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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

MARIAM DAVITASHVILI, et al.,

Plaintiffs,
V.
GRUBHUB INC,, et al.,

Defendants.

Case No. 1:20-cv-03000 (LAK)
ECF Case

Electronically filed

JOINT MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS’ JOINT MOTION TO
DISMISS PLAINTIFES” AMENDED CONSOLIDATED CLASS ACTION COMPLAINT
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