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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

MARIAM DAVITASHVILI, ADAM BEN-
SIMON, MIA SAPIENZA, PHILIP ELI-
ADES, JONATHAN SWABY, JOHN BOISI,
NATHAN OBEY, and MALIK DREWEY,
individually and on behalf of all others simi-
larly situated,

Civ. No. 1:20-cv-03000-LAK
Plaintiffs,

V.

GRUBHUB INC., UBER TECHNOLOGIES,
INC., and POSTMATES INC.,

Defendants.

PLAINTIFFS’ MEMORANDUM OF LAW
IN OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANTS’ MOTION TO DISMISS
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