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On March 10, 2022, the parties signed a “SETTLEMENT
AGREEMENT AND STIPULATED JUDGMENT” (“Stipulated
Judgment”), which the Superior Court approved on April 11,
2022. The Stipulated Judgment required RESPONDENT (“City,”
“Council” or “West Sacramento”) to comply with the California
Voting Rights Act (“CVRA”) by creating electoral districts. The
Court excused the City from critical deadlines, extended the
mayor’s term, and enjoined a divisive ballot question that the
Council ordered in violation of the Stipulated Judgment. The

Court affirmed on the record that “all decisions made here are

under color of the CVRA.” See p.17, infra.

In its brief, West Sacramento reveals for the first time that the
Court never executed the Stipulated Judgment.! Courts often serve
executed copies on all parties, and the city attorney sometimes
prepares an additional notice of entry. But an unexecuted judgment

is certainly not unique. The City provides a copy of the consent

judgment in Cruz v. Santa Clarita 21STCV47451 (Los Angeles

County, April 11, 2022) that is not signed by the Court. AA158. As

1 An opposition filed on October 19, 2022, cryptically referred to the
absence of a “stipulated entry of judgment,” Because the motion was
taken off calendar, see p.18 infra, Plaintiffs did not have a full
opportunity to respond. The Clerk enters judgments rendered by the
Court pursuant to C.C.P. §664.5. Entry may be subject to notice, but
does not require an additional stipulation.
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discussed below (pp.36-37), this has not interfered with performance
or jurisdiction in that decree.

This formal defect should not bar review. At this point, the
only need for the Court to retain any jurisdiction is the issuance of a
permanent injunction against restoring district elections. To facili-
tate review, Plaintiffs and APPELLANT (“NEN") are prepared to

apply for this stipulated injunction in Superior Court (or to take any

other actions this Court may direct). See Allgoewer v Tracy (2012)
207 Cal.App.4th 755, 760.

The City Attorney knew that Plaintiffs” Counsel believed that
the Court had duly rendered the parties” agreement as a Stipulated
Judgment, retaining jurisdiction to enforce its terms. Still, he repeat-
edly demanded that the entry of judgment required Plaintiffs to
dismiss the case once the map was approved. AA475; see also RA247.
Given the Council’s current posture, complying with the City

Attorney’s demand would have eliminated jurisdiction completely.

SUMMARY OF REPLY ARGUMENT

Plaintiffs” Motion to Enforce achieved the objectives of their
litigation and obtained a court order granting relief that they
requested. On either basis, the Court was required to award statu-
tory fees (absent special circumstances that rendered an award

unjust). In this case, Plaintiffs’ success resulted in a landmark
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decision. No prior court had ever ruled that a district map proposed
by a governing body violated the Fair Maps Act by dividing
neighborhoods. Plaintiffs won a triple victory:

e The Court rejected the unlawful map and imposed
plaintiffs” alternative, which maintained the integrity of the
Latino neighborhood of Bryte-Broderick and created a
second Latino influence district in the city’s most
economically distressed area.

e For decades, a powerful mayor had run every two years,
enabling him to head slates that won almost every
position. As part of the CVRA remedy, the Court ordered
the mayor’s term extended to four years, with the elections
held in presidential years to maximize turnout.

e The Court enjoined a divisive ballot question to approve
this remedy, which the Council ordered the registrar to
conduct despite an explicit prohibition in the Stipulated
Judgment.

The Reply Brief fails to justify the Court’s denial of fees. The
Council adopted the illegal map 83 days after it executed the
Stipulated Judgment, which did not and could not immunize future
violations of law. The parties expressly reserved the right to seek
fees to enforce the Stipulated Judgment. It is irrelevant that a
portion of a $50,000 payment reimbursed activities that occurred
after its execution. Plaintiffs exhausted these funds long before May
31, 2022, the deadline to complete activities that were even eligible

for this compensation. This was before Plaintiffs filed the Motion to

Enforce on June 1, 2022.
i



This Court should also determine that the Superior Court
abused its discretion when it prohibited testimony to refute the
claim by West Sacramento’s expert that its map was an effective
remedy. The Stipulated Judgment compensated Plaintiffs” Counsel
(“Rafferty”) to provide demographic analysis because the City had
misled and disqualified and misled the independent expert Plaintiffs
originally expected to rely on. The Court refused to permit Rafferty
to testify. In response, Plaintiffs offered one of the State’s
preeminent professors in this field as a witness. He was prepared to
explain (1) that he could not ethically present an independent
evaluation without a month of preparation (at a cost of $25,000 to
$45,000) and (2) that the City’s expert erred in relying on a single
statewide election to assess the cohesiveness of Latinos in the
remedial district that the Council proposed. The Court declined to
permit even this limited testimony. See pp.40-42, infra.

These arbitrary rulings greatly increased the costs imposed on
Plaintiffs and their counsel. Plaintiffs had to develop and present a
substantial amount of percipient testimony from Latino and
Indigenous residents. Despite the improper exclusion of expert
testimony, Plaintiffs succeeded in using lay declarations, letters, and
petitions to establish that the unlawful division of Bryte-Broderick
prevented minority voters from electing their candidates-of-choice.

Rafferty does not abandon his clients. He ultimately spent
12



more time and incurred more expenses to enforce the Stipulated
Judgment than he received for all the efforts since 2018 that achieved
that settlement. The prior payment did not entitle the Council to
gerrymander a map that divided Latino neighborhoods. This is why
the Stipulated Judgment, like every voting rights settlement known
to Appellants, expressly preserves the right to recover statutory fees
incurred for successfully enforcing its terms.

NEN'’s characterization of the denial of fees on December 1,
2022, as a post-judgment order is correct because the Superior Court
had resolved all substantive issues by July 17, 2022, when it
determined the sequence of district elections. All that remained was
the issuance of a permanent injunction that West Sacramento had
agreed not to oppose. Alternatively, this Court should review the
fee decision as a collateral order. The final judgment rule does not
bar appeal because there is no conceivable need for further
adjudication.

The CVRA includes broad remedial authority, so decrees
almost always require provisions that supplement or eliminate
statutory requirements. In early CVRA cases, courts declined to

approve consent judgments without determining liability or
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accepting non-opposition to an injunction.? Subsequently, many
jurisdictions have insisted that they can negotiate remedies without
admitting liability. Section 664.6 provides no basis for the Court to

enforce private agreements that authorize actions that are

inconsistent with statutory law. Timney v. Lin (2003) 106

Cal. App.4th 1121, 1127. West Sacramento argues that incumbents
can help themselves to waivers of critical deadlines and other
statutory requirements without a judgment or other order
committing the Court to achieve a CVRA remedy.

West Sacramento and Ontario® each violated agreed terms that
were essential to the Plaintiffs” bargain and then denied liability for
the costs of successfully enforcing their violations. Until clear
principles govern the extent to which stipulated judgments can
implement such remedies, conscientious attorneys will be unable to
resolve CVRA violations prior to trial. This impedes enforcement of
the CVRA and disserves judicial policies promoting the economic
settlement of these disputes. Both issues are matters of statewide

importance that would benefit from judicial guidance, including

2e.g., Gomez v. Econdido, No. 37-2011-00060480-CU-CR-NC (San
Diego Superior Court, 4/19/2013) (consent decree includes
determination of liability, TVIIL.4); Rey v. Madera USD (2012) 203
Cal.App.4th 1223, 1228 (non-opposition to preliminary injunction).

3 Robles v. Ontario (2024) 106 Cal. App.5th 574, reversed the denial of
fees. The trial court awarded fees on remand.
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review by writ if necessary.

I.  PLAINTIFFS ARE PREVAILING PARTIES, WHICH
ENTITLES THEIR ATTORNEYS TO RECOVER FEES AND
LITIGATION EXPENSES.

The Stipulated Judgment extended the statutory deadline for
adopting districts from May 2, 2022 to May 18, 2022. AA068. On
May 31, 2022, when the Council had still not adopted district
elections, Plaintiffs applied ex parte for leave to file a Motion to
Enforce the Stipulated Judgment, which the Court set for hearing on
an expedited basis. AA175. Only after it was confronted with this
Motion to Enforce, did the Council finally enact an Ordinance to

establish district elections.

A. PLAINTIFFS PREVAILED ON THE MOTION TO
ENFORCE.

On July 7, 2022, the Court granted Plaintiffs” motion in almost
every respect: extending the mayoral term, enjoining the unlawful
ballot question, and adopting plaintiffs’ alternative map. The Court
unequivocally states “that City's Map 4A is NOT compliant with the
FAIR MAPS Act” and “plaintiffs’ map is compliant.” AA410. The
order expressly recognizes that, when Plaintiffs executed the
Stipulated Judgment on March 10, 2022, they had a right to expect
that the Council’s map would not violate the Fair Maps Act by

dividing minority neighborhoods. Opening Brief (“OB”) 42, citing
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AA405, €.3. Plaintiffs are entitled to recover the costs of vindicating
these rights.

The order granted additional relief. The Stipulated Judgment
had also authorized the Court to extend the two-year term so that
the mayor would only be elected in high-turnout presidential years.
AA106:22. Because this reform was part of the CVRA remedy, the
Stipulated Judgment provided that it would not be subject to a
referendum, which incumbents could have used to increase racial
polarization in the 2022 election. In defiance of this provision, the
Council had ordered the registrar to place the question on the ballot.
AA 412,625—AA413,64; AA43]. Plaintiffs prevailed when the
Court’s Order both extended the mayoral term and enjoined the
ballot question. But for NEN’s post-judgment activities, the public’s
right to a lawful map would not have been realized. See OB42-43.
West Sacramento’s taxpayers would have paid for a divisive ballot
question seeking majority approval of minority voting rights.
AA220.

B. THE CVRA PROVIDES AN ADDITIONAL BASIS TO
AWARD FEES.

The Court expressly affirmed that plaintiffs” Motion enforced
the CVRA, not just a settlement agreement. RA59-RA60. Whether or
not the Superior Court entered notice of the Stipulated Judgment,
Plaintiffs are entitled to fees because the Order of July 7, 2022,
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permanently changed city elections by requiring district elections
and the use Plaintiffs’ map. The Court made these principles clear
on the record:

[Plaintiffs] have district elections. They won that. They have a
map with [minority neighborhoods] brought together... They
won that. - RA059, p.15, €.6-8.

The decision agreed to by the parties to go to district elections
is a CVRA -enforcement.- Okay.- And the map is CVRA
enforcement.- It was agreed it had to be compliant with the
CVRA, and the -sequencing has to be part of that as well. I
think there was a paragraph in there saying the City wasn't
admitting any liability and so forth. But the bottom line is this
is a CVRA enforcement action, and all the decisions made
here are made under the color of the CVRA and are intended
to comply with that. The bottom line is this is a CVRA
enforcement action, and all the decisions made here are made
under the color of the CVRA and are intended to comply with
that. RA060, p.18. £19-p.19, €5

The successful CVRA claim invokes Elections Code (“EC”)
§14030, which is even broader than C.C.P. §1021.5. Enforcing the
CVRA automatically satisfies the required public benefit. Prevailing
CVRA plaintiffs are not only entitled to attorneys’ fees, but also to
expert fees and other litigation expenses. Under §1021.5, a judge
must award attorney’s fees when the party meets the statutory

criteria unless special circumstances make the award unjust.

Carlsbad Police Officers Ass’'n v. Carlsbad (2020) 49 Cal. App.5th 135,

145. CVRA fees are recovered “as part of costs,” a unique provision

17



that further limits any discretion to deny them.
APPELLANT is entitled to these fees because the July 7, 2022,
order, is a “favorable... court action” imposing the “judicially

recognized changes” that Plaintiffs sought. Serrano v. Priest (1977)

20 Cal.3d 25, 48-49; Vasquez v. California (2008) 45 Cal. 4th 243, 253-

254, 260-261 (prevailing through stipulated judgment does not
require catalyst showings) . Plaintiffs obtained the relief they
sought, which provides an additional basis to recover these fees and
expenses, even if this Court finds that the Stipulated Judgment is

defective or void. Tipton-Whittingham v. Los Angeles (2004) 34

Cal.4th 604, 608.

C. TO THE EXTENT THAT THE DENIAL OF FEES RELIED
ON A FINDING THAT THE COUNCIL TIMELY
ADOPTED A MAP, IT ERRED AS A MATTER OF LAW.

The July 7, 2022, Order affirmed that Plaintiffs were entitled to
a lawful map. AA405. The limited justification for denying fees
implies that it was sufficient to attach the illegal map to a facially
ineffective resolution. This is not simply wrong as a matter of law; it
turns a blind eye to a reality that was apparent to almost every voter
watching the chaotic meeting on May 18, 2022. AA097. The Council
never expected NEN to muster the resources needed to seek
emergency relief from the Court. Its members had no intention of

adopting district elections.
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The Stipulated Judgment extended the statutory hearing
deadline of May 2, 2022, but required the Council to enact districts
before May 18, 2022. As the Opening Brief noted (at 25 & n.15),
other cities have recognized the need to pass an urgency ordinance
to comply with this deadline. This deadline is essential to give the
voters time to identify candidates in the new districts. OB21 & n.10.

On May 18, 2022, Ordinance 87-38 (Code §2-16-110) continued
to require at-large elections. Recognizing the invalidity of adopting
boundaries for districts that did not exist, West Sacramento
Resolution 22-51 falsely declared that West Sacramento Ordinance
22-17 had already amended Municipal Code 2.16.110 to ordain
district elections. AA097,00.10-12.

Shortly before midnight, even introducing district elections
was failing for lack of a second. AA209. One of the Council
members was so vehemently opposed to district elections that she
disrupted the meeting. AA347. The City Manager called an
adjournment without allowing the mayor to take the measures that
the Brown Act requires to prevent non-public deliberation. When
the Council reconvened, its vote to introduce West Sacramento
Ordinance 22-17 was a provisional tactic to evade compliance.
Despite the unexpected tenacity of Plaintiffs, this maneuver
succeeded at delaying the Court’s decision long enough to preclude

any effective challenge to the incumbents in the non-Latino districts
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that conducted elections in 2022. AA221.

D. THE COURT ABUSED ITS DISCRETION WHEN IT
DENIED FEES IN ABSENTIA.

Plaintiffs filed a motion to seek a preliminary determination
that they were entitled to fees as the prevailing party, supported by
an 8-page memorandum. AA434-AA432. Plaintiffs relied on a
treatise that advised this approach as economical when “liability is
contested and resolution may permit settling or streamlining the
proceedings on the amount issues.” RICHARD M. PEARL ON
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEYS' FEE AWARDS (“PEARL ON FEES”), §11.34.D at

11-41 (2025), citing Chinn v. KMR Property Management (2008) 166

Cal. App.4th 175, 195. West Sacramento did not challenge the scope
of the motion but applied ex parte for a two-week continuance based
on the unavailability of one of its firm’s attorneys. He cited no court
appearance or briefing date.

The Court certainly has discretion to determine that liability
and amount should be determined simultaneously. However,
ordering Plaintiffs to itemize hours and expenses within seven court
days was more than a week earlier than the date on which new
motion papers would be due for a hearing set on November 1, 2022.
AA443. This was insufficient time, given the need for expert decla-

rations and discussions with attorneys and experts who had contrib-
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uted time.* Rule 3.1702 is remedial in nature, so the time for
plaintiffs” submission should not be involuntarily shortened; the rule
should be liberally interpreted in favor of allowing attorneys ample

time fully to document and support their fee claim. Lewow v. Surf-

side II Condo. Owners' Assn., Inc. (2012) 203 Cal. App.4th 128, 135.

The continuance also gave the City’s firm of 34 lawyers 43
days to prepare to prepare their opposition, which included 352
pages of declarations and exhibits. RA0O06-RA367. Its “compen-
dium” included provocative and inaccurate claims regarding Plain-
tiff's Counsel. Many did not relate to the prevailing-party status or
any standards of eligibility.

This strategic delay set the hearing for November 1, 2022, so

the reply was due during a crucial period in Shetty v. Folsom, No.

22-16146 (9th Cir. 2023) and Robles v. Ontario (2024) 106

Cal. App.5th 574. AA541. On October 6, 2024, Rafferty filed a

motion to enforce in Robles, which involved a potential injunction

prior to adoption of a map, which Ontario’s council had scheduled

4 An itemization of hours and expenses not only required significant
effort on plaintiffs” map; it also required conferring with colleagues
and consultants who had supported plaintiffs to determine the
extent to which they expected compensation. Attorneys claiming
significant fees usually submit declarations from experts attesting to
the reasonableness of hours claimed, hourly rates in the relevant
market, and grounds for enhancements.
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for November 15, 2022. Rafferty sought a continuance from the
Court, which the City Attorney opposed, expressly denying that the
Robles case required action. AA517-AAb524.

On October 27, 2021, Ontario advanced its map adoption from
November 15, 2021, to the evening of November 1, 2022. The Supe-
rior Court set an ex parte conference to consider a temporary
restraining order in San Bernardino on the morning of November 1,
2022, at the same time as the fee hearing in Woodland. Ina
telephone call, the Clerk for Yolo County Superior Court said that it
no longer had authority to continue the hearing to a fixed date.
However, since Plaintiffs had made the motion, the Clerk agreed to
take it off calendar pursuant to Local Rule 1.11(b). Since there is no
specific time limit on post-judgment fees, Rafferty anticipated
applying to renew the fee motion. PEARL ON FEES, supra, §11.38, citing

Crespin v. Shewry (2004) 125 Cal. App.4th 259, 271.

Believing the motion to be withdrawn, Rafferty did not search
for or review the tentative. He did not know of the hearing and
could not attend. At the exact time, he was in San Bernardino Court,
where Ontario capitulated adopting his client’s map. It was proce-
durally unfair to proceed without allowing Plaintiffs to present
argument.

The Court conducted the hearing and denied enforcement fees

in absentia, ruling “defendant already paid plaintiffs.” AA571. The
22



only other support was the claim that the Council adopted a map
before the deadline, which has limited relevance to the fee determi-
nation. Plaintiffs are entitled to fees because they obtained an order
that enjoined an unlawful ballot question and rejected a map that
divided the City’s most underrepresented neighborhoods. The
Court expressly declined to provide any narrative what was said at
this hearing in the Settled Statement, declining even to disclose if the

absence of Plaintiffs” Counsel was noted or explained.

E. PLAINTIFFS’ COUNSEL AND HIS ORGANIZATION
(NEN) HAVE STANDING TO SEEK ATTORNEYS’ FEES.

Prior to filing this action, Plaintiff Grijalva satisfied the
exhaustion requirement of EC §10010(e), by serving the City a notice
that at-large elections possibly violated the CVRA. The Superior
Court issued a series of orders that achieved Plaintiffs” principal
objectives, so they have not appealed. Statutory attorneys’ fees

claimed pursuant to EC §14030 belong to their attorney. Lindelli v.
San Anselmo (2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 1499, 1506. The attorney and

the organization with which he works have standing to appeal the

denial of fees and expenses. Law Offices of Carlos Perez v. Whittier

(2023) 87 Cal.App.5th 463, 472. See also Flannery v. Prentice (2001) 26

Cal.4th 572, 582; Folsom v. Butte County Assn. of Governments
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(1982) 32 Cal.3d 668, 682 & n.26.> Plaintiff Grijalva courageously

achieved district elections for over four years; this is not her fight.

II. THEREIS NO “DOUBLE PAYMENT.”

The Stipulated Judgment reflects the City’s acceptance of
$140,000 as compensation for past work over the preceding four
years. An unspecified portion of the remaining $50,000¢ supports
releasing the City from liability associated with payments it made to
Dr. Koussar. The remainder reimburses Plaintiffs” counsel for future
representation of the community during three months of legislative
hearings. This includes an optional “assessment” of the Council’s
map that “comments on its [legal] compliance,” which was submit-
ted to the Court on May 31, 2022. AA68-69; 117,12. Plaintiffs had
completed all activities compensated by the previous award before
their counsel filed the motion to enforce.

Rafferty more than exhausted the $50,000 cap, solely in con-
nection with supporting the community during the three months of

the legislative hearings. The official demographer, whom the

» Supporting organizations often appear as plaintiffs in voting
rights case. Mecinas v. Hobbs (9% Cir. 2022) 30 F.4th 890, 897.

Grijalva is a member of each, including NEN, which participated

and supported the litigation.
6 AA426-AA427 reflects a split of $120,000 for past work and $70,000.
This is a computational error that does not include 35 additional
hours spent up to August 2021.
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Council paid $130,000 (AA062), did not provide any socio-economic
data, other than race and ethnicity. Rafferty spent significant time
preparing and presenting these data, which are needed accurately to
define the boundaries of disempowered minority communities and
to avoid relying predominantly on race. AA209. Rafferty also publi-
cized his contact information and made himself available to support
the community outside the hearing room, which the official demog-
rapher did not. Rafferty’s fee claim did not seek recovery for the 70
hours spent exercising his option to comment upon the Council map
and to present an alternative. This was only necessary because the
Council divided Bryte-Broderick, so it is also a legitimate enforce-
ment expense.

The Court endorsed the Council’s argument that Rafferty had
to retain an independent expert to present testimony, which would
have cost another $25,000 to $45,000. AA427. To suggest that
Plaintiffs had “already been paid” to assume the risk that they
would violate the agreement is an “unreasonable or absurd result,”

which is inconsistent with principles of contract interpretation. See

OB50-52.
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A. THE CITY’s MISCONDUCT REQUIRED THE PARTIES
TO AGREE THAT RAFFERTY WOULD SERVE AS THE
PLAINTIFFS" DEMOGRAPHIC EXPERT.

The Stipulated Judgment awards attorneys’ fees and provides
no payment for a separate expert witness. This is because the
misconduct of the former mayor, combined with the Council’s
demand to initiate legislative hearings immediately, left Plaintiffs no
choice but to rely upon their attorney for demographic expertise. In
January 2022, the City wanted to proceed very quickly. The Council
was not willing to pay for an attorney and a professional demogra-
pher to represent the Plaintiffs and the community at the hearings,

but Rafferty was able to perform both roles. This was an essential

element of the bargain that both parties understood. AA426. When

court hearings occurred, it was not economical to hire a new expert,
nor even feasible to an expert to perform an independent analysis in

less than a month. See pp.40-42, infra.

1. West Sacramento Appropriated the Consultant Upon Whom
Plaintiffs Expected to Rely

When Plaintiffs gave notice of the CVRA violation in October
2018 (AA010-AA021), the Council did not notify the public or
agendize any public action. Once the City exited the “safe harbor”
period in December, Plaintiffs could file suit. See OB19-20. NEN

prefers to initiate district elections in presidential cycles when the
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remedial districts normally elect. The City Attorney represented
that the City would comply in 2020 if Rafferty nominated a “joint
expert” (nominated by Plaintiffs, paid by the City, and jointly
instructed) verified the detailed evidence Plaintiffs had presented.
Plaintiffs nominated Dr. Morgan Kousser. See AA112, AA117-
AA122, AA131-AA134. AA157-159, AA425-AA426.

Instead, the City hired Kousser and falsely told him that
Plaintiffs agreed to withdraw their CVRA claim if he did not confirm
their evidence. AA141. The former mayor told him to use a method-
ology that Kousser rejected as it “would practically guarantee that
one wouldn’t find statistically significant [racially polarized voting]
... and arouse suspicions that one is biasing the case.” AA163.
Kousser properly avoided contact from Rafferty because he believed
that he was working only for the City. When they finally spoke,
Kousser told Raffety that his study would be delayed until June
2020. AA425. By this time, it was too late to seek an injunction of

the 2020 election.

2. The Council’s threat to conduct hearings without settlement.

In November 2020, the voters defeated the long-time incum-
bent, elected the City’s first Latina mayor, and the first member who
lived north of Route 50. AA207. In February 2022, a staff report

conceded the existence of racially polarized voting. AA144.

27



Plaintiffs wanted to accommodate the new Latino mayor and
to minimize the costs of litigation, but negotiations became
unexpectedly difficult. The Council was still controlled by three
members elected on slates headed by the former mayor. All were
strongly opposed to district elections. Not only did the City
Attorney refuse to concede liability; he also rejected any prohibition

against restoring at-large elections, which is an essential term.

Because district elections are best initiated in presidential
years, Plaintiffs preferred to litigate with a goal of implementation in
2024. The City insisted that they would conduct hearings without a
settlement, subjecting plaintiffs to a risk that they would claim moot-
ness or prepare a gerrymandered map that perpetuated the effects of
at-large elections. They threatened to complete the hearings by April
6,2022. AA059. In federal court, where catalyst fees are not availa-
ble, NEN patiently waited for a school district to develop its map,
only to have review of the map and fees denied on grounds of

mootness. Dolores Huerta Foundation,v. Panama-Buena Vista USD,

22-cv-00226-AWI-CDB (E.D. Cal. December 7, 2022).

By February 24, 2022, when the Council had already
conducted two community meetings, it rejected an out-of-court
settlement fully executed by Plaintiffs. From that point forward,

Plaintiffs refused to consider any proposal that did not (1) require

28














































































	Blank Page



