom 1, at 1301 Clay Street, Oakland, CA 

94612, Developer Plaintiffs will and hereby do move the Court for an award of attorneys’ fees, 

reimbursement of expenses, and service awards. This motion is based on this notice of motion and 

motion, the accompanying memorandum of points and authorities, the declarations in support of 

the motion, argument by counsel at the hearing before this Court, any papers filed in reply, such 

oral and documentary evidence as may be presented at the hearing of this motion, and all papers 

and records on file in this matter. 
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DEVELOPER PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS’ FEES – ii 
Case No. 4:19-cv-03074-YGR 
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