
 

  

 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

DALLAS DIVISION 

 

SAMIR ALI CHERIF BENOUIS, 
Individually and On Behalf of All Others 
Similarly Situated, 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

MATCH GROUP, INC., AMANDA W. 

GINSBERG, and GARY SWIDLER, 

Defendants. 
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PLAINTIFF’S MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF  

MOTION FOR CLASS CERTIFICATION AND APPOINTMENT  

OF CLASS REPRESENTATIVE AND CLASS COUNSEL
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