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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

 

KAYLA QUARLES, individually and on  ) 

behalf of all others similarly situated, )  

      ) Case No. 20-cv-7179 

   Plaintiffs,  )  

  v.    ) Hon. Manish S. Shah 

      ) Presiding Judge 

PRET A MANGER (USA) LIMITED, )  

      ) 

   Defendant.  ) 

   

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY APPROVAL  

OF CLASS ACTION SETTLEMENT AND SUPPORTING MEMORANDUM 
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