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AMAZON’S MOTION TO DISMISS (2:22-cv-00965-JHC)

Davis Wright Tremaine LLP 
LAW OFFICES

920 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3300 
Seattle, WA  98104-1610  

206.622.3150 main · 206.757.7700 fax

The Honorable John H. Chun 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON 

AT SEATTLE 

CHRISTOPHER BROWN, SCOTT 
GRAEBER, LAURA LOES, LETICIA SHAW, 
and DAVID ATWOOD, on behalf of 
themselves and all others similarly situated, 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

AMAZON.COM, INC., a Delaware corporation,

Defendant. 

No. 2:22-cv-00965-JHC 

AMAZON.COM, INC.’S  
MOTION TO DISMISS 

NOTE ON MOTION CALENDAR:
December 16, 2022 

Oral Argument Requested
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