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INTHE UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS
EASTERN DIVISION

GURVINDER PAL SINGH, on behalf of
Himself and all others similarly situated,

p—

)

)

Plaintiff, )

)

V. ) Case Nol13 C 8226

)

PELLA CORPORATION, )
an lowa corporation, )
)

Defendant. )

MEMORANDUM ORDER

On December 19, 2013 this Court ruled orally on the pending motion by defendant Pella
Corporatioreitherto dismiss the Complaint or, alternatively, to ob&imore definite statement.
Although the latter alternative was rejectgdthis Court, the motion to dismiss was entered and
continued- but with plaintiff's counsel ordered to file a self-contained Amended Complaint on
or before January 31, 2014.

Even thoughhat Amended @mplaintwastimely filed on January 31, plaintiff'counsel
has ignored the explicit directive of this District Court's LR 5.2(f) that reguiredelivery of a
paper copy of that document for the assigned judge's use within one business ditigagfter

To underscore the importance of that requirement to the case management gsdoddwed

! In an effort to monitor compliance with that requirement (which has relgisettat
always been adhered to by lawyers), both this Court's secretary and itsaouwtgputy
maintain lists of all deliveries by counsel to this Court's chambers. Althoagtrettordkeeping
is intended to be errdree, if counsel here were to establish that what is said in this
memorandum order is in error, the sanction called for by this memorandum ord#ramilirse
be rescinded.
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by this Court, the first paragraph in its website repeats the requiremeng Hutia delivery to
this Court's chambers on the date of filing, if possible, would be appreciated (althohigh su
earlier delivery is not essential).
Despite the literal onbusiness-day requirement of LR 5.2(f), this Court has customarily
allowed a graceeriod-- at least a few working days, sometimes ddriger-- before the
issuance of this type of memorandum order. In this instance that added time heb wltpsut
compliance byplaintiff's counsel, and this Court hereby orders:
1. that the missing copy of the Amended Complaint be delivered to this
Court's chambers fthwith and

2. that such delivery be accompanied by a check for $100 payable to the
"Clerk of the District Court" by reason of the LR 5.2(f) violation, a
requirement foreshadowed by the opening provision in this Court's

website.

it Gy s

Milton 1. Shadur
Senior United States District Judge

Date: February 6, 2014



