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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

 

ASHLEY PIERRELOUIS, Individually and 

on Behalf of All Others Similarly Situated, 

 

Plaintiff, 

 

v. 

GOGO INC., MICHAEL J. SMALL, 

OAKLEIGH THORNE, NORMAN 

SMAGLEY, BARRY ROWAN, and JOHN 

WADE, 

 

Defendants. 

 

Civil Action No. 18-cv-04473 

 

Honorable Jorge L. Alonzo 

 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF LEAD PLAINTIFF’S UNOPPOSED 

MOTION FOR: (I) PRELIMINARY APPROVAL OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT; 

(II) CERTIFICATION OF THE SETTLEMENT CLASS; AND  

(III) APPROVAL OF NOTICE OF SETTLEMENT 
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