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TO ALL PARTIES AND THEIR RESPECTIVE ATTORNEYS OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on February 8, 2021, at 1:30 p.m., or as soon thereafter as 

the matter may be heard in the Courtroom of the Honorable Lucy H. Koh, United States District 

Court, Northern District of California, San Jose Division, 280 South 1st Street, San Jose, CA 

95113, Plaintiffs Christina Grace and Ken Potter (“Plaintiffs”) will and hereby do move the Court, 

pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 23(h)(1) and 54(d)(2), for the entry of an Order 

awarding the following in this action (the “Action”): 

1. Attorneys’ fees to class counsel in this Action (“Class Counsel”) in the amount of 

$5,400,000, which is 30% of the total settlement fund of $18 million; 

2. Unreimbursed expenses Class Counsel necessarily incurred in connection with the 

prosecution of this Action in the amount of $1,092,459.47; and 

3. Service awards of $7,500 for each of the two Class Representatives, for a total of 

$15,000. 

This motion is based upon this Notice of Motion and accompanying Memorandum of 

Points and Authorities; the Declaration of Jill M. Manning filed herewith; the Declaration of 

Daniel L. Warshaw filed herewith; the Declaration of David F.E. Tejtel filed herewith; the 

Declaration of John Austin Curry filed herewith; all exhibits thereto; argument by counsel at the 

hearing before this Court; any papers filed in reply; the pleading and papers on file in this Action, 

and such oral argument and documentary evidence as may be presented at the hearing on this 

motion. 

Date: November 24, 2020     Respectfully Submitted, 
 

STEYER LOWENTHAL BOODROOKAS 
ALVAREZ & SMITH LLP 

 
 
       By:        /s/ Jill M. Manning  
         Jill M. Manning 
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