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Exhibit BI-5_2023-12-29_16MR400_THOMAS POPOVICH VS KIMBERLY POPOVICH_ORDERS OF RECUSAL.pdf

Exhibit BI-6_2023-12-29_MEYER BERG RECUSALS COMBINED-reassignment of a judge outside of McHenry County.pdf
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ffi' THE RCUIT COURT OF THE 22ND .TT.. .CIAL CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINCJLS 


IRMO Popovich 


Reason for Reassignment: 


D Motion for Substitution of Judge: 


) 
) 
) 


D byRight 


Case No. 11DV324 


D forCause 


~ecusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): ___________________ _ 


D Other: -----------------------------
IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the Chief Judge for reassignment 


17, J-01/ 9r~ 
nJDGEI 


ORDER OF REASSIGN1\1ENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


AMigned to the l \/ l L-
(Judge MGYC-£-. 


Division, Courtroom __.a_o_l __ _ 
currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


0 Assigned to the Honorable -----------------------
Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge o 







IN THE 'RCUIT COURT OF THE 22ND Jl '"CIAL CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


. IRMO Popovich 


) 
) 
) 


Case No. 11DV324 p IL I! D 
JUL 2 8 20\1 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF 


Reason for Reassignment: 


0 Motion for Substitution of Judge: D by Right O for Cause 


fo.. Recusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): ---E~,,e...:..L=;-__;~=--'-5-""'W:.....a...1~ .... __ 


____________________________ _ 


: ORDERED: that tho above entitled case is referred c::::z: J: 


JUDGE '-
(/ 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


fi Assigned to the Q J \ L-
(Judge ~A t-1>\Nl;LL 


Division, Courtroom_~ ___ o_J __ _ 
currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


0 Assigned to the Honorable ______________________ _ 


D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside of McHenry, 







Paul Dulberg

Separator
Intentionally Blank







""' 


IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE 22nd JUDICIAL~~~ 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS / Fi LED 


Mark McDonald, etc., et al 


V 


) 
) 
) 
) 


Law Offic_es of Thomas J. Popovich, et al.) 


Case No. 12LA32~ 


OCT 19 2Q12 
ICATHERINE M. IU;EFE 


MffNRY CTY, CR. CU. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


__ Motion for Substitution of Judge: _by Right for Cause 


_X_ Recusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason) ___ Defendant Popovich is a persona/friend __ 


Other: __________________________ _ 


IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the Presiding Judge for 
reassignment. 


Dated: ___ Oct. 17, 2012 ___ _ 


ORDER OF-REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; 


IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that, pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge, this 
cause is reassigned for ----------------------


.p.._ Assigned to the Qi v/ I Division, Courtroom dO/ (Judge -rliama& If,. 
currently assigned to that division/courtroom). / 


__ Assigned to the Honorable __________ _ 


__ Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment to a judge outside of McHenry 
County, 


Dated: ( 0- J 9-1 e)-


The unde copy of the 
forgoing d pon all 
parties of rec , fax or hand 
delivery on: ~,__ _ __,,,_ __ .20_ 







• IN THE cm'1rrr cOURT OF~ 22ND ron~£ CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COtJNTY:, ILLINOIS 


Uoll511f7tY 
V. . 


PoltJut'c ~-
) 
) 
) 


Case No. 


ORDEJl OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBStn 0TION OF JUDGE p I LED 


Reason for Reasfilgmnent OCT 1 9 2012 


0 Motion for Substitution of Judg1:: D by Right 


ra Recusa1/Judicial C~ct (Reason): . If/,,, NJ S' 


ltATlll:RJNE M. ~EEFE D for Cause llcHBIR'f en. oR. OJ( 


.0/::;t ~d,J,p,,. ,Jy F . • I 
D Othcr:--'.'---------------------·-··_-_-_-_·_ 


IT IS OIU>ERED: that the above eatit!ed case is referred to the office of the Chief J~ for reassignment. 


Date~---------


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 
. . 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; rr IS HEREBY 
ORDERED thai pursuant to assignment by the ·office of the Chief Judge this C3DSC ii reassigned far 


.• S-\--o.-\:usS Do \--Jo,lefm be.c ],. ~Q\~ a+ er 15 0--m 
Assigned to th~ c·\ " ; \ Division, Courtroom ';;) D a.... 


(Judge N, c boa l 3:. c~ mi e 1 CUil'Citly assigned to tnat division/courtroom) 
D Assigned to the Honorable ____________ ___._ _____ _ 


D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for ~gmnent of a judge outsi. 


. ? 


Dated: . ID-lg-\ 8:::: • • --· ..... • ----#--+------


\..--\.\.~O-Q...\. t-\D\ d-e... n 
3 3 . ~\e, S-t--. ~e., oi.oCO 
CX\\C.~D > TL. ladoD~ 


.\ e_,\ \L--Dn·, ~\<. 


/1 \ \\J. ~e... 'S+ 
be..tj\e\JO... ~. 'IL (o[) l :?:H 


Pioof'atScnicc 
n, .. uodctsipnl 1tmt a cq,y of 


. d=fiqoingdcc:umait--Sl:fTt:dupllllaD. 
pmtia ofri:card by-r~·ar 


~- ~ai: lO-~:i.Dlq-
W bk/hjj __,,,. 







Paul Dulberg

Separator
Intentionally Blank







IN THE .UIT COURT OF THE 22ND JU~ CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


P'll .. ED · .. 
KIMBERLY POPOVICH ) 


vs ) Case No. 15LA 78 SEP l5 ?Q15 
ZUKOWSKI, ROGERS, FLOOD ) 


and McARDLE, ET AL ) 
.. ~.!';IERINE M. KEEFE 
_,_.RY C'1Y. CIR. CLK. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


D Motion for Substitution of Judge: D by Right D for Cause 


~RecusaVJudicial Conflict (Reason): _-_j_V'_~-~'---=~'----h,_r_~_~_,,,-_~'h_.r_~ ___ ,_J-_G\. __ 


D Other: --------------------------------


IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the Chief Judge for reassignment. 


Dated: 1 / ( (p /, -------- JUDGE 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


D Assigned to the Division, Courtroom ------------------ -----
(Judge _______ .,......, _________ _,. currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


)i(_As,;gned to the Honorable • ./2 ~r .... -..,.-__________ _ 
D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside 


Dated: -~ /;..__._1/~//,F-=-/4-=-._s--


Proof of Service 
The undcrsigi,ed ceni6es that a copy of 
the forgoing doc:amcnt was served upon all 
parties of ,_,...i by wry of mail, fax ar 
hand deln,e,y on: 







IN THE ceUIT COURT OF THE 22ND JUD-AL CIRCUIT, 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS IP fl I., fE 8) 


. 
KIMBERLY POPOVICH ) 


vs ) 
ZUKOWSKI, ROGERS, FLOOD ) 


and McARDLE, ET AL ) 


Case No. 15LA 78 


SEP 16 2015 
~THERINE M. ICE!:fE 


ENRY CJY. CIR, CUC. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


D Motion for Substitution of Judge: D by Right for Cause 


~ecusaVJudicial Conflict (Reason): _____________________ _ 


D Other: --------------------------------


IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the o 


Dated: -~,__/'t_l.5_-/_l_.5_-_· _ 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


D Assigned to the __________________ Division, Courtroom ___ _ 


(Judge . currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


)ef Ass;gned to the Honorable_ ~"'--,...~~..,~~k<'.~·~'-,I-J-1(&- ,"ll!!~ll--"//"" __ L"------------


0 Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside of McHe 


Dated: 1/; s:k 


Proof of Service 
The undersiglled c:cnifies that a copy of 
lhe forgoing document was served upon all 
parties ofn,ooni by way of mail, fax or 
bmd deliw,y on: 







IN THE CIRJ COURT OF THE 22ND JUDICIAL~CUIT 
McHENRY COUN1Y, ILLINOIS 


lh,n,\:x:t \l\ Yo\X)\I ,ch 
V ) 


- . I ) 
I\J ~CfW ~'hi • KG(\¤Jl.O \\ooo ) Case No. 


Mc.Acd\e_ 
ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment 


J$-Motion for Substitution of Judge: L jight /l _ 0 for Cause ,-
17 I ljt' /-' --.r ,J,h,-A.>-.r-{AM ~~,,,, '1-'1./ 


IFDLED 
'JUL--! 2015 


0 Recusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): kATHERINE M. KEEFE 
IRcHENRV CIY-CJR. tut. 


D Other: ____ -'--------------------·_-·_---_-_-_ 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that' pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


_ --5-\ail) ?:l ao J\_) \\ .. \2.t) , @ D ,o a-\ ~am 
. Assigned to th~ UJ\ D \ · _ Division, Courtroom dQ l.\ · 


- (Judge t'-\ic:.b3e \:-I Ca\d,J.., 1 )e\\ • CUITently assigned to that division/cowtroom) 


D Assigned to the Honorable ____________________ _ 


D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outs· e of 


Dated: 7 l2 I\~ 


See .A-\\ac\---ec\ 
5e{ 'i 'c.e. L,~ 


:;,r'. 


Proof of Service 
The midcrsigncd a:rtifics that a copy of 


the forgoing document was served upon all 
parties of m:ord by~ of n;iail, rax·or 
hand dc!ivery on: 7 / "2./ 1. f") -A9n u o \~c1 


-------------------------------~ 







Service List • 


Matthew R Henderson 
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLC 
222 N. LaSalle St 
Chicago, IL 60601 


John Duffy & Zach T. Bowles 
Donohue Brown Mathewson & Smyth LLC 
140 S Dearborn St Suite 800 
Chicago, IL 60603 


William B Oberts 
Tribler Orpett & Meyer P.C. 
225 W Washington Suite 1300 
Chicago, IL 60606 


Elizabeth Wakeman 
Botto Gehris & Lancaster 
970 McHenry Ave 
Crystal Lake, IL 60014 


Daniel F Konicek 
Konicek & Dillon 
21 W State St 
Geneva, IL 60134 


Kimberly A. Popovich 
PO Box 1264 
McHenry, IL 60051 







IN THE .UIT COURT OF THE 22ND CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


KIMBERLY POPOVICH ) 
vs ) Case No. 15LA 78 


£FDLIED 
SEP t-62015 
!CATHERINE M. KEEFE. 


ZUKOWSKI, ROGERS, FLOOD ) MoHENR\' CTY. CIR. CLIC:. 


and McARDLE, ET AL ) 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


D Motion for Substitution of Judge: D by Right D for Cause 


t{RecusaVJudicial Conflict (Reason): J!,dl'l),,.,!J~t-'C _/J/l.llC77t).sf gSG,f.,,l,1M.L-'-J QC('o,l,o" JZ,06,< 


D Other: --------------------------------


IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the Chief Judge fo reassignment. 


Dated: CJ /1 v // J 
JUDGE 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


D Assigned to the Division, Courtroom ------------------ -----
(Judge _________________ _, currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


D Assigned to the Honorable _________________________ _ 


'01:ase transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside of McHenry 


Dated: ____ ....,_,__ ___ _ 


Proof of Setvice 
The undenipecl certifies that a capy of 
the forgoing document was ser,ed upon all 
panics of record by way of mail, fax or 
band deli.ay oo: 







IN THE c-UIT COURT OF THE 22ND runL CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


KIMBERLY POPOVICH ) 
vs ) Case No.15LA78 


!FD LED 
SEP l1 l015 


ZUKOWSKI, ROGERS, FLOOD ) 
and McARDLE, ET AL ) 


KATHERINE M. KEEFE 
McHENRY CTY, CIR. CUC. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


D Motion for Substitution of Judge: D by Right D for Cause 


~ecusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): _____________________ _ 


D Other: --------------------------------


IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the C • Judge for reassignment. 


Dated:~ 11, z._o I'> 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


D Assigned to the __________________ Division, Courtroom ___ _ 


(Judge-----------------~ currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


D Assigned to the Honorable _________________________ _ 


/ Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside of McHenry County. 


Dated: ¥4' 17, z.o,r 


Proof of Scmce 
The undersigpcd certifies that I copy of 
dx: forgoing docmnem WIS served upon alJ 
parties of rceord by way of mail, fax or 
hand delMfY on: 







• 
M.R. 898 


INTHE 


1vi..rtl6 
fl D ll.. E: D 
SEP·J8 2015 
KA!HERIN£ M ICEEFe 


McHENRY CTY. CIR. cue. 


SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 
Assignment of Out-of-Circuit Judge 


On the request of Honorable Michael J. Sullivan, Chief Judge of the Twenty-Second 
, Judicial Circuit, that a judge of another judicial circuit be assigned to hear McHenry County case 


In the matter of Kimberly Popovich, vs. Zukowski, Rogers, Flood & McArdle, et al., Defendant, 
Case No. 15-LA-78 and the Supreme Court having determined Jhat the_public necessity so 
requires: 


IT IS ORDERED that the Chief Judge of the Twenty-Third Judicial Circuit shall assign a 
judge of the Twenty-Third Judicial Circuit to preside over this request; and, further, the Chief 
Judge of the Twenty-Third Judicial Circuit shall have administrative authority over all matters 
associated with the request to the same extent as a case of the Twenty-Third Judicial Circuit. 


Dated this 28th day of September, 2015 


Chief Justice, Supreme Court of Illinois 


I, Carolyn Taft Grosboll, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the State of Illinois, and keeper of 
the records, files and Seal thereof, do hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of an 
Assignment Order filed in this office on the 28th day of ·•. septemher • , 2015. 


[SEAL] Supreme Court of Illinois 


IN WITNESS WH EOF, I have hereunto 
subscribed my name and affixed the Seal of said 
Court this 28th day of September , 2015. 







Paul Dulberg

Separator
Intentionally Blank







IN THE c9CUIT· COUR; OF THE 22ND JUDL CIRCUIT • 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


) 
) 
) 


Case No. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE FI LE D 


Reason for Reassignment MAR 18 • 2017 


,lotion for Substitution ofJudge: D by Right for Cause KATHERINE M. KEEFE 
McHENRY CTY, CIR. CLK, 


Recusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): ___ ....;__ ________________ _ 


_____________________________ _ 


. IT IS ORDERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the C • f Judge for reassigmri.ent 


~:sM f; 11 


ORJ)ER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office of the ChiefJudge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


XAssigned ---:; 
(Judge J}. ~;=- · 


Division, Courtroottl 3 5 7 
• currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


D Assigned'tlleHonorable (J~ • ------------------------
D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge outside ofMcHe 


Dated: 


Proof' ofSc:mcc 
The ~cenilies1batacopy of 
die forgoing clocamcat was sem:d upo11 all 
parties of RCOnl by way of mail, fax or 
had deli-vay oza: 







. . 
IN THE ~CUIT COURT OF~ 22Nn JUDL CIRCUIT 


McHENRY COUNTY, JLLINOIS 


P+, ) 
vs ) CaseNo. /w LV cl&; s p~ ) 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE . • 
• • FILEb 


_ Reason for R.eassigoment: APR -
_· 2017 


D Motiori for Substitution of Judge: D by Right for Cause ~Efl/NE M. ICEEFE • 
RY C'JY. CIR, CUC. 


~ecusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): ___________________ _ 


Other. -·--------------------..---------


ITIS ORDERED, that the above entitled case is referred to 1he ofli~e Chief Judge 7ent. 


Dated:. 4/3 fa-oq . G . 


This cause being ~ferred to the office of the Chief Judge for random selection of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant assignment by the office of the Chief Judge thi~ cause is reassigned for 


D Assigned to the • Division, Courtroom ----------~----------- -~--
- (Judge · . - • • 


XAssigned to the Honorable 


f 


~-- ------------ -· ____ _.:._____;~--------~------------------~ 







Paul Dulberg

Separator
Intentionally Blank







IN THE•= CO!JRT OF THE 22ND mtl::w. CIRCUIT • ~. L ilt I>\ I 


McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS . AUG'a 1 20tB ' 


"'7"!. I 'I ..,CHENR'( CTy "'·: KEEFE 
• • • ..KAT'HERINE· • 


• .J not,,A"i" • ro?0 VJJ. h ) . -c,R.ct"· 


• , ) CaseNo. J?/1J?,·i/(J-1f 
• . ) . . /-<tAJ<l~o/ PcpoJtd, _-_ _ __ • • _ • . . _ . 


ORDER.OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBS'ITl'U110N OF JUDGE 


Reas~ for ~sigmnent: 
. . 


0 Motion for Subst:ifution of Jud.,,ae: 0 by Right O for Cause • . ~-. \. 


• ')& • • • • J A • -4--5: J t:c,u___,. ,~--. •. . • --- • .~, . . ( Recnsalllndicial Conflict ~m.i): _7.J,C,.~;L.1- . ..:i.~c:z- ll=--,___::;_~---'-~-~~:...::..._ ..=J.--P'I-~~~ 


Other: . • • 
., 


IT IS ORDERED: that.the above entitled:case is referred to the office of the Chief Judge for reas~gnmerrt. 


.•• • •3/. !iJ/f' ~-. . ~--. .· -~ 
Dated: --,,;;ac:t::e~ !!::I~- • • \. • 


· · • • . , . . • ruDGE • • 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This canse being referred to the office of the Chief Jud.,o-e for random selectrtm of a judge; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that pursuant to assignment by the office of the Chief Judge this cause is reassigned for 


s-\-a-h..R,) St\cl--em be< •. \ k) I .2-a)·,6 a+ ,q: ooArn 
-~ Assigned fu the ~· \ '-J· \ \ • • Ifuision, Courtroom ;)i() \ 
• (Judge =rr:omas. A, ~er ~assignedtothatdivision/courtroam) 


' D As~ed to .the Honorable ---"---------------
Case transferre·d to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a judge o ~--e-of.1.v~~-'.1;1.J.L -~-u,l! 


Dated: • f/4 . "31 , ~o)· 


---. lhomas • .J. • ~Ofb '\J 1 ch· . 
. oL-nC:i w. r;:\m wtetc 


\\f\e, \-\mr~) ) \ L f:/jOSO 
l'l'oofafSemce 


'IhcUDd=igncd ccrti:fics !hat a cuyy af 
1hc :1mgoiug documCitw.is scrvi:d upon an 


... · == ~.= by:way C 
. <J:30}{l{}M 't:>Ttfo~ard 







ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBS"i.TI 0TION OF JUDGE 


Reason for .Reassignment: 


0 Motion for S~on of Judge: 0 by Right D for Cause 


)4' RecmaJ/Judicial Conflict (Reason):_ • ....;J' 6,____,;..;-=o=w::;_· .;;:_S____;,~~o ,,...__;,-J:':...:::~'---,~/);...<C.'M.=-//.....;;/_~ _ _s:;;__ __ 
7 • 


Other:---:.·------------------·-·_-_--_._ 


IT IS OIU>ERED: that the above entitled case is referred to the office of the Chief Judge for reassignment. 


Dated:~ _ ___,___ _ C ,<-~~~ 
ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


This cause being referred to the office ~f the Chief Judge for random selection of a imft,ae; IT IS HEREBY 
ORDERED that"purswmt to asfilgmDent by the ·office of the Chief Judge this cause iii reassigned for 


.-5-h:Jh;5) ~{)\te\'Y\ bc__v q _I· 20\~ a+-q :ooA~ 
~edtoth~ G,\"\]\ \ , • _Division,C~urtroom .2D-~. 


(Judge M ,rba:e\· ~; obrn '-:e. \ currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


D Assigned to the Honorable ____________________ _ 


D Case transferred to the Chief Judge for reassignment of a~~,$ 


lO~ 2l~ }(a 


~- TuDYYIC6 ~--~D\Ji·ch. 
31-\\ b w. t=-\ YY\ s-¾d 
• Mc\-\oo(-41 \L· 600-CSo 


\<3m6-er\'i 'Pa()~,c\r'\ 
NlDZ. N. wa\-\S\ll(E:.,, * 
~b'y\nSD\J(~, \~ bOOS\ 


PioofafScmcc 
The undnsiguaf certifies that a cq,y af 


tbc filrggiDg docamcntwas served upon an 
=~!byw:ayaf11b~1-t lo 
n$.nna :as, a.LJ'tid 





		2023-12-29_11DV000324_KIM POPOVICH vs THOMAS POPOVICH_ORDERS OF RECUSAL (dragged)

		2023-12-29_12LA000326_MCDONALD vs POPOVICH_ORDERS OF RECUSAL

		2023-12-29_15CV000265_STATE OF ILLINOIS vs THOMAS POPOVICH_ORDERS OF RECUSAL (dragged)

		2023-12-29_15LA000078_KIM POPOVICH vs THOMAS POPOVICH-et al_ORDERS OF RECUSAL (dragged)

		2023-12-29_16MR400_THOMAS POPOVICH VS KIMBERLY POPOVICH_ORDERS OF RECUSAL (dragged)







































Date : 1/6/2024 11:52:32 AM
From : "Alphonse Talarico" 
To : "Paul Dulberg" , "Paul Dulberg" , "T Kost" 
Subject : Preamble


Gentlemen, 
Please use the word "Preamble".
PREAMBLE: Much of the matter that follows can be characterized as fraud by officers of the 
court. Currently there are nine (9) related ARDC investigations pending (#2023INO2517, 
#2023INO2518, #2023INO3135, #2023INO3136, #2023INO3894-R, #2023INO, 2023INO3898-R, 
#2023INO3897-R, 2023INO3895-R, #2023 INO3896-R), two (2) submitted Judicial Inquiry Board 
"Complaints against a Judge," and one (1) Judiciary Inquiry Board "Complaint  against a Judge" 
that was unable to be processed because the individual named is no longer an active Illinois 
state court judge.
The events of this matter occurred over a period of time in excess of 14 years and the Record 
on Appeal , with at least two known dates missing from the file, is currently equal to or greater 
than two thousand six hundred and sixty pages (2660).
This matter was hampered not only by the fraud by officers of the court but also by the 
traumatic life events that befell Plaintiff/Appellant Paul Dulberg but also his attorney as follows:


1. the unexpected death of key witness, lifelong friend and live-in caretaker Michael Mc
Artor;


2. the disappearance of, false arrest and medieval interrogations , imprisonment and, by
law, lack of the ability to consult with an attorney, nor contact  anyone of
Plaintiff/Appellant's  attorney Alphonse A. Talarico's fiancé during a scheduled stopover
in Tokyo, Japan on the way to O'Hare International Airport, Illinois.


The Appellate Court was made aware of each traumatic life event through motions for 
extension of time and other related and consequential motion practice but culminated in the 
order that ended this matter before the Appellate Court. (A         )
The history of this matter are as follows:
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Date : 8/23/2023 3:41:16 PM
From : "Paul Dulberg" 
To : "Alphonse Talarico" 
Cc : "Tom Kost" 
BCc : "Paul Dulberg" 
Subject : Fwd: DOJ
Attachment : U.S. DoJ_US Att Office N.D. of Ill W. Div_ Dulberg v. Colvin, No. 15 C 50219 
(N.D. III.) LTR-Flash Drive of Doc. 8 Administrative Record.pdf; ATT00002.bin; 
I forgot to mention that I am only able to view the contents of the drive pictured on page 2.


I cannot save, copy or print any of it.


It does not work on apple/Macintosh, I was only able to launch the program on it to view the file 
on a windows operating system.


I was instructed to keep the letter with the flash drive as verification for authenticity and only 
allow others to view it with me present and never allow anyone to keep the drive.


How do we use/present this to the Judge if the medical information is locked on the DOJ flash 
drive due the the federal court ordered seal?


Begin forwarded message:


From: Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net>
Subject: DOJ
Date: August 23, 2023 at 3:19:09 PM CDT
To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>











If found contact: 
8 3-705-5533 


16GB 3.0 


' 





		Exhibit BO_2023-08-23_1541-16__Paul Dulberg_ _Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net__Fwd_ DOJ

		U.S. DoJ_US Att Office N.D. of Ill W. Div_ Dulberg v. Colvin, No. 15 C 50219 (N.D. III.) LTR-Flash Drive of Doc. 8 Administrative Record












SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION SUBMITTED TO THE ARDC OF DULBERG’S EFFORTS TO 
NOTIFY THE ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT (THROUGH THE ARDC) AND PRESIDING JUDGES 
OF THE CLINTON-GOOCH-POPOVICH NETWORK OF FRAUD ON THE COURT SINCE FIRST 
DISCOVERING IT (IN OCTOBER, 2022)


Group Exhibit 49 contains the timeline of Dulberg’s first discovery of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich fraud on 
court and of Dulberg’s efforts over more than 1 year to notify presiding Judges and the Illinois Supreme Court 
(through the ARDC) of fraud on the court. Visual Aid 24 helps see how the timeline shows Dulberg’s efforts over 
more than 1 year to notify the Illinois Supreme Court (through the ARDC) after first discovering the fraud.


The timeline provides detailed evidence of the following:
• Dulberg first discovered that Clinton and Williams suppressed large numbers of documents to benefit the


opposing party between October 22 and October 28, 2022.
• Thomas Kost required about 90 pages of handwritten notes and around-the-clock effort over 6 days to


“reverse engineer” and map the sophisticated system of document and information suppression that Clinton
and Williams used against Dulberg.


• About one week later on November 4, 2022 Clinton and Williams appeared in court in 17LA377 to address a
subpoena they were issued.


• On November 9, 2022 Dulberg sent a folder of documents called document_suppression_smoking_gun to
Alphonse Talerico.  The folder contained a detailed description of how documents were suppressed.


• The suppressed documents favor the defendants.  Clinton-Williams were collaborating with opposing
counsel to sabotage Dulberg’s case (which is why the author used the term “smoking gun” to name the
folder).


• Dulberg sent Alphonse Talerico drafts of an ARDC Complaint to file on Clinton and Williams less than 1
week later.


• The timeline demonstrates that Dulberg has made repeated efforts since November, 2022 to notify the ARDC
and presiding Judges of the sophisticated system of document and information suppression that Clinton and
Williams used against Dulberg.


• In December 8, 2022 Dulberg filed a complaint against the Baudins.


After the events listed above, the following events occurred:
• On February 1, 2023 defendants Popovich and Mast were dismissed from the case based on 2 year SoL


argument. The Judge stated that Dulberg ‘should have known or inquired’ during the time Dulberg was
represented by Popovich and Mast, Balke, and the Baudins.


• On May 25, 2023 defendants were dismissed from the case based on 2 year SoL argument. The Judge stated
that Dulberg ‘should have known or inquired’ during the time Dulberg was represented by Clinton-Williams
and Gooch-Walczyk.


• On August 29, 2023 the Baudin defendants were dismissed from the case based on 2 year SoL argument.
The Judge stated that Dulberg ‘should have known or inquired’ during the time Dulberg was represented by
Clinton-Williams and Gooch-Walczyk.


• When 17LA377 was appealed the issue of collaboration between Clinton-Williams and opposing counsel was
never raised. We were told we could not raise the issue.


• We are also being told that if 17LA377 appeal is brought before the Supreme Court we will not be able to
raise the issue of the 9 ARDC complaints we have filed about fraud on the mechanism of the court itself
during 17LA377.


Group Exhibit 49 shows (document by document) the many ways that Dulberg tried to raise these issues since 







first discovering them in October, 2022. Despite these many efforts the issues were never raised before any 
presiding Judge. Throughout the timeline Dulberg was asking his attorney the questions shown in the table 
below:


REPORTING FRAUD WITNESSED DURING LITIGATION IN ILLINOIS COURTS  
(ACCORDING TO ILLINOIS PROTOCOL)


FOR CLIENT FOR ATTORNEY


CASE 1: �How does client raise issue of fraud 
committed during litigation by opposing 
counsel?


CASE 1: �How does attorney raise issue of fraud 
committed during litigation by opposing 
counsel? 


1) Follow Himmel Rule: �Through ARDC (only 
authorized agent of Supreme 
Court) promptly


CASE 2: �How does client raise issue of fraud 
committed during litigation by ones own 
attorney or former attorney to sabotage 
case?


CASE 2: �How does attorney raise issue of fraud 
committed during litigation by client’s former 
attorney to sabotage case? 


1) Follow Himmel Rule: �Through ARDC (only 
authorized agent of Supreme 
Court) promptly


CASE 3: �How does client raise issue of fraud of 
collusion during litigation between ones 
own atty and opposing counsel?


CASE 3: �How does attorney raise issue of fraud of 
collusion during litigation between client’s 
former atty and opposing counsel? 


1) Follow Himmel Rule: �Through ARDC (only 
authorized agent of Supreme 
Court) promptly


We are not attorneys.  We do not know how to answer the questions in red.  It is clear that an Illinois attorney 
must follow the Himmel Rule in cases 1, 2 and 3. We have tried to raise these issues from November, 2022 to the 
present (as documented in the timeline).  We were told we could not raise these issues to a presiding Judge and 
we are still being told we cannot raise these issues. Perhaps it is true.  


It does not seem reasonable for us to be asked to endure fraud in the court that we know is happening as it 
happens and not inform any presiding Judge.  I will cite 3 examples:


1) a high stakes poker game
2) children playing together
3) criminal rape


If during a high stakes poker game a person was caught cheating during a hand, the game would (most probably) 
be stopped immediately and the cheating would be dealt with before anything else. It is not sensible to ask 
those who were being cheated to finish the hand as if the cheating was not happening, and then to deal with the 
cheating at some later date.


Even groups of children playing a game tend to call out a cheater at the time the cheating is detected.  They 
wouldn’t allow a known cheater to gain significant advantage during a game and then “deal with it later”, only 
after the game is won or lost.


As for rape, it is not possible for us to believe that the act should only be confronted after allowing the rapist 
time to finish the act of rape.  Prompt intervention in an act of ‘newly discovered’ and ongoing rape is instinctive 







common sense and common decency.


The timeline shows that Dulberg has made repeated attempts to treat evidence of collusion with opposing 
attorney as a “front-burner” issue since first discovering it. The timeline shows that Dulberg’s attorney has treated 
evidence of collusion with opposing counsel as a “back-burner” issue.  This is what the timeline shows month 
after month for around 15 months.  Dulberg is constantly trying to place evidence of collusion with opposing 
counsel on the “front-burner” (and bring it to the attention of a Judge).  Alphonse Talerico is constantly pushing 
it to a “back-burner” (and taking no interest in bringing evidence of collusion to the attention of a Judge).  


We question this because of the examples of cheating in poker, or how children will call out a ‘cheater’ when 
caught, or the example of rape cited earlier. We have never understood why evidence of collaboration between 
Clinton-Williams and opposing counsel was repeatedly pushed to a “back-burner” by Dulberg’s own attorney 
for the last 15 months. We do not know if or when Alphonse Talerico filed his own ARDC complaints (so we do 
not know if he violated the Himmel rule). We have reason to believe that Alphonse Talerico only filed his own 
ARDC complaints sometime after September 28, 2023 (in response to seeing our website online) but we do not 
know for sure.


We are certain that we have never been given a legally coherent explanation as to why a presiding Judge should 
not be informed of evidence of collusion between opposing attorneys that strongly influences the case over  
which they are issuing orders. We are certain of this because the timeline does not have a single document which 
provides a legally coherent explanation. In fact, we couldn’t not find any explanation at all given to Dulberg in 
the whole timeline.  


For the reasons stated above Dulberg is using an approach coined by Reagan and Gorbachev called “Trust 
but Verify”.  Applying Reagan’s maxim here, Dulberg is providing an open detailed timeline (with supporting 
evidence) to both the ARDC and to the general public of:


(a) when and how Dulberg first learned of the Clinton-Williams system of document and information 
suppression and collaboration with opposing counsel to sabotage Dulberg’s case 
 (b) efforts Dulberg has made since then to notify presiding Judges and the proper authorities about the 
system of document and information suppression we discovered.


Thank you for your help with this matter and feel free to contact us if you need any additional information or 
have any specific questions.


/s/ Paul Dulberg
Paul Dulberg


/s/ Thomas Kost
Thomas Kost
Full Trustee of the Paul R. Dulberg Revocable Trust
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ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ILLINOIS ATTORNEY ALPHONSE TALARICO 
ARDC #6184530, PART 1


We have submitted 9 ARDC Complaints to date:
Edward X. Clinton No. 2023IN02517 (submitted on July 27, 2023)
Julia C. Williams No. 2023IN02518 (submitted on July 27, 2023)
Thomas J. Popovich No. 2023IN03135 (submitted on September 15, 2023)
Hans Mast No. 2023IN03136 (submitted on September 15, 2023)
Brad J. Balke No. 2023IN03894-R (submitted on November 8, 2023)
Kelly Baudin No. 2023IN03898-R (submitted on November 8, 2023)
William Randall Baudin II No. 2023IN03897-R (submitted on November 8, 2023)
Thomas W. Gooch No. 2023IN03895-R (submitted on November 8, 2023)
Sabina Walczyk-Sershon No. 2023IN03896-R (submitted on November 8, 2023)


We’ve also produced the following 5 documents which describe basically the same things as the 
ARDC complaints and have full hyperlink features to all exhibits:


Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178 During Popovich-Mast Representation
Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178 During Balke Representation
Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178 During Baudins Representation
Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 During Gooch-Walczyk Representation
Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 During Clinton-Williams Representation


All 5 documents linked above have exhibits placed in a shared single folder.


What happened to Dulberg can be seen as a systematic violation of the Himmel rule. It is a 
mutual agreement among a group of Illinois attorneys to violate the Himmel rule together that 
allows a network like this to function.


Unfortunately, evidence points to our recent attorney following the same general pattern and 
practice as the ones listed above. Alphonse Talarico (who abruptly resigned as counsel under 
quite strange circumstances just after he was asked whether he was in violation of the Himmel 
Rule in this email thread and continued in this email thread) was also working in violation of 
the Himmel Rule to jeopardize his client’s cases against the attorneys listed above. Over more 
than 15 months it has (unfortunately) become apparent to us that our attorney was doing all he 
could to keep the knowledge of the Clinton-Williams document and information suppression 
system (described in the ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams) 
away from any presiding Judge and away from the ARDC. We recently discovered that our 
attorney Alphonse Talarico has been violating the Himmel Rule for some time. This is the 6th 
consecutive Illinois law firm to work to sabotage the just claims of their own permanently 
disabled client. 
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TABLE 21 below compares strategies and methods used by 5 consecutive law firms retained 
by Dulberg 


ATTORNEY STRATEGY METHODS


Popovich & Mast
Personal Injury Case


Plaintiff’s attorney 
intentionally 


weakens or sabotages 
plaintiff’s case


Destruction and concealment of evidence 


Forged signatures


Staged depositions (depositions with no actual court reporter present)


Knew defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury


Worked in violation of federal bankruptcy court automatic stay to force a settlement against 
client’s wishes


Represented a client when they knew client  had no standing as plaintiff in court


Tried to put a cap of $50,000 on the remaining case


(Described in “Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178”)


Balke
Personal Injury Case


Plaintiff’s attorney 
intentionally 


weakens or sabotages 
plaintiff’s case


Knew defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury


Worked in violation of federal bankruptcy court automatic stay to force a settlement against 
client’s wishes


Represented client when they knew client had no standing as plaintiff in court


Tried to put a cap of $50,000 on the remaining case


The Baudins
Personal Injury Case


Plaintiff’s attorney 
intentionally 


weakens or sabotages 
plaintiff’s case


Forgery


Knew defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury


Worked in violation of federal bankruptcy court automatic stay to force a settlement against 
client’s wishes


Represented client when they knew client had no standing as plaintiff in court


Placed a cap of $300,000 on the remaining case


Gooch
Legal Malpractice Case


Plaintiff’s attorney 
intentionally 


weakens or sabotages 
plaintiff’s case


Said he would file lawsuit in 7 days but actually filed more than 11 months later


Gooch law office did not even scan client’s files into digital form for 6 months


Knew defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury


Suppression of information on bankruptcy, Baudin and Popovich negligence


Filed 2 complaints which intentionally included a ‘trap door’ to allow defendants to get out 
of the case on 2-619 and 2-615 summary judgment


(Described in “Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 During Gooch Representation”)


Clinton & 
Williams


Legal Malpractice Case


Plaintiff’s attorney 
intentionally 


weakens or sabotages 
plaintiff’s case


Massive and sophisticated suppression of key evidence and information during pleadings and 
discovery document disclosure process


Knew defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury


(Described in this document)


All successive attorneys to the same (fully disabled) client used the same overall strategy:  To 
intentionally weaken or sabotage their own client’s case. All three personal injury attorneys 
retained by Dulberg acted in violation of the automatic stay.  All three personal injury attorneys 
continued to appear in the 22nd Judicial Circuit Court (which operated for approximately 25 
months in violation of the automatic stay) claiming to represent Dulberg (who had no standing 
as plaintiff). All 3 personal injury attorneys made efforts (in orange font) to place a cap on the 
remaining case without having any authority from the Bankruptcy Court to do so. 


1 � TABLE 2 was provided in the following documents already submitted to the ARDC: 
ARDC Complaint Against Julia C. Williams and Edward X. Clinton, Chapter 3, page 141 and 
ARDC Complaint Against Thomas W. Gooch  and Sabina Walczyk, page 3
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Both legal malpractice attorneys suppressed all information of the actions of all 3 PI law firms 
(in colored font in Table 2) from Dulberg, from the 17LA377 Common Law Record and from 
17LA377 Reports of Proceedings


All five law firms (3 personal injury law firms and 2 legal malpractice law firms) knew or could 
have easily discovered that the personal injury defendant (who was operating the chainsaw that 
injured Dulberg) Gagnon effectively admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury as of early 
March, 2013. None of the attorneys of the 5 law firms ever informed Dulberg of this. The original 
defendant and operator of the chainsaw, Gagnon, admitted to being negligent for Dulberg’s 
injury:


about 10 months before Dulberg was fraudulently coerced with forged documents into 
settling with the McGuires, principals for their agent Gagnon.


about 21 months before Dulberg declared bankruptcy.


about 39 months before any binding mediation agreement with Gagnon was mentioned. 


about 40 months before any cap was placed on any binding mediation award from 
Gagnon.


There was no reason for any of these activities to take place if the defendant who operated the 
chainsaw already admitted to being negligent. 


Alphonse Talarico, Dulberg’s current attorney, became the 6th successive Illinois law firm to 
attempt to sabotage Dulberg’s cases (to benefit everyone listed in Table 2 among others). Table 2 is 
now incomplete unless it is updated to include Talarico in the row just after ‘Clinton & Williams’. 
Talarico also acted to benefit opposing counsel Flynn by never raising the issue to the ARDC that 
Flynn was caught in the act of collaborating with opposing counsel. 


a) Did Alphonse Talarico violate the Himmel Rule?  Yes


b) Did Alphonse Talarico violate the Himmel Rule to benefit his own client?  No


c) Did Alphonse Talarico violate the Himmel Rule to benefit opposing parties?  Yes


d) Did Mr Talarico violate the Himmel Rule knowingly?  Yes


e) Did Mr Talarico violate the Himmel Rule accidentally?  No


f) Did Talarico receive payment from his client while violating the Himmel Rule to 
benefit opposing parties?  Yes. Hundreds of thousands of dollars in payment


The main beneficiaries of Alphonse Talarico violating the Himmel Rule are:


Hans Mast


Thomas J. Popovich


Kelly Baudin
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William Randall Baudin II


Thomas W. Gooch


Sabina Walczyk-Sershon


Edward X. Clinton


Julia C. Williams


George Flynn


(These are most all the same people against whom we filed ARDC complaints but were being 
benefited by our own attorney.)


In the case of Himmel, he acted in a way which ultimately benefited his client and Himmel did 
not accept payment from the client for his work. Yet Himmel received a 1 year suspension of 
his license. Talarico received hundreds of thousands of dollars from his client while Talarico’s 
violations of the Himmel Rule benefited all those who did harm to his client Dulberg.


DULBERG’S FIRST DISCOVERY THAT HIS CURRENT ATTORNEY HAS VIOLATED 
THE HIMMEL RULE TO BENEFIT OPPOSING PARTIES


On January 5, 2024 Dulberg submitted the following document to the ARDC:


Supplemental to 9 ARDC complaints_Dulberg’s efforts to raise issue of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich 
fraud on court to presiding judge.pdf


Our experiences from January 5, 2024 to the time this complaint was submitted to the ARDC 
on January 22, 2024 confirmed the suspicions expressed on the document linked above. We 
now have a large body of evidence that our recent attorney, Alphonse Talarico, is indeed the 
6th consecutive Illinois law firm retained by Dulberg to collaborate with opposing counsel to 
sabotage Dulberg’s claims. The evidence is presented in this complaint (part 1) and in parts 2 and 
3 of this complaint which will be submitted to the ARDC soon.


On January 8, 2024 Dulberg prepared and submitted a Supreme Court Petition to the Illinois 
Supreme Court.


On January 9, 2024 the Supreme Court Petition was rejected and Alphonse Talarico notified 
Dulberg that the clerk needed a few things changed before the clerk could accept the petition.


On January 14, 2024 Alphonse Talarico abruptly resigned as Dulberg’s counsel. 
 
The following online folder contains a detailed timeline of when Dulberg first became aware of 
the sophisticated system of document and information suppression Clinton and Williams were 
using to sabotage Dulberg’s case:
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Group Exhibit 49_Dulberg’s discovery and efforts to notify Judges of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich 
fraud on court/


The following Visual Aid helps see groups of key events that took place in the timeline and it 
helps see the relation of each of these events to the others:


Visual Aid 24 - Timeline of discovery and raising issue of fraud during litigation.png


When Talarico was repeatedly asked to provide detailed notes and records of the clerk’s 
instructions, Talarico provided only a single short email and a voicemail from the clerk which 
Talarico implied contained the entire detailed summary of the clerk’s instructions to him.


At the time Talarico abruptly resigned as counsel on January 14, 2024, Talarico never provided 
any explanation of why Talarico himself did not simply follow the instructions in his short email 
and successfully resubmit the petition to the Supreme Court by himself.


In previous documents submitted to the ARDC we described a simple approach that could be 
taken to sabotage the case of a permanently disabled client following these simple steps:


1) ‘Bury key evidence’


2) ‘Bury fraud’


3) ‘Bury troublesome issues’


4) ‘Set up 2 year SoL escape hatch for opposing counsel’


5) to 12) ‘Choke client’


13) ‘Run for cover stories’


The fraudulant concealment used against Dulberg was so pervasive and was done by so many 
officers of the court that we have compiled lists of tables to help keep track of it all: linked here. 


The following linked Tables shows that the same patterns and practices are central to all of 
Dulberg’s cases:  Fraud Chart by case  and Fraud Chart by attorney


Note how in the column labeled  ‘1’ (‘bury key evidence’) Talarico became the newest attorney 
retained by Dulberg who ‘buried key evidence’ to sabotage Dulberg’s claims. Talarico did this 
by violating the Himmel Rule to knowingly allow fraud on the court to take place while never 
raising the evidence of fraud on the court with any presiding Judge (‘bury fraud’). At the same 
time Talarico did not report the evidence of fraud on the court to the ARDC until he had to much 
later (in October, 2023, about 1 year after he was given detailed information about Clinton and 
Williams collaborating with opposing counsel Flynn).


Note that in the column labeled ‘13’ (‘run for cover stories’) Talarico is the newest attorney to use 
the same ‘cover story’ or ‘alibi’ of blaming his own permanently disabled client Dulberg. 
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This Visual Aid shows how Talarico ‘set up 2 year SoL escape hatches’ for defendants by violating 
the Himmel Rule and keeping the information of fraud on the court and collaboration between 
opposing counsels away from any presiding Judge and out of the ROP and Common Law Record. 
The Visual Aid shows how defendant after defendant was let out of their respective cases (marked 
in red) due to the claim that the 2 year statutes of limitations had expired (in red) while Talarico 
kept the information of how Clinton and Williams collaborated with opposing counsel and used 
a sophisticated system of document and information suppression to sabotage Dulberg’s claims 
(marked in green) away from any presiding Judge and away from the ARDC.


Talarico repeatedly ‘choked client’ by not following his client’s instructions to raise the issues 
marked in green (as demonstrated in the Timeline and described in more detail later).


As the Fraud Chart reveals, techniques of ‘bury key evidence’ and ‘bury fraud’ and ‘bury 
troublesome issues’ and ‘set up escape hatch for defendants’ followed by ‘choke client’ and 
finished with ‘run for cover stories’ kept repeating over and over different cases and with 
different attorneys. Dulberg found that, in order to have any possibility of using the court system 
successfully, it is very important to understand this repeating pattern that is shown in the Fraud 
Chart and in the animated Visual Aid linked here and to learn how to defend oneself against the 
many ways a targeted victim can be attacked by their own attorney(s).


According to the pattern shown in the animated Visual Aid, fraud may never end because the 
next law firm retained can use the same overall techniques (shown in the Fraud Chart) as the ones 
before. There is no escape for the targeted victim and they will remain encircled and confused and 
subject to gaslighting and ‘hoaxes’ until their case is finally destroyed. 


From Dulberg’s personal experience this is apparently how the game is played. In order to 
have any chance to use the court system successfully, Dulberg has to be constantly viligant 
and Dulberg needs to be able to quickly defend himself against all these types of attacks by any 
attorney retained by him at any time.


As far as Dulberg could have known,  Mr Talarico was sincerely trying to help Dulberg with his 
claims against other members of the Illinois Bar.  But, as the Visual Aid shows, in this climate 
of repeating ‘hoaxes’ and ‘mind games’ played on the victim, Dulberg can never know when a 
member of the Illinois Bar will unsheath a dagger from beneath their cloak and join in with the 
‘stone-walling’ and ‘gaslighting’ to help defend all the other attorneys retained by Dulberg that 
did the same thing earlier (as shown in Table 2).   Dulberg can never truly know if or when any 
retained attorney, at any moment, will turn on him or steal from him. Dulberg has learned from 
bitter experience as the Visual Aid shows that ‘bury fraud’ and ‘choke client’ can come from 
anyone at any time. In this system, firing one attorney and retaining another won’t help since 
‘bury key evidence’ and ‘bury fraud’ can reappear in a different form through a different Illinois 
law firm at any time. ‘2 year Sol escape hatches’ can be set up for the defendants by ones own 
attorney at any time without the client ever noticing.


Even with an honest attorney it will be very difficult to ever get to a jury trial under such one-
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sided and fraudulant conditions. But Dulberg’s situation is even worse than this, because at any 
moment Dulberg’s own attorney can ‘switch sides’ and Dulberg’s chances of ever receiving a 
jury trial then become close to zero. Using the analogy of American football, the same principle 
is shown in the animated Visual Aid linked here.  This is how the game is apparently played 
according to Dulberg’s direct experience (and as shown in our mappings and Tables already 
provided to the ARDC).


HIMMEL RULE VIOLATIONS REVEAL WHEN Talarico BEGAN TO COLLABORATE 
WITH OPPOSING COUNSEL TO SABOTAGE DULBERG’S CASES


This document was submitted to the ARDC on January 5, 2024.1 At the time we did not know 
whether Talarico violated the Himmel rule or not, but we were being cautious and we felt the 
information needed to be (a) presented clearly and unambiguously to the proper authorities and 
(b) placed in a public setting.


As this email exchange demonstrates, we showed the contents of the same document to Talarico 
in the final email that triggered his abrupt resignation.


The Timeline shows that on November 9, 2022 Talarico was sent an email with the following 
folder of detailed information of exactly how Clinton and Williams suppressed documents and 
information in collaboration with opposing counsel attached:  document_suppression_smoking_
gun/


The Timeline contains evidence of the many, many times Talarico was told to act on this 
information. The client provided detailed drafts of ARDC Complaints against Clinton and 
Williams and urged Talarico to use the information over many months.


The Timeline shows that we moved to file our own ARDC Complaint against Clinton and 
Williams (marked in purple in this Visual Aid) because we grew frustrated by Talarico not doing 
anything with the information about the evidence of collaboration between opposing counsels to 
sabotage Dulberg’s case that we provided to him (marked in green).


The Timeline shows the many, many efforts we made to try to get Talarico to enter the evidence of 
collaboration between opposing counsels into a court record.


The Timeline shows that Talarico never provided Dulberg with any valid legal theory for why 
Dulberg should not inform a presiding Judge that Dulberg (and Talarico) has detailed evidence 
of collaboration between opposing counsels and evidence of the use of a sophisticated system of 
document and information suppression being used to sabotage Dulberg’s cases.


On September 1, 2023 Talarico received a string of about 14 emails from Thomas Kost that 


1 � 2024-01-05_Gmail - Supplemental to 2023IN02517, 2023IN02518, 2023IN03135, 2023IN03136, 2023IN03894-R, 
2023IN03898-R, 2023IN03897-R, 2023IN03895-R, 2023IN03896-R.pdf
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explained that the legal strategy Talarico was using is suicidal.


Talarico asked Dulberg for $10,000 as a retainer for future cases which address the issues Thomas 
Kost raised in the string of emails.


Mr Talarico received a $10,000 retainer so that he could move on the new issues raised in the 
string of emails. Thomas Kost expected the issues raised in the string of emails could be addressed 
once the $10,000 retainer was received by Talarico. After paying the money, Thomas Kost 
prepared for and waited for a meeting on these issues.


The Timeline shows that there is no communication at all after the retainer was paid until 
Talarico resigned which addressed any of the issues raised in the string of emails. Talarico never 
once discussed any of the issues raised in the string of emails after receiving the $10,000.


Talarico never discussed legal strategy of how to raise the issue of the Clinton-Williams 
sophisticated system of document and information suppression or their collaboration with 
opposing counsel Flynn to sabotage Dulberg’s claims to any presiding Judge. The following Visual 
Aid helps see how Talarico approached the issue of raising fraud on the court in practice:


Visual Aid 21 - Talarico’s Legal Strategy as a way to permanently choke his permanently disabled 
client.png


According to Talarico, an attorney cannot raise the issue of fraud taking place on the mechanism 
of the court in the current cases if an ARDC Complaint has not been filed. But after an ARDC 
complaint has been filed on the issue, Talarico informed his clients that a presiding Judge still 
cannot be told about evidence of fraud on the court which strongly influences the court. So, as the 
Visual Aid shows, if one uses Talarico’s approach there is no time that a presiding Judge can ever 
be informed about a fraud on the court mechanism which effects events in their courtroom.


This legal strategy effectively ‘chokes’ the client permanently. The client can have fraud conducted 
against them, they can have clear evidence of the fraud being conducted, but they cannot inform 
any Judge the fraud is happening. The client becomes forever ‘choked’ in fraud and they can’t do 
anything about it (if using Talarico’s approach). Following Talarico’s legal advice results in the 
client being trapped in litigation, but never being able to tell any presiding Judge about the fraud 
and collusion that the client knows is happening as sketched out here:


Visual Aid 15 - Talarico kept evidence of fraud and farce from court by violating Himmel Rule.
png


The client is never able to get past the thick barrier to inform any presiding Judge of the fraud and 
farce they know is taking place in court proceedings. The client is effectively frozen in fraud and 
farce while following Talarico’s legal advice.


The Timeline shows that in September, 2023, we grew so frustrated with how the information 
given to Talarico as early as November 9, 2022 was never acted upon that we created our own 
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public website to try to get the information out to where people can see it (shown in purple in this 
Visual Aid). Talarico informed us that he filed a complaint with the ARDC on these issues for the 
first time in October, 2023 (after the website was already online and about 1 year after the green 
region in the Visual Aid).


TIMELINE OF HOW TALARICO ‘STONE-WALLED’ THROUGH THE DRAFTING AND 
SUBMISSION OF DULBERG’S SUPREME COURT PETITION


Thomas Kost and Dulberg needed write the large majority of the Supreme Court Petition 
themselves because they had the suspicion that Talarico was going to delay until just before the 
document was due and then try to put it together in a ‘last-minute frenzy’. The record of the work 
product contained in the following folder demonstrates that the clients produced most all the 
work themselves and Talarico (their retained attorney) contributed very little to the crafting of the 
Supreme Court Petition:


Group Exhibit 52_All work product drafts of Supreme Court Petition


The following Visual Aid helps see how the work product folder is grouped:
 
Visual Aid 22 - All work product drafts of Supreme Court Petition.png


As Dulberg had anticipated, Talarico did ‘drag his feet’ and Talarico contributed very little to the 
drafting of the Supreme Court Petition (which was originally filed on time despite Talarico ‘sand-
bagging’ and contributing little to editing).


The strange email exchanges between Talarico and Dulberg leading up to when Talarico abruptly 
resigned as Dulberg’s counsel are recorded at the end of the Timeline. The following Visual Aid 
helps to see what is happening in the email exchanges:


Visual Aid 23 - Communication during preparation of Supreme Court Petition.png


The quantity of work Talarico kept asking Dulberg to do from the morning of January 9, 2024 is 
truly staggering (marked in the orange box in the Visual Aid). The yellow region in the Visual Aid 
covers the communication while preparing the Supreme Court Petition (where the client did the 
large majority of the work). The orange box marks the work that Talarico had Dulberg do alone 
after the Supreme Court Petition was first filed (on time on the evening of January 8, 2024).


In the exchanges at the end of the Timeline it is as if Talarico is treating Dulberg as an ‘employee 
paralegal’ and Dulberg is somehow soley responsible for crafting the final version of the Supreme 
Court Petition. As can be verified in the emails marked in orange in this Visual Aid, Talarico had 
Dulberg do a huge amount of work. The date and time on each email proves that Dulberg worked 
the entire time with very little sleep. It is never clear why Talarico simply assumes that these tasks 
are to be given to his permanently disabled client and it is not clear what Talarico himself is doing 
during this time. It is never clear why Talarico simply assumes that Talarico has no responsibility 
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for doing this work himself (as Dulberg’s retained attorney).


When this strange ‘employer-employee’ behavior was later pointed out to Talarico by Thomas 
Kost, Talarico inexplicably replied, “Mr. Dulberg, is a very street smart and learned individual 
who plays confused when it suits him.”


Talarico knows that the ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams 
documents example after example (in Chapter 2, Sections 2A through 2L) of Clinton and 
Williams successfully fooling, confusing, playing ‘hoaxes’ on, and tricking Dulberg repeatedly. 
Talarico has evidence of what happened to Dulberg in every ARDC Complaint we have 
submitted. Every ARDC Complaint we have submitted documents many examples of Dulberg 
being repeatedly tricked and fooled by his own attorneys. This is why Thomas Kost understood 
Talarico’s comment to be erratic and nonsensical (and potentially hostile). 


Inexplicably, we can find no written evidence or any reason why Talarico, as Dulberg’s retained 
attorney, didn’t simply follow the clerk’s instructions and finish the work himself. This may be 
the strangest part of the last communications between Talarico and Dulberg. Talarico appears 
to simply assume it is Dulberg’s job to finish the document alone. Talarico also seems to simply 
assume that it is Talarico’s job (as Dulberg’s retained attorney) to simply convey vague messages 
to Dulberg (which Talarico claims to pass on from the clerk) and then to expect Dulberg to 
execute the vague messages. 


HOW TALARICO  ‘BURIED FRAUD’ COMPARED TO HOW CLINTON-WILLIAMS 
‘BURIED FRAUD’


The parallels between what Dulberg experienced with Clinton and Williams from July 8, 2019 to 
the deposition of Hans Mast and beyond almost 1 year later are very similar with what Dulberg 
experienced with Talarico from November 9, 2022 to the current Supreme Court Petition.


TABLE 111 below shows the number of times Dulberg informed his legal malpractice attorneys 
(Gooch-Walczyk and Clinton-Williams) about “overwhelming evidence” of intentional tort or 
fraud since first discovering evidence in the first week of July, 2019:


When Informed How Informed
2019-07-08 after first 


receiving 
defendants 
document 
disclosure


email linked 
attached folder: To Julia 
documents:� _READ_ME.txt 


timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt 
questions_for_mast.txt


2019-07-22 reminding 
Williams


email linked 
attached folder: To Julia 
documents:� _READ_ME.txt 


timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt 
questions_for_mast.txt


1 � TABLE 11 was previously submitted to the ARDC on page 12 of this document:: 
Dulberg Response to Popovich Reply ARDC 2023IN03135.pdf
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2019-11-19 reminding 
Williams again


email linked
attached document: �2109-11-19_updated_timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt


2020-02-06 preparing for 
Mast deposition


email linked 
attached documents: �questions_for_mast.txt 


timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt
2020-02-08 preparing for 


Mast deposition
email linked 
attached documents: �2109-11-19_updated_timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt 


questions_for_mast.txt
2020-06-18 preparing for 


Mast deposition
email linked 
attached document: �evidence_list.txt 


questions_for_mast.txt
2020-06-24 preparing for 


Mast deposition
email sent at 1:56AM linked 
attached documents: �2020-06-23_updated_timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt
email sent at 10:05AM linked
attached documents: �2020-06-23_updated_timeline_of_mcguire_settlement.txt


2020-06-24 meeting before 
Mast deposition


At meeting Thomas Kost (after waiting about 1 year for meeting) explained to 
Clinton and Williams that there is “overwhelming evidence” that Popovich and 
Mast committed fraud and intentional tort.


From July 8, 2019 onward Dulberg told Clinton and Williams that he had “overwhelming 
evidence” that Popovich and Mast intentionally committed fraud.  Dulberg claimed to have a 
‘smoking gun’ document he found that proved intentional tort. Dulberg tried to set up a meeting 
with Clinton and Williams for about 1 year to discuss the consequences of the new discovery of 
fraud on the case. 


At the June 24, 2020 meeting Thomas Kost (after waiting about 1 year to do so) explained to 
Clinton and Williams that there is “overwhelming evidence” that Mast and Popovich committed 
intentional tort and fraud. Thomas Kost explained that the 6 points listed in the document 
evidence_list.txt provides “overwhelming evidence” that Mast and Popovich committed 
intentional tort and fraud.   Clinton made no comment after Thomas Kost explained this. 


This information was suppressed and ignored by Clinton and Williams since July 8, 2019 to the 
present.  


As is shown in ARDC Complaint Against Edward X.Clinton and Julia C. Williams, Chapter 2, 
Sections 2K and 2C, Clinton and Williams intentionally created an ‘artificial crisis’ during the 
deposition of Hans Mast around the key evidence of the certified slip copy of the Tilschner v 
Spangler decision.


The Timeline shows that Talarico was given detailed documents on exactly how Clinton and 
Williams collaborated with opposing counsel and that Talarico was given pre-drafted ARDC 
complaints to file continually since around November 9, 2022 by his client. If the number of times 
Talarico was informed in the Timeline was assembled into a Table, the Table would be much, 
much longer than Table 11 above.


HOW TALARICO INSTIGATED AN  ‘ARTIFICIAL CRISIS’
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As is documented in ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams, 
Chapter 2, Section 2K, Clinton and Williams intentionally sabotaged the Hans Mast deposition 
to favor the defendants. Talarico appeared to be using what are basically the same techniques of 
‘bury key evidence’ and ‘bury fraud’ as Clinton-Williams, intentionally attempting to create an 
‘artificial crisis’ around the filing of the Supreme Court Petition:


•	 Talarico treated the Supreme Court Petition similar to the way Clinton and Williams treated 
the deposition of Hans Mast1.


•	 The ‘smoking gun’ that Dulberg sent to Williams on July 8, 2019 is just like the ‘smoking gun’ 
that Dulberg sent to Talarico on October 9, 2022. 


•	 Just as Clinton-Williams completely ignored the ‘smoking gun’ proof given to them by 
Thomas Kost in the folder To_Julia, so Alphonse Talarico completely ignored the ‘smoking 
gun’ proof given to him by Thomas Kost in the folder _document_suppression_smoking_gun 
and violated the Himmel Rule as a result.


•	 Just as Clinton-Williams ignored the ‘smoking gun’ issue and only met with Dulberg the 
day before the Deposition of Mast, (and then intentionally omitted key evidence during the 
deposition of Mast), so Alphonse Talarico ignored the ‘smoking gun’ issue, ‘dragged his feet’ 
up to when the Supreme Court petition was due, and resigned as attorney before the Supreme 
Court Petition was successfully submitted.


Talarico seems to have violated the Himmel Rule for the last 15 months to keep the record of a 
sophisticated system of document and information supression Clinton-Williams and opposing 
counsel Flynn used against Dulberg from being reported to the proper authorities.  


Talarico then needed some ‘artificial crisis’ to somehow jeopardize the filing of the document with 
the Supreme Court. It was then that a ‘crisis’ somehow arose between what the clerk told Talarico 
to alter in the Supreme Court Petition and the Supreme Court Petition itself.


Talarico proceeded to give Dulberg a series of instructions rather than do the work himself, and 
Dulberg worked according to Talarico’s instructions very hard for the next 3 days doing what 
Talarico asked him to do (marked in an orange box in the following Visual Aid):


Visual Aid 23 - Communication during preparation of Supreme Court Petition.png


Talarico kept Dulberg working continuously from January 9, 2024 to January 11, 2024. Dulberg 
informed Talarico he hadn’t even taken a shower for days because he had been so busy following 
Talarico’s instructions day and night. After 3 days of the same behavior Dulberg grew frustrated 
and sent this linked email to Talarico, telling him to do work himself rather than simply relay 
instructions from the clerk to Dulberg and have Dulbeg do all the work.


1 � The deposition of Hans Mast is described in: 
 ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams, Chapter 2, Section 2K 
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Thomas Kost was not aware there was any ‘crisis’ emerging until some ‘event’ took place on 
January 11, 2024 between Talarico and Dulberg (which is described in their email exchanges and 
in Dulberg’s notes of what transpired between them).


Once it was clear that some kind of ‘artificial crisis’ was being triggered and Talarico claimed that 
Dulberg ‘blocked his calls’, Dulberg sent all necessary work product to Talarico and asked Thomas 
Kost to interact with Talarico to resolve any ‘crisis’.


Thomas Kost informed Talarico that all communication between them should be in writing by 
email. All remaining interactions between Talarico and Thomas Kost are in 2 email threads linked 
here and linked here. Thomas Kost was very aware of how an attorney may try to create some sort 
of ‘artificial crisis’ as a ‘cover story’ as they basically try to ‘cut ones throat’ at a critical moment. 
For this reason Thomas Kost was very careful to not give Talarico the ‘artificial crisis’ Talarico 
appeared to be trying to make. Talarico then abruptly resigned just after Thomas Kost asked 
Talarico a series of questions about possible violations of the Himmel Rule by Talarico.


Williams did something very similar just after the deposition of Hans Mast. Williams had 
Dulberg work continuously on thousands of documents between June 26, 2020 (the day after 
Mast’s deposition) until July 1, 2020, the day before Flynn filed a supplemental discovery on 
Dulberg. This work required Dulberg to individually scan documents for days. The following 
links are to emails between Williams and Dulberg from June 26, 2020 and July 1, 2020 (note that 
the total size of the email attachments requested by Williams is more than 2 gigabytes):


2020-06-26_0942 AM_RECV_Dulberg v Popovich Documents/
2020-06-26_1323 PM_RECV_Dulberg v Popovich Documents/
2020-07-01_1131 AM_SENT_Dulberg v Popovich Documents/
2020-07-01_1134 AM_SENT-1_Dulberg v Popovich Documents/
2020-07-01_1134 AM_SENT-2_Dulberg v Popovich Documents/
2020-07-01_1145 AM_SENT_Carolyn McGuire deposition with notespdf/
2020-07-01_1228 PM_SENT_Resending new pdfs of depositions with notes/
2020-07-01_1241 PM_SENT-1_Dulberg deposition with notespdf/
2020-07-01_1241 PM_SENT-2_William McGuire deposition with notespdf/
2020-07-01_1241 PM_SENT-3_McArtor deposition with notespdf/
2020-07-01_1241 PM_SENT-4_Gagnon Deposition with notespdf/
2020-07-01_1242 PM_SENT_Dulberg deposition with notespdf/


After Williams had Dulberg prepare all these documents, she never used the thousands of pages 
of documents she had Dulberg individually scan for her and she resigned as counsel less than 4 
weeks later.


What Williams did to Dulberg (described above) is similar to what Talarico did to Dulberg from 
January 9, 2024 to January 11, 2024. This Visual Aid helps see the amount of work (in the orange 
box) Talarico had Dulberg do alone beginning the morning after the Supreme Court Petition was 
submitted and the emails in which Talarico instructed Dulberg to do this work and can be viewed 
in the Timeline.
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The Mast Deposition by Clinton-Williams and the Supreme Court Petition by Talarico have the 
following features in common:


•	 Foot-dragging leading up to the moment of ‘artificial crisis’


•	 Suppression of key evidence leading into ‘crisis’


•	 Creation of ‘artificial crisis’ which keeps key evidence ‘buried’


•	 The ‘artificial crisis’ is to give the offending attorney a ‘cover story’


•	 The client is given an extraordinary amount of work to do to either keep them distracted (like 
Clinton-Williams) or to blame them for something (like Talarico)


•	 The ‘cover story’ and ‘artificial crisis’ is used to abandon the client at the critical moment that 
the client tries once again to enter ‘key evidence’ into the court records.


•	 The client will be blamed for the ‘problems’ which were intentionally created by the 
attorney(s). 


Table 13 below compares the deposition of Hans Mast and the Supreme Court Petition in more 
detail.


TABLE 13:  Intentionally Creating an ‘Artificial Crisis’ to Sabotage Client’s Claims: Clinton-
Williams Deposition of Mast and Talarico Supreme Court Petition compared


Clinton-Williams Treatment 
of Mast Deposition


Talarico Treatment of Supreme 
Court Petition


Possession of key evidence of 
fraud


sent folder: To Julia/ on July 8, 
2019


sent folder: _document_
suppression_smoking_gun/ on 
October 9, 2022


Time leading up to ‘artificial 
crisis’


about 1 year about 15 months


Number of times client 
continued to send direct 
evidence of fraud


listed in Table 11 too many times to list in a 
table. The entire record is 
contained in the Timeline
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Clinton-Williams Treatment 
of Mast Deposition


Talarico Treatment of Supreme 
Court Petition


Just before ‘artificial crisis’ ignored proof of fraud and 
‘foot-drag’ until just before the 
‘artificial crisis’. The day before 
the Mast deposition is the 
first time Clinton-Williams 
conferred with Dulberg and 
Thomas Kost (even though 
Dulberg had been asking for a 
meeting for about 1 year since 
July 8, 2019).
At the meeting Thomas Kost 
explained to Clinton and 
Williams once again that 
we were in possession of 
“overwhelming evidence” 
that Popovich and Mast 
intentionally committed fraud.
Everything Thomas Kost 
explained at the meeting was 
ignored by Williams the next 
day during the deposition


ignored proof of fraud and 
‘foot-drag’ until just before the 
‘artificial crisis’


During ‘artificial crisis’ intentionally engineered 
‘accidental technical problems’ 
during Mast Deposition and 
key evidence went missing


Described in detail in this 
document. We somehow did 
not successfully submit the 
Supreme Court Petition


During ‘artificial crisis’ put permanently disabled 
client to work shuffling 
through and arranging 
thousands of pages of 
documents


put permanently disabled 
client to work shuffling 
through and arranging 
thousands of pages of 
documents


The ‘artificial crisis’ allows for 
the continued suppression of 
key evidence and fraud


 true  true


‘Cover story’ that blames 
permanently disabled client 
for causing the ‘artificial crisis’


Dulberg is to blame.  See 
Fraud Chart, column labelled 
“13” for complete summary of 
‘cover stories’


Dulberg is to blame.  See 
Fraud Chart, column labelled 
“13” for complete summary of 
‘cover stories’


As shown in Table 13 above, Clinton-Williams and Talarico both invented an ‘artificial crisis’ to 
blame their permanently disabled client and both abandoned their permanently disabled client 
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with an intentionally engineered mess.1 As shown in the Fraud Chart in the column labeled ‘13’, 
all 6 law firms used and still use the same or very similar ‘cover stories’.


After this single email Dulberg sent to Talarico, the written record demonstrates there is a 
complete ‘Dr Jekyll-Mr Hyde’ transformation in Talarico:


•	 The Timeline proves there is not a single negative email by Dulberg or Thomas Kost toward 
Talarico before or after this single email written by Dulberg. 


•	 In fact, there is not a single negative sentence or comment in any written communication 
between Dulberg and Talarico or between Thomas Kost and Talarico since first meeting in 
November, 2020.2


•	 Therefore, over a period of around 39 months, Talarico cannot produce a single written 
exchange with Dulberg or with Thomas Kost in which Talarico can find a single sentence 
where he was insulted by Dulberg or Thomas Kost.


•	 The first and only email which Talarico can claim was personally insulting to him was written 
on January 11, 2024, 3 days after Dulberg’s Supreme Court Petition was due and after Dulberg 
alone was assigned by Talarico to all the work shown in the emails marked in the orange box 
in this Visual Aid.


•	 In this same period Talarico received hundreds of thousands of dollars from Dulberg. 


As demonstrated in the Timeline and as will be demonstrated in the compiled written history 
of communication between Dulberg and Talarico and between Thomas Kost and Talarico (to be 
released soon), there is no evidence that Talarico ever acted or expressed himself to Paul Dulberg 
or Thomas Kost in the way he did after receiving the email from Dulberg. From that moment 
onward, there is a change in Talarico’s personality that is so completely opposite to how Talarico 
behaved from November, 2020 up to that moment that the reference to a “Dr Jekyll-Mr Hyde 
transformation” is warranted.


TALARICO’S ‘COVER STORY’ FOR RESIGNING COMPARED TO THE ‘COVER STORY’ 
GOOCH USED WHILE BEING FIRED


The way Gooch was fired and the way Talarico abruptly resigned are amazingly similar. A rough 
outline of the events that led to the firing of Gooch follows:3


This text document attached to an email sent from Dulberg to Gooch included instructions to list 
the liabilities of McGuires and the liabilities of Mast in a clear and explicit way in the complaint.


1 � The intentionally engineered mess Clinton-Williams left for Dulberg is described in: 
ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams, Chapter 1


2  Compiled attorney-client communication to be released soon
3  Described in ARDC Complaint Against Thomas W. Gooch and Sabina Walczyk beginning paragraph 93







17
ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ALPHONSE TALERICO, PART 1


    


On 10/2/2018 1:06 PM Thomas Gooch replied to Dulberg by email stating:1
“>


> Mr. Duhlberg;


>


> I have your attachment and am deeply offended by it.


>


> I more upset over being ordered to call you today.  I am preparing for trial and frankly 
don’t have time to read or comment on your attempts to educate me on what legal 
malpractice is all about, I particularly don’t have time top read outdated cases on the 
elements of a legal malpractice case, nor do I have any intention of quoting the law you 
sent to me.


>


> You understand full well I’m sure that I have been doing this for a very long time, if I 
need help on understanding the law I will get from someone who knows how to do legal 
research, you and your brother don’t.


>


> If I have anymore of this authoritative comments or instructions I will have to give 
particular thought to withdrawing my appearance and letting you represent your self or 
find someone else, understand this is not an empty threat, I will tolerate any more of this.  
If I need a factual question answered and I’m sure I will in the course of this litigation 
then I will ask you but kindly stop with rudimentary research.  The Google searches of 
you and your brother are not replacements for my law license.


>


> I generally don’t have a proble3m with relatives helping out and being involved just so 
long as the client understands that the relatives involvement may waive the attorney client 
privilege.  However at this point your brother has become more the problem then helpful.  
While I can not prevent him from injecting himself into your case through you, I am no 
longer willing to have him present at conferences or communicate directly with me.


>


> At this point with everything I have going and the attitude you are displaying I have 
serious doubts as continuing to represent you.  Kindly do not communicate with my staff 
on the telephone in the manner you chose today


>


> Sincerely


>


1  Exhibit 122_2018-08-31_Dulberg vs Law Offices of Thomas J Popovich PC et a.pdf
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> Thomas W Gooch”


As described in Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 During Clinton -Williams 
Representation Clinton and Williams appear to mock their own fully disabled client by repeatedly 
mis-typing his name as “Duhlburg” (as can be seen in “Visual Aid 11 - Mocking client”)1.  Note 
that Gooch begins the letter by writing “Mr. Duhlberg”.  This appears to be a shared inside joke 
between Popovich, Mast, Gooch and Clinton and Williams.  They all mis-spelled Dulberg’s name 
the same way.


Dulberg responded by email stating2, 


“Hello Tom and Sabina,  I didn’t understand the last email I received so I need some 
clarification.  I was never rude or not courteous to you staff and your staff was always 
courteous to me.  Yesterday I talked with Nikki breifly just to confirm that the office 
received the email.  She was friendly and courteous.  I said nothing rude or offensive.


I never ordered you or anyone to call me yesterday.  I honestly don’t know why you 
believe I did.  I was not aware there was anything offensive in the attachment I sent.  As I 
read it again I still can’t see anything offensive in it.


As you know I have a permanent disability.  You may not know I am on medication to 
control pain and spasms and this medication does not allow me to focus on complex 
subjects to a prolonged time.  Since I do not understand your last email and I don’t have 
much time before appearing in court I need to know where I stand.


Are you thinking of not continuing to represent me in this case?


Are you going to submit a second amended complaint on October 10 and appear in court?


Will I be given enough time to review the complaint before it is submitted?


May I comment on it or request changes to it or ask questions about it?


I do not want to offend anyone, so I need to know what I can comment on or ask 
questions about.


I have no memory of any inappropriate behavior when talking to Nikki yesterday.  Please 
let me know how I can communicate with your staff or what I can include in an email in 
the future so you are not offended again.


Sorry if I did anything wrong.  Sincerely, Paul Dulberg ”


On October 3, 2018 Gooch replied to Dulberg’s email point by point.  Gooch responses are in red 
font.  The email3 is reproduced: 


“From: Thomas W. Gooch III gooch@goochfirm.com


1  Exhibit 124_Visual Aid 11 - Mocking client.png
2  Exhibit 122_2018-08-31_Dulberg vs Law Offices of Thomas J Popovich PC et a.pdf
3  Exhibit 122_2018-08-31_Dulberg vs Law Offices of Thomas J Popovich PC et a.pdf
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Subject: RE: from tom


Date: October 3, 2018 at 12:56 PM


To: Paul Dulberg pdulberg@comcast.net


As you know I have a permanent disability. You may not know I am on medica:on to 
control pain and spasms and this medica:on does not allow me to focus on complex 
subjects for a prolonged :me. Since I do not understand your last email and I don’t have 
much :me before appearing in court I need to know where I stand.


You seem to have been very focused when you delivered to me your research notes 
on the elements of legal malprac8ce, not that I need the wri;en lecture on what legal 
malprac8ce consists of


Are you thinking of not con:nuing to represent me in this case?


Yes I am considering withdrawing on your behalf. I need no research from you on 
legal malprac8ce answering my ques8ons on facts is helpful when I ask. I want no 
more involvement from your brother, Obviously he can talk to you all you want, I 
can’t prevent that but if I perceive further interference from him then I will have to 
re-evaluate my con8nued ability to competently represent you. I will not allow him 
to be here in my office for any purpose. “


Are you going to submit a second amended complaint on October 10 and appear in court?


We may seek an extension, we appear on court dates as a general rule always. You 
do not and have not had any court dates that require your appearance.


Will I be given enough :me to review the complaint before it is submiFed?


When I determine the complaint is in my opinion legally sufficient it gets filed, 
naturally you will get a copy of it for your records.


May I comment on it or request changes to it or ask ques:ons about it?


You, not your brother, can ask all the ques8ons you wish. I generally do not ask a 
client if a complaint is legally sufficient, nor do I want a client draFing a complaint 
that I have to sign. Most clients do not know the difference between pleading 
conclusions of law or fact, pleading evidence or the correct pleading of ul8mate 
material factual allega8ons. In as much as you have advised you are on pain 
medicine unable to “focus on complex subjects I ques8on how much you could help 
in any event. I can get a lot done when I don’t have to answer emails like this one.


I do not want to offend anyone, so I need to know what I can comment on or ask ques:ons 
about.


Making demands and lecturing me on the law are greats way to be offensive, 
likewise demanding to know when you will be called and comments about caring 
about anyone else we represent or other cases is not conducive to not offending us.


gooch”
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In the case of Talarico there was a similar strange effort to provoke Dulberg into some kind of 
‘argument’ so Talarico could ‘take offense’ and blame Dulberg for Talarico resigning as counsel. 
Just like with Gooch, Talarico refused to reply to or take seriously the rational information 
his client was presenting to him. Both Gooch and Talarico completely avoided any rational 
discussion by ‘taking offense’. Both attorneys feign emotional reactions of being ‘hurt’ or 
‘offended’ by their permanently disabled client to completely back out of answering any of their 
client’s valid questions or concerns.


Both attorneys ‘run for cover stories’ in a very similar way to avoid any direct, well-formulated 
and rational questions their client poses to them about their strategy or legal theory. They feign 
being hurt and as a way to never be confronted on the issues of their own deception.


They then blame their permanently disabled client for any confusion (just like every other law 
firm retained by Dulberg has done as shown in the Fraud Chart, the column labeled, ‘13: ‘run for 
cover stories’’.)


In the letter Gooch claimed, “I more upset over being ordered to call you today.” This is an 
invention by Gooch that never took place. Likewise, Dulberg was never rude to a secretary. This is 
a made up story so Gooch can blame Dulberg for something.


Talarico accused Dulberg of ‘blocking his calls’ and therefore Talarico claimed to block Dulberg’s 
calls ‘in response’. This is a made up story in that phone records easily prove Talarico never made 
a call that was blocked. Talarico also mentions in his final emails that he has brought up the idea 
of payment a few times and Talarico seems to imply that Thoms Kost is avoiding the issue. But 
Talarico knows that payment is made on the 15th of every month and Talarico resigned on the 
14th of January (the day before payment was due). This is another ‘make-believe’ reason he tried 
to place in the written record.  Just as with Gooch, a ‘make-believe’ reason is invented by Talarico 
to give some ‘alibi’ or ‘cover story’ to accuse their own permanently disabled client of something 
they did not do.


WE ARE DESPERATELY TRYING TO BRING TO YOUR ATTENTION THE FACT THAT 
OUR SUPREME COURT PETITION IS POSSIBLY BEING SABOTAGED BY OUR RECENT 
ATTORNEY AT THIS VERY MOMENT!!


What Talarico is effectively attempting to do is to cut the throat of his permanently disabled client 
on the front steps of the Illinois Supreme Court and let his victim bleed out slowly and die.


What is truly shocking in how Talarico ‘sand-bagged’ to benefit the defendants and undermined 
his own client’s cases is the sheer audacity of the effort. The Timeline, as this Visual Aid helps 
see, contains a long and detailed record of Talarico ‘dragging his feet’ the whole time while his 
clients for the most part were left to write Dulberg’s Supreme Court Petition by themselves (in 
the yellow box). Talarico then strangely assigned Dulberg to do all the work in the orange box of 
the Visual Aid. Talarico got a single email from Dulberg that Talarico could interpret as negative 
and personal, which came at the end of all the activity in the orange box. Then Talarico used that 
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single email as a reason to ‘foot-drag’ some more and resigned as counsel 2 days later.  Alphonse 
Talarico already had a detailed record of how 5 consecutive Illinois law firms brutally attacked 
their own permanently disabled client (Dulberg).  Talarico already knew a detailed record of the 
fraud was posted on a public website. Yet Talarico apparently still felt free enough (and protected 
enough) to try to cut the throat of his own client on the steps of the Illinois Supreme Court (and 
Talarico must feel he can get away with it). None of the attorneys that acted against Dulberg 
over the last 13 years seemed to fear any consequences, no matter how visible or audacious their 
actions became. These are not the actions of people who seem to fear repercussions for ethical 
violations.


THE MAPPINGS REVEAL A PROBLEM WITH THE ILLINOIS BAR 


We believe it is important to recognize that what Dulberg is documenting and mapping is a 
problem with the Illinois Bar. It is not the fault of Dulberg. It is the inability for the Illinois Bar to 
take care of an issue which is caused by the Illinois Bar and that is the cause of what is happening 
to Dulberg.  Dulberg suffers the result but the problem lies in the inability of the Illinois Bar to 
enforce a culture where violations of the Himmel Rule are not treated as a joke.


It is the inability for the Illinois Bar and Illinois Courts to enforce a working system of self-
policing. The people who did this and continue to do this to Dulberg seem to operate with 
impunity in an atmosphere in which such horrific treatment of a permanently disabled person is 
treated as if it is the norm.


We expect to submit ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse Talarico PART 2: which will map 
Talarico Violations of Himmel Rule Throughout the various cases and ways Talarico played 
‘hoaxes’ and ‘planted time-bombs’ to sabotage the case of his permanently disabled client 
(Dulberg’s) case. Talarico did this to benefit the people listed in Table 2, among others.


We also expect to submit ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse Talarico PART 3: which will 
map and compare the methods used by Talarico to try to sabotage all 3 times Dulberg has filed 
appeals in the Illinois Appellate Courts and the Illinois Supreme Court. 
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SUPPLEMENT TO ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ALPHONSE TALARICO, PART 1


TALARICO’S SYSTEM1 OF DOCUMENT AND INFORMATION SUPPRESSION TO 
SABOTAGE DULBERG’S CLAIMS AND BENEFIT OPPOSING PARTIES AND DULBERG’S 
FORMER LAW FIRMS ARE MAPPED AS FOLLOWS:


Talarico’s system of document and information suppression to collaborate with opposing counsel 
and sabotage Dulberg’s claims is based on 5 key inactions shown in the following Visual Aid:


Visual Aid 28 - Talarico system of document and information suppression which intentionally 
conceals Clinton-Williams system of document and information suppression.png


Talarico was informed of the contents of the folder ‘To Julia’ and the evidence called ‘smoking 
gun’ when he was retained in October, 2020 and was told an amended complaint needed to be 
filed covering this information which was suppressed by Gooch-Walczyk and Clinton-Williams.


The 5 key inactions of Talarico’s system of document and information suppression are:


1) Talarico never filed third amended complaint while collecting large amounts of new
evidence.  The new evidence is never turned over to opposing counsel or bates-stamped. The
client is made to feel they are always preparing new evidence for a new complaint, but somehow
the complaint never gets written on time and the evidence is simply hoarded.


The following folder documents how much evidence Talarico had been sent but did not ever 
present to opposing counsel or in court:2 


Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/


This inaction acted to protect Popovich and Mast from the large body of evidence shown in 
ARDC Complaint Against Thomas J. Popovich and Hans Mast,3 most of which was never 
presented in court.


2) Talarico knew of fraud on the court and collaboration between opposing counsels in the
underlying case 12LA178 but did not report the information  to ARDC and never raised the
issue in court. Talarico acted in a way that the fraud on the court in 12LA178 would remain
hidden.


This inaction acted to protect all attorneys who acted in collaboration with each other.


1 � As complete as is currently mapped. We are learning new aspects of the system daily and will update our 
documentation as more is learned.


2 � This folder, though already very large, is still being added to daily as more email print-outs are produced.
3 � A version of the same material with hyperlinks to all exhibits can be seen here: 


Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 12LA178 During Popovich-Mast Representation
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3) Talarico knew of fraud on the court in 17LA377, knew of Clinton-Williams sophisticated 
system of document and information suppression and collaboration with opposing counsel 
Flynn but did not report it to the ARDC and did not raise the issue in court


The following online folder contains a detailed timeline of when Dulberg first became aware of 
the sophisticated system of document and information suppression Clinton and Williams were 
using to sabotage Dulberg’s case:


Group Exhibit 49_Dulberg’s discovery and efforts to notify Judges of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich 
fraud on court/


The following Visual Aid helps see groups of key events that took place in the timeline and it 
helps see the relation of each of these groups to the others:


Visual Aid 24 - Timeline of discovery and raising issue of fraud during litigation.png


This inaction acted to protect Clinton, Williams, opposing counsel Flynn and the defendants 
from being discovered in the act of suppressing large numbers of documents and collaborating 
together to sabotage Dulberg’s claims.


4) Talarico also did not act on a civil complaint against Clinton and Williams that his clients 
wrote and asked Talarico to act upon. Dulberg tried to raise the issue of Clinton-Williams 
sophisticated system of document and information suppression from October 2022 onward in 
many ways as the Timeline in Group Exhibit 49 demonstrates.


The speed that complaints were written and filed are compared in the Table 14a below.


TABLE 14a: THE SPEED OF WRITING TWO COMPLAINTS COMPARED
Complaint Client 
Asked Talarico to 
Submit


Date Time it took to write Author Result


Baudin complaint Dec 2022  about 3 weeks1 written by client, given to Talarico submitted
Popovich-Mast 3rd 
Amended Complaint


Dec 2020
to
Nov 2022


over 2 years - never 
finished2 


Talarico attempted to compose by 
himself while talking to Dulberg 
daily by phone


never submitted


1   �The following documents from the Group Exhibit 50 timeline establish when the information was given to 
Talarico:  
2022-11-11_2_baudin_olsen_complaint.txt 
2022-11-28_1035 AM_RECV_Re Baudin AttorneyClient Agreement.pdf 
2022-11-29_1209 PM_SENT_Re Revised Attorneyclient Agreement pursuant to your instructions_with 
attachments.pdf 
2022-12-07_Gmail - Baudin complaint Deadline, internet down, Signature on my behalf.pdf 
2022-12-08_Gmail - Fwd Baudin complaint Deadline, internet down, Signature on my behalf.pdf


2   �In the Group Exhibit 50 timeline Talarico is first informed of the need update the complaint here: 
2020-12-14_0926 AM_SENT_Status of 17LA000377.pdf
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Table 14b below lists other Civil Complaints and ARDC Complaints we tried to submit through 
Talarico, but later came to understand Talarico would not act upon.


TABLE 14b: OTHER COMPLAINTS DULBERG PROVIDED TO TALARICO
Complaint Client Gave to 
Talarico


Date Time it took to 
write


Author Result


Clinton-Williams Civil 
Complaint


Dec 20221 about 3 weeks written by client, given to 
Talarico


never submitted


Clinton-Williams ARDC 
Complaint


Dec 20222 about 3 weeks written by client, given to 
Talarico


never submitted


ARDC Complaint Against 
Edward X. Clinton and Julia 
C. Williams


July 2023  about 1 month written by client after 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico’s delays and after 
watching Olsen be let out 
of 22L010905 on May 25, 
2022 due to the 2 year SoL 
expiring


submitted by client 
through Talarico 
(because he asked us 
to do it this way)


ARDC Complaint Against 
Thomas J. Popovich and Hans 
Mast 


Aug 2023  about 1 month written by client after 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
after watching Olsen be let 
out of 22L010905 on May 
25, 2022 due to the 2 year 
SoL expiring


submitted by client 
through Talarico 
(because he asked us 
to do it this way)


ARDC Complaint Against 
Thomas W. Gooch and Sabina 
Walczyk


Oct 2023 about 1 month written by client after 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
after watching the Baudins 
be let out of 22L010905 on 
Aug 29, 2022 due to the 2 
year SoL expiring 


submitted by client 
directly (because we 
were frustrated with 
Talarico’s delays)


1   �The following documents from the Group Exhibit 49 timeline establish when the information was given to 
Talarico: 
2022-11-09_Gmail - Document suppression smoking gun.pdf 
2022-11-09_document_suppression_smoking_gun/ 
2022-12-03_Gmail - ARDC complaint against Williams and Flynn underlying facts.pdf 
2022-12-03_Gmail - Documents to release from attorney client privilege.pdf 
2022-12-15_Draft_Civil_and_ARDC_Complaint_against_Williams_draft copy.txt 
2023-01-02_Civil_and_ARDC_Complaint_against_Williams_draft.txt 
2023-01-02_Gmail - Williams complaint ready for Alphonse.pdf


2   same as above
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Complaint Client Gave to 
Talarico


Date Time it took to 
write


Author Result


ARDC Complaint Against 
William Randall Baudin II 
and Kelly Baudin


Oct 2023 about 1 month written by client after 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
after watching the Baudins 
be let out of 22L010905 on 
Aug 29, 2022 due to the 2 
year SoL expiring


submitted by client 
directly (because we 
were frustrated with 
Talarico’s delays)


ARDC Complaint Against 
Brad Balke


Oct 2023 about 1 month written by client after 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
after watching the Baudins 
be let out of 22L010905 on 
Aug 29, 2022 due to the 2 
year SoL expiring


submitted by client 
directly (because we 
were frustrated with 
Talarico’s delays)


Talarico (through his various inactions) acted to protect Clinton-Williams from being detected. 
Talarico also acted to protect opposing counsel Flynn and defendants Popovich and Mast from 
being detected. Talarico then (through his various inactions) acted to protect the Baudins, Olsen, 
Allstate, and ADR Systems.


5) Talarico committed acts #1, #2, #3 and #4 as listed before filing the Baudin complaint but 
Talarico kept the evidence of acts #1, #2, #3 and #4 out of all 22L010905 court records and 
away from the presiding Judge.


Talarico once again (through his various inactions) acted to protect the Baudins, Olsen, Allstate, 
and ADR Systems.


Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/


THE COMPLETE SYSTEM1 OF DOCUMENT AND INFORMATION SUPPRESSION USED 
TO SABOTAGE DULBERG’S LEGAL MALPRACTICE CLAIMS IN ILLINOIS CIRCUIT 
COURTS IS MAPPED AS FOLLOWS:


The integrated and sophisticated system all of Dulberg’s legal malpractice attorneys used to 
sabotage Dulberg’s claims and benefit the defendants and opposing counsel can be modelled as 
shown in this Visual Aid:


Visual Aid 29 - Integrated system of legal malpractice document and information suppression in 
Illinois.png


1 � As complete as is currently mapped. We are learning new aspects of the system daily and will update our 
documentation as more is learned.
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The complete integrated system of document and information suppression used against 
Dulberg by a network of legal malpractice attorneys in Illinois is a highly complex, layered and 
sophisticated system which has the following characteristics:


•	 It is a layered system that becomes increasingly more complex with every layer.


•	 The outer layers intentionally try to conceal fraud that what happened in the inner layers.


•	 Steps 1, 2, 3 (and beyond) effectively act as a single, integrated system wherein the victim ‘digs 
their own grave’ and loses more and more money in a process they can never hope to win. But 
the victim does not know they are being made to ‘dig their own grave’ (and pay for it, too).


•	 The topmost layer will use their ‘cover story’ and their legal malpractice insurance to protect 
all other members of the Illinois Bar in the inner circles.


•	 It resembles a type of ‘honor system’ where the most recent law firm “falls on their sword” if 
necessary to protect all the other members of the Illinois Bar. But why it would be considered 
‘honorable’ to  effectively ‘gang-rape’ a permanently disabled U.S. citizen and Illinois resident 
somehow goes unexamined.


•	 It is a system of fraudulant concealment of fraudulant concealment, over and over, until 
the victim’s claims against members of the Illinois Bar are destroyed. Layer by layer, fraud 
by fraud, the victim is attacked until the protected network of Illinois attorneys escape all 
consequences for their collective acts of fraud, fraudulant concealment, fraud on the court, 
and violations of the Himmel Rule.


•	 The more the victim resists, the deeper the hole becomes.


Based on the integrated system of document and information suppression in Visual Aid 29, 
the only accurate and detailed mapping of the integrated system of document and information 
suppression experienced by Dulberg to sabotage his legal malpractice claims must include:


The system of document and information suppression and fabrication used by Gooch-
Walzyk mapped here: ARDC Complaint Against Thomas W. Gooch and Sabina Walczyk


     followed by and combined with 


The system of document and information suppression used by Clinton-Williams mapped 
here: ARDC Complaint Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. Williams


     followed by and combined with 


The system of document and information suppression used by Talarico mapped here: 
ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse Talario Part 1


Only the 3 systems of document and information suppression happening one after the other and 
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taken as a single integrated system can represent what Dulberg experienced in an accurate way. 
Two important facts become apparent:


•	  This demonstrates the high level of complexity in the multi-layered system used to 
fraudulantly conceal collective attorney-on-client fraud and protect an offending network of 
Illinois attorneys. 


•	 The high level of complexity also shows that the average victim of such an integrated and 
prolonged attack can never realistically hope to defend themselves (or even figure out what 
is happening to them) as their world crumbles around them due to events they were never 
intended to understand or protect themselves and their families against.


The system works by attacking the targeted victim through their own attorney. This is one of 
the most characteristic ‘trade-marks’ of the integrated system as shown in Visual Aid 29.


The system as shown operates by ‘choking’ the client through using the filed complaints as the key 
‘choke points’. The Dulberg examples show to what extreme a degree the client can be ‘choked’. 
This can be seen by simply comparing the contents of the filed complaints (listed in Table 14c 
below) with the contents of the 10 ARDC complaints we’ve submitted to date. 


TABLE 14c: ONLY COMPLAINTS SUBMITTED ON DULBERG’S BEHALF IN 17LA377
Complaints filed in 
17LA377


Author Date System of document and information 
suppression used


Complaint at Law Gooch-Walczyk 11-28-2017 Described in detail in ARDC Complaint 
Against Thomas W. Gooch and Sabina Walczyk 


First Amended Complaint Gooch-Walczyk 6-7-2018 Described in detail in ARDC Complaint 
Against Thomas W. Gooch and Sabina Walczyk


Second Amended 
Complaint


Clinton-Williams 12-6-2018 Described in detail in ARDC Complaint 
Against Edward X. Clinton and Julia C. 
Williams


The three complaints in Table 14c demonstrate how a client is ‘choked’ into appearing to make 
an extremely limited number of (contradictory and ineffectual) accusations against defendants 
who are actively being protected by a network of Illinois legal malpractice attorneys. Talarico 
was retained in October, 2020 largely for the purpose of updating the complaints listed in Table 
14c above yet Talarico never filed any complaint with updated accusations. Talarico became 
aware of evidence of fraud on the court in underlying case 12LA178 yet again took no action. 
Talarico was then shown a detailed description of how Clinton-Williams used a sophisticated 
system of document and information suppression and collaborated with opposing counsel to 
sabotage Dulberg’s claims in case 17LA377. Talarico again took no action. Instead, Talarico left 
the complaints listed in Table 14c above to represent Dulberg’s claims against Popovich and Mast. 
This resulted Dulberg losing a Summary Judgment motion to opposing counsel in the Circuit 
Court based on the 2 year statute of limitations expiring.  Talarico then failed to write a timely 
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appellant brief and failed to file a timely and acceptable petition to the Illinois Supreme Court 
before Talarico abruptly withdrew on January 14, 2024 stating, “I will report your actions to my 
malpractice insurance carrier”. 


We believe the overall process described by this integrated set of mappings is truly sickening 
in that we have lived it for more than a decade and we know that the average (Illinois resident) 
victim will never be able to defend themselves from becoming a mere food source for a 
predatory network of Illinois attorneys who use these and similar systems of fraud. 


THE SYSTEM OF FRAUDULANT CONCEALMENT USED AGAINST DULBERG BY A 
NETWORK OF ILLINOIS ATTORNEYS MAPPED IN TABLES


The basic techniques Talarico used are similar to the techniques that all 9 attorneys used before 
him.  It is part of a system of fraudulant concealment used against Dulberg which is mapped in 
Fraud Chart by attorney and Fraud Chart by case.


Talarico’s ways of using the methods listed at the top of both tables linked above are as follows:


1, 2, 3) ‘Bury key evidence’, ‘Bury fraud’, ‘Bury troublesome issues’. what Talarico buried:


a) All evidence hoarded but never used. 


b) �Evidence of fraud on the court and collaboration between opposing attorneys to 
sabotage Dulberg’s case in 12LA178.


c) �Evidence of sophisticated system of document and information supression by Clinton-
Williams and collaboration with opposing counsel to sabotage Dulberg’s case in 
17LA377.


4) ‘Set up 2 year SoL escape hatch’ for defendants


How it was done can be seen in both Visual Aid 24 and Visual Aid 28. All 3 listed 
items of ‘buried key evidence’ (a, b, and c listed above) needed to be ‘buried’ for the 
defendants to use a 2 year SoL ‘escape hatch’. 


How Talarico suppressed many acts of fraudulant concealment from before 22L010905 was 
filed throughout the entire proceedings to benefit opposing counsel can be seen by comparing 
Group Exhibit 43_22L010905 Common Law Record and Reports of Proceedings with the 
contents of the following three tables:


BEFORE THE BAUDINS: Popovich-Mast, Allstate, Barch, Balke collaborative fraudulant 
concealment table


WITH THE BAUDINS: Allstate, Olsen collaborative fraudulant concealment table
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AFTER THE BAUDINS: Gooch-Walczyk and Clinton-Williams and Talarico collaborative 
fraudulant concealment table


The Tables reveal a system of fraud and fraudulant concealment. Talarico set up a 2 year SoL 
‘escape hatch’ for Olsen and the Baudin defendants by doing the following:


a) by ignoring information in the Table ‘BEFORE THE BAUDINS’


b) �by suppressing the sophisticated system of Clinton-Williams document and information 
suppression and collaboration with opposing counsel in the Table ‘AFTER THE 
BAUDINS’


c) by not including certain acts in the table ‘WITH THE BAUDINS’


Talarico’s system of document and information suppression works by using 5 key (in)actions 
listed in Visual Aid 28:


1) �Talarico never filed an amended complaint while collecting large amounts of new 
evidence.


2) �Talarico knew of fraud on the court and collaboration between opposing counsels in 
12LA178 but did not report to ARDC and never raised the issue in court. 


3) �Talarico knew of fraud on the court in 17LA377, knew of the Clinton-Williams 
sophisticated system of document and information suppression and collaboration with 
opposing counsel but did not report it to the ARDC and did not raise the issue in court


This is how Talarico could set up a 2 year ‘escape hatch’ for defendants Mast, Popovich, the 
Baudins and Olsen:


•	 #1 and #2 (listed above) taken together allowed Talarico to ignore information in the 
Table ‘BEFORE THE BAUDINS’


•	 #3 (listed above) allowed Talarico to ignore information in the Table  ‘AFTER THE 
BAUDINS’


Talarico was part of the system of fraudulant concealment: Essentially fraudulantly concealing 
the fraudulant concealment. Talarico concealed information in the Table ‘AFTER THE 
BAUDINS’ and ‘BEFORE THE BAUDINS’ to benefit the defendants and allow the 2 year Sol 
‘escape hatch’ to be used.


5) to 12) ‘Choke client’


Talarico’s system for ‘choking’ Dulberg was through never filing an amended complaint 
but always acting as if he is preparing one.  In this way all the information gathered and 
ready to present was never used. The evidence was simply hoarded by Talarico.
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This is the main reason that the evidence in the ARDC Complaint Against Thomas J. 
Popovich and Hans Mast is completely different than the information stated in Dulberg’s 
Complaint, Amended Complaint, and Second Amended Complaint (as shown in Table 
14c).  This is the effect of Dulberg being ‘choked’. The 10 ARDC complaints we have 
submitted to date contains a large body of evidence that Talarico never presented in any 
court.


As shown in Table 14b, we grew frustrated by Talarico not using this large body of 
evidence in court and we wrote our own ARDC Complaints which included this large 
body of evidence and we eventually submitted complaints to the ARDC ourselves.


13) ‘Run for cover stories’


Talarico’s ‘cover stories’ are compared with the Gooch method of inventing an ‘alibi’ 
and the Clinton-Williams use of an ‘artificial crisis’ beginning on page 11 of ARDC 
Complaint Against Alphonse Talarico, Part 1.


In the large body of emails in the folder1 linked below there is only a single one which Talarico 
could use as an ‘alibi’ for blaming Dulberg for ‘offensive behavior’. The conditions under 
which Dulberg wrote that single email are described in ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse 
Talarico, Part 1, on page 12. Yet this appears to be a ‘cover story’ which Talarico is preparing 
to use for why he resigned:2


Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/


Talarico filed 2 motions to withdraw as counsel recently. The motion to withdraw documents 
Talarico sent to Dulberg are in this folder: 


Group Exhibit 53_Talarico Motion to Withdraw documents/


In the motion to withdraw documets Talarico makes the following claims:


1) Irreconcilable differences regarding the preparation of this matter for hearings have 
arisen between this attorney and his clients herein;
2) There exists and has existed for some time a lack of communication and meaningful 
communication between this attorney and his clients herein;
3) The clients have not afforded this attorney herein adequate cooperation necessary to 
properly prepare the cause of the client and a difference of opinion appears to exist between 
clients and attorney as to the conduct of this matter;
4) That the clients were given notice of this Motion electronically at three email addresses 
that have been used by the clients for over two years and in accordance with Illinois 
Supreme Court Rule 13(c)(2); 


1 � This folder, though already very large, is still being added to daily as more email print-outs are produced.
2 � This folder, though already very large, is still being added to daily as more email print-outs are produced.
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5) Pursuant to the Rules of Professional Conduct 1.16(a)(1) the clients have insisted upon a 
course of unprofessional conduct that the attorney cannot comply with:
6) Pursuant to the Rules of Professional Conduct 1.16(b)(2) the clients have persisted 
in a course of action involvingthe lawyer’s servicesthat the lawyer reasonably believes is 
fraudulent;
7) Pursuant to the Rules of Professional Conduct 1.16 (b)(5) the client failed substantially 
to fulfill an obligation to the lawyer regarding the lawyer’s services and has been given 
reasonable warning that the lawyer will withdraw unless the obligation is fulfilled;
8) pursuant to the Rules of Professional Conduct 1.16 (b)(6) the representation will result 
in an unreasonable financial burden on the lawyer


These points, in Talarico’s own words, summarize how Talarico is ‘running for cover story’ in 
a nutshell. Talarico appears to be blaming Dulberg for:


a) poor communication, lack of meaningful communication (Talarico’s items 1, 2, 3)
b) fraudulent behavior (Talarico’s item 6)
c) asking Talarico to act unprofessionally (Talarico’s item 5)
d) Breach of financial obligation (Talarico’s item 7, 8)


All communication between Dulberg and Talarico is contained in the following folder:1


Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/


Our record of communication with all attorneys against whom we have filed ARDC 
Complaints to date (which is available online) shows that we are courteous, respectful, 
financially responsible and rational clients, even while we are being attacked unjustly by 6 
successive Illinois law firms. 


The only evidence of fraud in the communication in Group Exhibit 50 is that of Talarico 
suppressing the evidence contained in the 10 ARDC complaints we have submitted to date 
from all Illinois court records and of Talarico violating the Himmel Rule.


Dulberg has made public all attorney-client communication with all attorneys included in the 
10 ARDC complaints we have submitted to date.  In truth, Dulberg has never had anything 
called ‘attorney-client privilege’. Dulberg has not had any attorney listed in the 10 ARDC 
complaints submitted to date who has not been collaborating with or helping opposing 
counsel. Dulberg basically had a series of ‘moles’ or ‘spies’ as attorneys. If Dulberg or Thomas 
Kost engaged in fraud, it would be easy for any of the ‘moles’ or ‘spies’ who acted as Dulberg’s 
attorneys to point it out. Since all our evidence and attorney-client communications are 
online, any online viewer with sufficient skills should be able to detect the fraud that Dulberg 
or Thomas Kost committed if any such acts of fraud existed.


1 � This folder, though already very large, is still being added to daily as more email print-outs are produced.
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As for breach of financial obligation, the email record in Group Exhibit 50 contains proof that 
Talarico abruptly resigned on January 14, 2024 after being asked whether he was in violation 
of the Himmel Rule. Talarico has his $15,000 retainer paid in advance on the 15th of every 
month.  Email records show that Talarico was attempting to invent a ‘cover story’ to blame 
Dulberg for some breach of financial obligation that did not exist. The motion to withdraw 
documents demonstrate that Talarico is continuing to ‘run’ with the same ‘cover story’.


These accusations against Dulberg and Thomas Kost represent a new ethical low point for 
an attorney ‘running for cover stories’ while collaborating in this network.  In fact, to this 
moment Thomas Kost was not accused of anything. But now not only Dulberg but Thomas 
Kost is also accused of participating in fraud by Talarico.


According to the logic of the complete system of document and information suppression, not 
just Dulberg but other injured and permanently disabled people who resist the fraud being 
done to them can be expected to face similar accusations by an attorney ‘running for cover 
stories’.


•	 First and formost, the permanently disabled person will be accused of engaging in 
fraudulant behavior themselves. They will be accused of ‘faking’ their injuries or 
handicaps or encouraging their attorney to lie for them.


•	 Secondly, they will be blamed for poor communication, legal ignorance and 
‘stubbornness’.


•	 Third, they will be accused of costing the attorney time and money.


For a permanently disabled Illinois resident to have to live through experiences as described 
in the 10 ARDC Complaints we have submitted to date, and then be accused by the most 
recent of the attorneys of fraud is yet another reason why we stated earlier:


We believe the overall process described by this integrated set of mappings is truly sickening 
in that we have lived it for more than a decade and we know that the average (Illinois 
resident) victim will never be able to defend themselves from becoming a mere food source 
for a predatory network of Illinois attorneys who use these and similar systems of fraud. 


These latest accusations by Talarico provide a detailed example of how the network of 
collaborating attorneys protects itself. The system works by attacking the targeted victim 
through their own attorney. The injured or permanently disabled victim, in most all cases, 
most probably has no chance to defend themselves.


HOW TALARICO SET UP HIS PERMANENTLY DISABLED CLIENT TO BE SUED AND/
OR SANCTIONED FOR BRINGING A FRIVOLOUS ACTION AGAINST ADR SYSTEMS
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Talarico knew of and failed to amend and correct his untrue statements made during the Allstate 
hearing on summary judgment. This failure resulted in a final and appealable decision by Judge 
Otto which did not address the previous court’s order allowing an Amended Complaint against 
ADR Systems defendant before filing the appeal. Talarico failed to file an Amended Complaint 
against ADR Systems. Talarico’s failed to correct his statement to Judge Otto.  These failures 
resulted in the final and appealable decision in Allstate Summary Judgment ruling and the 
current pending ARD Systems motion for sanctions.


How Talarico set Dulberg up to be sanctioned by ADR Systems can be seen in detail in the 
sequence of events documented in the following folder:


Group Exhibit 43_22L010905 files received through attorney/


As the ‘hoax’ described above demonstrates, any victim who does not passively accept their fate 
could be set up and sued by offending attorneys for years to come in retaliation for ever resisting 
the vicious attack in the first place. After all, once the pattern of consistently blaming Dulberg is 
established as shown in the column labeled ‘13’ in Fraud Chart by attorney and Fraud Chart by 
case and once Talarico joins in the accusations made by the network of attorneys against Dulberg, 
why would the network of attorneys stop when the legal malpractice claims against them are 
dropped? They could then continue to blame Dulberg in more and more ways while suing 
Dulberg repeatedly (as a collaborating network) for more and more made-up offenses.


SETTING UP ONES PERMANENTLY DISABLED CLIENT IN THE APPEAL PROCESSES 
TO SABOTAGE THE CLIENT’S APPEAL CLAIMS AND FINISH THEM OFF FOR GOOD


The techniques of sabotage mapped and documented in the 10 ARDC Complaints we have 
already submitted are all for naught if the offending attorneys cannot sabotage the appeal process 
also. This is necessary for the ‘final death’ of the client’s case.  Therefore it is during an appeal (in 
the Appellate Court or in the Supreme Court) where the targeted victim has to have their ‘throat 
cut’ one final time and be ‘left to bleed out completely’ to achieve this ‘final death’ of the case.


In fact, considering the mappings of sabotage in Illinois Circuit Courts that have already been 
documented in the 10 ARDC Complaints we have already submitted to date, it is only logical 
to expect to encounter complex methods of sabotaging any appeal claims that a targeted victim 
could attempt to make.


For these reasons the basic techniques #1 to #13 shown in the Fraud Chart by attorney and Fraud 
Chart by case require an accompanying set of techniques to ‘finish the job’ during any appeal 
process.


Talarico would play a central role in any expected attempt to sabotage the appeal processes of 
Dulberg. One example is how Dulberg’s appeal of 17LA377 was denied “for failure to file a brief ” 
during Talarico’s representation as shown in the timeline of appeal events in this folder:
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Group Exhibit 45_17LA377 appeal/


The following Visual Aid helps see how key events unfolded in the timeline:


Visual Aid 27 - How Dulberg’s appeal was denied for failure to write a brief.png


Note that in the timeline in Group Exhibit 45 Talarico gave Dulberg the following 2 documents 
on October 17, 2023: 


2023-10-17_Research ISCR 323(a) Print.pdf
2023-10-17_Research Recusal Print.pdf


The documents are Westlaw printouts of many appellate decisions in which cases were dismissed 
due to the plaintiff providing an insufficient record of the subject under appeal. One of the 
reasons consistently given in the appellate rulings is that the Plaintiff did not provide a record on 
how the Circuit Court Judge ruled  which was sufficiently detailed enough for the Appellate Court 
to make a decision to overrule the decision of the Circuit Court Judge.


Talarico acted against Dulberg’s explicit instruction to have a court reporter present at all court 
dates. This resulted in no official record of what was said or the reasoning behind the decision 
made during the Baudins defendants hearing (on August 29, 2022) resulting in Summary 
judgment. Talarico did the same thing on December 4, 2023 in a TIF case (2023 CH 04351) for 
Thomas Kost. After the TIF case decision of the Judge to dismiss Kost’s claim, Talarico called Kost 
by telephone and told Kost that Talarico did not have a court reporter present during the decision 
because he said, “I didn’t think we would lose”. This makes no sense since Talarico was instructed 
to have a court reporter present at all court events without exception.


In ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse Talarico, Part 1 the events leading up to and during the 
writing of Dulberg’s Supreme Court Petition were described in detail. The events described, taken 
together with the events described in this document, show how Talarico has made consistent 
efforts to sabotage Dulbergs attempts to appeal the Circuit Court decisions in 17LA377 and 
22L010905 (which is necessary for the ‘final death’ of Dulberg’s cases which Talarico appears 
intent on achieving). 


This will be examined in another supplement or a ‘Part 2’ which we expect to submit once we 
receive our case file from Talarico.
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SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO ARDC COMPLAINT 
AGAINST ALPHONSE TALARICO, PART 1


This document is being added to the original ARDC Complaint Against Alphonse 
Talarico, Part 1 (ARDC #6184530) to provide a precise timeline of when evidence 
of collaboration between Talarico and  opposing counsel Flynn first appeared. 


Timeline of when Talarico first began to collaborate with the SYSTEM OF 
FRAUD and suppress documents and information to help the SYSTEM OF 
FRAUD target Dulberg is contained in the following folder:


Group Exhibit 51_Timeline of first discovery of Meyer Recusal, forgery, fraud on court, 
collaboration with OC, other and Talarico burial of the same/


A Visual Aid that helps see what is happening in the timeline folder:


Visual Aid 26 - Timeline of first discovery of Meyer Recusal, forgery, fraud on court, 
collaboration with OC, other and Talarico burial of the same.png


The 2 red lines mark 2 points in time when Talarico began to act in ways which benefitted 
opposing counsel and Dulberg’s former attorneys


The upper red line marks July 11, 2022. This is the first day in which evidence unmistakably 
emerges that Talarico was acting to sabotage Dulberg’s claims and when Talarico first acted to 
suppress documents and information which were gathered and given to Talarico along the blue 
line.


The lower red line marks Talarico’s moves to suppress the large body of evidence Talarico was 
given from around October 24, 2022 to November 9, 2022 (marked in green).


A body of evidence emerged along the blue line. Later a new body of evidence emerged along the 
green line.  The red lines show Talarico’s efforts to suppress both bodies of evidence. Talarico first 
begins to block the evidence gathered along the blue line on July 11, 2022. Talarico first moved 
to block the evidence gathered in the green box in late October, 2022 but certainly by November 
9, 2022. According to the evidence in the timeline Talarico had been working for the benefit of 
opposing counsel Flynn, defendants Mast and Popovich and all of Dulberg’s former attorneys for 
at least 5 months BEFORE Talarico filed complaint 22L010905 on December 8, 2022.


Sequence of events:


2022-03-26 Subpoena for signatures Erickson and Orton
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2022-05-24  Omni reports on forgeries are finalized and published


2022-07-06 first day Talarico decides on plan to have the Mast deposition stricken from the 
record


2022-07-11 �F1 discoveries are closed. Talarico deflects attention away from forgeries and 
toward Mast deposition�


2022-08-02 subpoenas for Clinton-Williams on Mast deposition


2022-09-16 Flynn files MTD


2022-12-08 �Talarico was effectively acting as a ‘spy’ or ‘mole’ when he filed complaint 
22L010905 against the Baudins, Olsen, Allstate and ADR Systems. 


2023-02-01_Popovich and Mast are let out of 17LA377


The forgeries were never raised as an issue but were known since 2022-05-24


The Clinton-Williams sophisticated system of document and information suppression and 
collaboration with opposing ounsel Flynn was never raised as an issue but was known since at 
least November 9, 2022


One can see how Talarico did this by watching how Talarico suppressed evidence of forgery and 
collaboration between opposing counsels in 12LA178 as the evidence was discovered along the 
blue line as of July 11, 2022.


Talarico then suppressed evidence of a sophisticated system of document and information 
suppression and collaboration between opposing counsels in 17LA377 as of November 9, 2022.


Therefore by November 9, 2022 Talarico was actively suppressing evidence of fraud on the court 
and collaboration between opposing counsels in 12LA178 and evidence of fraud on the court 
and collaboration between opposing counsels in 17LA377. Both of these acts of suppression 
were ongoing for at least 1 month BEFORE Talarico filed complaint 22L010905 against other 
defendants involved with 12LA178.


Talarico was also retained on April 30, 2022 by Thomas Kost to file case 2023 CH 04351 involving 
property placed in a TIF district against the wishes of the homeowner and involving altered 
documents.  Talarico filed complaint 2023 CH 04351 on May 2, 2023. Both of these acts of 
suppression were ongoing for at least 6 month BEFORE Talarico filed complaint for 2023 CH 
04351 in the TIF case.


Knowing when these 2 bodies of evidence were first discovered (in blue and green) and first 
suppressed (at the latest by the 2 red lines) helps see the true timeline of how each defendant 
was let out of their respective cases by using 2 year SoL ‘escape hatches’ originally set up by 
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Gooch-Walczyk and Clinton-Williams but finally acomplished through Talarico’s own system of 
document and information suppression as seen in this Visual Aid: 


Visual Aid 24 - Timeline of discovery and raising issue of fraud during litigation.png


Visual Aid 24 shows when the information of the Clinton-Williams sophisticated system of 
document and information suppression first emerged and collaboration with opposing counsel 
Flynn. Visual Aid 24 does not show the earlier suppression of evidence from July 11, 2022 which 
is shown in Visual Aid 26 and happened earlier. As shown in Visual Aid 24, Popovich and Mast 
were dismissed from the case on February 1, 2023 using a 2 year SoL ‘escape hatch’ while Talario 
was in possession of forgeries made by Popovich-Mast and involving opposing attorneys Barch 
and Accardo since around May 24, 2022.  


What Talarico was doing is easy to see by simply paying attention to what happened to the 
proofs of forgery from May 24, 2022 onward and how these proofs of forgery were not raised by 
Talarico throughout case 22L010905. It is also easy to see what Talarico was doing by watching 
what happened to key evidence in 12LA178 (Walgreens RX pharmacy receipts with timestamps 
that were destroyed by Popovich-Mast). They were given to Talarico but Talarico never raised the 
issue.


Likewise it is easy to see what Talarico was doing as Talarico was given detailed evidence of 
document suppression and collaboration with opposing counsel in 17LA377 as early as October, 
2022 but never raised the issue as Popovich and Mast are dismissed from the case using a 2 year 
SoL ‘escape hatch’ and never raised the issue througout case 22L010905.












T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke


Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Wed, Apr 10, 2024 at 1:13 PM
To: "OwensFrancis, Kandi" <kowensfrancis@iardc.org>, Theresa Bulatovic <tbulatovic@iardc.org>, mguzman@iardc.org
Cc: Christine Klimas <cklimas@iardc.org>, srenfroe@iardc.org, information@iardc.org,
ARDCClerksDepartment@iardc.org, rshah@iardc.org, amundt@iardc.org, eocasio@iardc.org, nreams@iardc.org, Tom
Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>, EMadry@iardc.org


Dear Myrrha B. Guzman,


We apologize for the delay and will have a reply to the the response of Brad Balke in less than 7 days.


In addition to what has already been submitted, we are submitting the following additional arguments against Talarico,
Gooch, the Baudins and Balke.


Detailed explanation of how Talarico sabotaged all claims in case 22L010905:


The revenge of the network 1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4
The revenge of the network 2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 3- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 4- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 5- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4


Detailed explanation of how the legal malpractice system of protection functions and how Talarico and Gooch
sabotaged case 17LA377: :


Being targeted by an attorney network 1- Targeted by ones own retained attorneys.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 2- The network and the system.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 3- Legal malpractice system of protection.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 4- Simplest way to sabotage targets legal malpractice complaints.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 5- Networks of collaborating attorneys can be mapped.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 6- The escape hatch and cover stories.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 7- A system of suppression.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 9- Burial of key evidence.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 10- Reverse engineering the system of suppression.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 11- How the target receives Bates numbered documents.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 12- Decoys to lock out key evidence and finish the victim off.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 13- Hoarding and sitting on key evidence and evidence of fraud.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 14- The legal malpractice team targeting a client.mp4


Further detailed explanation of collaboration between opposing counsels to target Dulberg:


The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 3- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4


Further detailed explanation of the systematic suppression of key evidence to target Dulberg:


The burial of key evidence 1- In underlying case.mp4
The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The burial of key evidence 4- In ARDC responses to Dulberg's complaints.mp4
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Additional argument against the Baudins, Gooch and Talarico on concealing friendship between
presiding Judge and owners of defendant law firm and Baudins violations of federal bankruptcy
laws:


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 1.mp4
The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 2.mp4
The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 3.mp4


An additional argument against Talarico of how he sabotaged and attempted to sabotage Dulberg's appeals:


The steering of any appeal into a ditch.mp4


Detailed explanation of mistakes made in previous decisions concerning this network and
system by ARDC investigators:


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich-Mast
complaint.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-Williams
complaint.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 3- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al
complaints.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al
complaints.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 5- No fraud or collaboration of opposing counsels is
acknowledged to exist by ARDC.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 6- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 9- Another interpretation.mp4


We are hopeful that these issues can be corrected.


Again, we apologize for the delay in our reply to the the response of Brad Balke and thank you for your understanding
and help with this matter,


/s/Paul Dulberg and /s/Thomas Kost (Full Trustee of the PAUL R DULBERG REVOCABLE TRUST)


Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
4606 Hayden Ct.
Mchenry, IL 60051


Thomas Kost
(847) 439-2198
423 Dempster St.
Mt. Prospect IL 60056


On Mar 25, 2024, at 12:12 PM, OwensFrancis, Kandi <kowensfrancis@iardc.org> wrote:


Attached please find correspondence from the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary
Commission (ARDC).


The ARDC attorney handling this matter is Myrrha B. Guzman. Email is our preferred
method of communication.  Please address communications regarding this matter to
Ms. Guzman and submit them via email to ARDC paralegal Theresa Bulatovic
at tbulatovic@iardc.org.
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If you have any questions or need to speak with a member of our staff, please call our general
number: (312) 565-2600.


Thank you,


Kandi Owens Francis
Attorney Registration & Disciplinary Commission
One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Ste. 1500
Chicago, IL 60601
Telephone: (312) 565-2600


Binder1.pdf
1063K
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T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke
3 messages


Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Mon, Mar 25, 2024 at 2:54 PM
To: Tom Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Begin forwarded message:


From: "OwensFrancis, Kandi" <kowensfrancis@iardc.org>
Subject: 2023IN03894-Balke
Date: March 25, 2024 at 12:12:41 PM CDT
To: "paul_dulberg@comcast.net" <paul_dulberg@comcast.net>
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Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Wed, Apr 10, 2024 at 1:13 PM
To: "OwensFrancis, Kandi" <kowensfrancis@iardc.org>, Theresa Bulatovic <tbulatovic@iardc.org>, mguzman@iardc.org
Cc: Christine Klimas <cklimas@iardc.org>, srenfroe@iardc.org, information@iardc.org,
ARDCClerksDepartment@iardc.org, rshah@iardc.org, amundt@iardc.org, eocasio@iardc.org, nreams@iardc.org, Tom
Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>, EMadry@iardc.org


Dear Myrrha B. Guzman,


We apologize for the delay and will have a reply to the the response of Brad Balke in less than 7 days.


In addition to what has already been submitted, we are submitting the following additional arguments against Talarico,
Gooch, the Baudins and Balke.


Detailed explanation of how Talarico sabotaged all claims in case 22L010905:


The revenge of the network 1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4
The revenge of the network 2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 3- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 4- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
The revenge of the network 5- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4


Detailed explanation of how the legal malpractice system of protection functions and how Talarico and Gooch
sabotaged case 17LA377: :


Being targeted by an attorney network 1- Targeted by ones own retained attorneys.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 2- The network and the system.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 3- Legal malpractice system of protection.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 4- Simplest way to sabotage targets legal malpractice complaints.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 5- Networks of collaborating attorneys can be mapped.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 6- The escape hatch and cover stories.mp4
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Being targeted by an attorney network 7- A system of suppression.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 9- Burial of key evidence.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 10- Reverse engineering the system of suppression.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 11- How the target receives Bates numbered documents.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 12- Decoys to lock out key evidence and finish the victim off.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 13- Hoarding and sitting on key evidence and evidence of fraud.mp4
Being targeted by an attorney network 14- The legal malpractice team targeting a client.mp4


Further detailed explanation of collaboration between opposing counsels to target Dulberg:


The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 3- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4


Further detailed explanation of the systematic suppression of key evidence to target Dulberg:


The burial of key evidence 1- In underlying case.mp4
The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
The burial of key evidence 4- In ARDC responses to Dulberg's complaints.mp4


Additional argument against the Baudins, Gooch and Talarico on concealing friendship between
presiding Judge and owners of defendant law firm and Baudins violations of federal bankruptcy
laws:


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 1.mp4
The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 2.mp4
The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 3.mp4


An additional argument against Talarico of how he sabotaged and attempted to sabotage Dulberg's appeals:


The steering of any appeal into a ditch.mp4


Detailed explanation of mistakes made in previous decisions concerning this network and
system by ARDC investigators:


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich-Mast
complaint.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-Williams
complaint.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 3- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al
complaints.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al
complaints.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 5- No fraud or collaboration of opposing counsels is
acknowledged to exist by ARDC.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 6- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Another interpretation.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 9- Another interpretation.mp4


We are hopeful that these issues can be corrected.


Again, we apologize for the delay in our reply to the the response of Brad Balke and thank you for your understanding
and help with this matter,


/s/Paul Dulberg and /s/Thomas Kost (Full Trustee of the PAUL R DULBERG REVOCABLE TRUST)
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Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
4606 Hayden Ct.
Mchenry, IL 60051


Thomas Kost
(847) 439-2198
423 Dempster St.
Mt. Prospect IL 60056


On Mar 25, 2024, at 12:12 PM, OwensFrancis, Kandi <kowensfrancis@iardc.org> wrote:


Attached please find correspondence from the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary
Commission (ARDC).


The ARDC attorney handling this matter is Myrrha B. Guzman. Email is our preferred
method of communication.  Please address communications regarding this matter to
Ms. Guzman and submit them via email to ARDC paralegal Theresa Bulatovic
at tbulatovic@iardc.org.


If you have any questions or need to speak with a member of our staff, please call our general
number: (312) 565-2600.


Thank you,


Kandi Owens Francis
Attorney Registration & Disciplinary Commission
One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Ste. 1500
Chicago, IL 60601
Telephone: (312) 565-2600


Binder1.pdf
1063K


Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Thu, Apr 18, 2024 at 3:08 PM
To: "OwensFrancis, Kandi" <kowensfrancis@iardc.org>, Theresa Bulatovic <tbulatovic@iardc.org>, mguzman@iardc.org
Cc: Christine Klimas <cklimas@iardc.org>, srenfroe@iardc.org, information@iardc.org,
ARDCClerksDepartment@iardc.org, rshah@iardc.org, amundt@iardc.org, eocasio@iardc.org, nreams@iardc.org, Tom
Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>, EMadry@iardc.org


Dear Myrrha B. Guzman,


We have updated the collection of video responses we submitted last week. The entire collection of updated video
responses are available at:
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www.fraudonthecourt.net/video


Please note how Balke was the second consecutive retained attorney (after Popovich and Mast) that tried to cap the
value of the remainder of case 12LA178 at $55,000 or less in violation of the Federal bankruptcy automatic stay and
without informing the bankruptcy court. This is described in detail in the video series on The Burial of Bankruptcy.


Our written response to Balke's reply is attached to this email.


Again, we apologize for the delay in our reply to the the response of Brad Balke and thank you for your understanding
and help with this matter,


/s/Paul Dulberg and /s/Thomas Kost (Full Trustee of the PAUL R DULBERG REVOCABLE TRUST)


Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
4606 Hayden Ct. 
Mchenry, IL 60051


Thomas Kost
(847) 439-2198
423 Dempster St.
Mt. Prospect IL 60056


On Apr 10, 2024, at 1:13 PM, Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> wrote:


Dear Myrrha B. Guzman,


We apologize for the delay and will have a reply to the the response of Brad Balke in less than 7 days.


In addition to what has already been submitted, we are submitting the following additional arguments
against Talarico, Gooch, the Baudins and Balke.


Detailed explanation of how Talarico sabotaged all claims in case 22L010905:


• The revenge of the network 1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4
• The revenge of the network 2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
• The revenge of the network 3- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L010905.mp4
• The revenge of the network 4- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
• The revenge of the network 5- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4


Detailed explanation of how the legal malpractice system of protection functions and how Talarico and
Gooch sabotaged case 17LA377: :


• Being targeted by an attorney network 1- Targeted by ones own retained attorneys.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 2- The network and the system.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 3- Legal malpractice system of protection.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 4- Simplest way to sabotage targets legal malpractice


complaints.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 5- Networks of collaborating attorneys can be mapped.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 6- The escape hatch and cover stories.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 7- A system of suppression.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 9- Burial of key evidence.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 10- Reverse engineering the system of suppression.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 11- How the target receives Bates numbered documents.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 12- Decoys to lock out key evidence and finish the victim off.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 13- Hoarding and sitting on key evidence and evidence of


fraud.mp4
• Being targeted by an attorney network 14- The legal malpractice team targeting a client.mp4


Further detailed explanation of collaboration between opposing counsels to target Dulberg:
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• The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case.mp4
• The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
• The 8 big fat red lines 3- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
• The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4


Further detailed explanation of the systematic suppression of key evidence to target Dulberg:


• The burial of key evidence 1- In underlying case.mp4
• The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
• The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
• The burial of key evidence 4- In ARDC responses to Dulberg's complaints.mp4


Additional argument against the Baudins, Gooch and Talarico on concealing
friendship between presiding Judge and owners of defendant law firm and Baudins
violations of federal bankruptcy laws:


• The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 1.mp4
• The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 2.mp4
• The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 3.mp4
• 


• An additional argument against Talarico of how he sabotaged and attempted to sabotage Dulberg's
appeals:


• 


• The steering of any appeal into a ditch.mp4
• 


Detailed explanation of mistakes made in previous decisions concerning this
network and system by ARDC investigators:


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding
Popovich-Mast complaint.mp4


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-
Williams complaint.mp4


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 3- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et
al complaints.mp4


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et
al complaints.mp4


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 5- No fraud or collaboration of opposing counsels
is acknowledged to exist by ARDC.mp4


• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 6- Another interpretation.mp4
• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Another interpretation.mp4
• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Another interpretation.mp4
• Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 9- Another interpretation.mp4
• 


• We are hopeful that these issues can be corrected.


Again, we apologize for the delay in our reply to the the response of Brad Balke and thank you for your
understanding and help with this matter,


/s/Paul Dulberg and /s/Thomas Kost (Full Trustee of the PAUL R DULBERG REVOCABLE TRUST)


Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
4606 Hayden Ct. 
Mchenry, IL 60051


Thomas Kost
(847) 439-2198
423 Dempster St.
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Mt. Prospect IL 60056


On Mar 25, 2024, at 12:12 PM, OwensFrancis, Kandi <kowensfrancis@iardc.org> wrote:


Attached please find correspondence from the Attorney Registration and
Disciplinary Commission (ARDC).


The ARDC attorney handling this matter is Myrrha B. Guzman. Email is our
preferred method of communication.  Please address communications regarding
this matter to Ms. Guzman and submit them via email to ARDC paralegal
Theresa Bulatovic at tbulatovic@iardc.org.


If you have any questions or need to speak with a member of our staff, please
call our general number: (312) 565-2600.


Thank you,


Kandi Owens Francis
Attorney Registration & Disciplinary Commission
One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Ste. 1500
Chicago, IL 60601
Telephone: (312) 565-2600
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of the 


SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 
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130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500 
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(312) 565-2600  (800) 826-8625


Fax (312) 565-2320


3161 West White Oaks Drive, Suite 301 
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Paul Dulberg
Via Email: paul_dulberg@comcast.net


Chicago 
April 30, 2024 


Re: Alphonse A. Talarico 
in relation to 
Paul Dulberg 
No. 2024IN00264 


Dear Mr. Dulberg: 


Attached is a copy of Alphonse Talarico’s response to your complaint, submitted by the 
attorney’s counsel, Samuel Manella. 


If you believe the response is inaccurate or if you wish to comment or provide additional 
information, please write to me within fourteen days. You may submit comments or additional 
information to me by email through ARDC paralegal Theresa Bulatovic at tbulatovic@iardc.org.  
If you send more information by regular mail, please do not staple or bind your correspondence 
and do not use exhibit tabs. 


We will evaluate the matter and advise you of our decision.  Again, thank you for your 
cooperation. 


Very truly yours, 


Myrrha B. Guzman


Myrrha B. Guzman 
Senior Counsel 
ARDC Intake Division  


MBG:kof 
Attachment 
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SAMUEL J. MANELLA 
Attorney at Law 


77 West Washington Street, Suite 705 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 
Phone – (708) 687-6300 


Fax – (708) 887-5499 
E-Mail – manellalawoffice@aol.com 


 
April 29, 2024 


 


 


Ms. Myrrha B. Guzman, Senior Counsel 
Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission 
One Prudential Plaza 
130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6219 
 
RE: Alphonse A. Talarico 
 In relation to 
 Thomas C. Kost 
 No. 2024IN00264 
 
Dear Ms. Guzman: 


 Please be advised that I have been retained by Alphonse A. Talarico to represent 
him in the above captioned matter.  Kindly accept the following as his response to your 
above investigation. 


BACKGROUND 


Mr. Talarico was first contacted by Mr. Dulberg in mid-October 2020 to represent him 
in a Legal Malpractice case titled as Paul Dulberg vs.  The Law Offices of Thomas J. 
Popovich, P.C. and Hans Mast 17LA000377. 


That case is the basis for Dulberg’s (9) nine previously filed ARDC Complaints as 
follows: 


Edward X. Clinton No. 2023IN02517 
(submitted on July 27, 2023)  


Julia C. Williams No. 2023IN02518 
(submitted on July 27, 2023) 


 
Thomas J. Popovich No. 2023IN03135 
(submitted on September 15, 2023)  
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Hans Mast No. 2023IN03136 (submitted on 
September 15, 2023) 
 
Brad J. Balke No. 2023IN03894-R 
(submitted on November 8, 2023)  
 
Kelly Baudin No. 2023IN03898-R 
(submitted on November 8, 2023) 
 
William Randall Baudin II No. 2023IN03897-R 
(submitted on November 8, 2023)  
 
Thomas W. Gooch No. 2023IN03895-R (submitted 
on November 8, 2023), and 
 
Sabina Walczyk-Sershon No. 2023IN03896-R (submitted on November 8, 
2023) 


 
Additionally, on information and belief, Mr. Talarico relates that Mr. Dulberg has 


recently filed a Complaint with the Judicial Inquiry Board concerning Justice Susan F. 
Hutchinson, Second District for her role in Mr. Dulberg’s felony conviction case 
1990CF000655 regarding possession of  cocaine and cannabis with the intent to 
distribute where a Class X Felony was nolle prossed, a Class 1 Felony resulted in a four 
year Sentence to the Department of Corrections, a Class 3 Felony was amended to a 
Class 4 Felony that resulted  in a two year Sentence to the Department of Corrections 
and his Appellate case  Dulberg, Paul R., v. Mast, Hans, et al. No.: 2-23-0072 County: 
McHenry County Trial Court No.: 17LA377. This alleged prejudice on the part of Justice 
Hutchinson was only stated to Mr. Talarico after a final order was entered ending his 
Appellate Appeal No.: 2-23-0072 and signed by Justice Hutchinson. 


Mr. Dulberg often complained of the 2nd District process of having the Clerk of Court 
sign orders instead of a Second District Justice but never told Mr. Talarico why.  He only 
revealed it in his criticism of Mr. Talarico’s failing to force a Justice to sign.  He then told 
Mr. Talarico that Justice Hutchinson was prejudiced against him because at the time she 
was using him to get better press during her attempt to become a Second District Justice.  
This is the first time he revealed his felony convictions although he asked Mr. Talarico to 
recommend a criminal defense attorney to represent his brother who was incarcerated 
for Domestic Violence.  He was asking if Mr. Talarico knew anyone because, as Mr. 
Talarico discovered, although Mr. Dulberg’s family has wealth, it seemed that most of the 
attorneys in three counties wanted nothing to do with his family.  Mr. Talarico believes the 
above is relevant not because Mr. Dulberg is a convicted felon but that Mr. Talarico would 
know (by osmosis) that Mr. Dulberg believes that Justice Hutchinson had a prejudice 
against him after 30 years. 


Mr. Dulberg has created a web site with his half-brother Thomas Kost to “reveal to the 
world” all the injuries that the now ten named attorneys and judge and court clerks and 
certified court reporters have intentionally caused his family and himself. 
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He often remarked to Mr. Talarico while litigating his numerous cases, that he will bring 
down the entire justice system in Illinois and that he and Mr. Talarico will make much 
money for the movie rights. 


FACTS 


Mr. Talarico knows that Mr. Dulberg does not believe that he has  done anything wrong.  
He is blameless and the Illinois Justice system, which he avows to bring down,  is the 
problem, evidence by his written statement in his ARDC Request for Investigation against 
Mr. Talarico on page 21 as follows : 


THE MAPPINGS REVEAL A PROBLEM WITH THE ILLINOIS BAR 


We believe it is important to recognize that what Dulberg is documenting and 
mapping is a problem with the Illinois Bar.  [Emphasis added] It is not the fault of Dulberg.  
[Emphasis added] It is the inability for the Illinois Bar to take care of an issue which is 
caused by the Illinois Bar and that is the cause of what is happening to Dulberg.  Dulberg 
suffers the result but the problem lies in the inability of the Illinois Bar to enforce a culture 
where violations of the Himmel Rule are not treated as a joke. 


It is the inability for the Illinois Bar and Illinois Courts [Emphasis added] to enforce 
a working system of self {sic}  policing.  The people who did this and continue to do this 
to Dulberg seem to operate with impunity in an atmosphere in which such horrific 
treatment of a permanently disabled person is treated as if it is the norm.” (Note: some 
Judges deny that Dulberg qualifies as a permanently disabled person in their rulings but 
Mr. Dulberg categorizes himself in all cases).” 


THE CHRISTINE M. INTERRANTE MATTER 


Christine M. Interrante is an acquaintance of Paul R. Dulberg who pursued a legal 
malpractice case against the Law Offices of Thomas J. Popovich, P.C. and Thomas J. 
Popovich, individually, case No. 2018 LA 000370.  


It was similar to Dulberg’s case No. 2017 LA 000377 infra as one of the Defendants 
was The Law Offices of Thomas J. Popovich, P.C. and the trial judge was Thomas A. 
Meyer.  


As additional evidence of ADRC Claimant Paul R. Dulberg’s approach to the Illinois 
Bar, he informed Mr. Talarico that he was suggesting and assisting Christine M. 
Interrante in preparing a Judicial Inquiry Board Complaint regarding Judge Thomas A. 
Meyer and an ARDC Request for Investigation regarding Thomas J. Popovich. 


THE DULBERG AND KOST CASES 


A list of cases Mr. Talarico handled for Messrs. Dulberg and Kost and the related 
underlying completed matters that Mr. Talarico had to know and understand in the entirety 
because they impacted the litigation Mr. Talarico appeared in are as follows: 


A1) Paul Dulberg v.  The Law Offices of Thomas J. Popovich, P.C. and Hans 
Mast 2017 LA 000377 in which Mr. Talarico filed his Appearance on October 23, 2020 
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after two previous law firms had sequentially withdrawn.  Therefore Mr. Talarico had 
to familiarize himself with the prior three years of litigation.  The files that were turned 
over to Mr. Talarico from Mr. Dulberg consisted of thousands of pages of documents 
in no order, the files turned over to Mr. Talarico by prior counsel were in a filing system 
that defies logic and search ability per Mr. Talarico, and the Clerk of Court files on line 
were missing large amounts of documents.  An example of the disarray was a 
discovery response with over 103 pages “blacked out” which when Mr. Talarico 
complained in court were explained away as “pink page dividers” that were bates 
stamped but not sequentially in any area where a divider would be appropriate.  When 
Mr. Talarico took over this case he stated many times to Mr. Dulberg that this is by far 
the worse file (organization) that he had seen in his nearly 40 years of practice.  Mr. 
Dulberg agreed with Mr. Talarico’s assessment. 


A2) This was a legal malpractice case based upon the underlying case titled 
Dulberg v. Gagnon & Caroline and Bill McGuire 2012 LA 000178 which began with the 
filing of a Complaint on May 5, 2012 and ended by order on December 12, 2016.  
Therefore Mr. Talarico had to familiarize himself with the prior four and a half years of 
litigation.   As part of 2012 LA 000178 Mr. Talarico had to learn about a simultaneous 
bankruptcy case entitled In Re: Paul R. Dulberg 14B83578 because Mr. Dulberg filed 
for bankruptcy on November 26, 2014 and the bankruptcy case ended on June 30 
2017, while the case against Gagnon and the McGuires was pending.  The case 
against Gagnon and McGuires was an asset of the bankruptcy estate.  Also please 
note that the bankruptcy case became important as it was a central part of Mr. 
Dulberg’s Malpractice case against the Baudin Law firm, the Bankruptcy Trustee 
Olsen and the Trustee’s Law firm and breach of contract action against the binding 
mediation Limited Liability Company titled ADR Systems of America L.L.C. ADR 
Systems File #33391BMAG (Please see below for more on Baudins, Trustee Olsen, 
and ADR).  


 
Therefore Mr. Talarico had to familiarize himself with the prior two and a half years 


of the bankruptcy litigation and, although smaller in volume but more difficult to 
discover, binding mediation facts without transcripts, the differences between the 
unsigned, but approved after review in open court by the Bankruptcy Judge Honorable 
Thomas M. Lynch, binding mediation contract ADR Systems File #33391BMAG 
versus the executed contract on December 8, 2016 ADR Systems File  #33391BMAG.  
The two contracts, unsigned but approved versus signed but not approved, which 
contained major differences from what was presented and approved by Honorable 
Thomas M. Lynch.  Therefore Mr. Talarico had to familiarize himself with ADR files 
October 31, 2016 to the date of decision on December 12, 2016 an additional 42 days 
of discovery. 


 
A3) Mr. Talarico pursued an Appellate matter entitled Dulberg v. Mast and the Law 
Offices of Thomas J. Popovich, P.C. No. 2-23-0072 starting in March of 2023 that 
ended by Final Order and Mandate of the Appellate Court on December 4, 2023.  This 
Appeal was delayed by motions for extension of time because of the unexpected 
death of Mr. Dulberg’s live in childhood friend and care-taker Michael McArtor and 
thereafter the disappearance of Alphonse A. Talarico’s fiancée  on an international 
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flight stopover in Tokyo, Japan on June 30, 2023.  Based upon the status of the Record 
on Appeal and with full discussion with all clients it was decided prior to the time 
Appellant’s Brief was finally due to file an emergency motion for one last extension of 
time so that if denied, which it was, said denial would serve as one of the reasons to 
file a Petition to Appeal to the Illinois Supreme Court. 
 


This strategy, based on the “attorney judgmental rule” was fully discussed in all 
details (including the normal risk that the Illinois Supreme Court only accepts less than 
five percent of Petitions For leave To Appeal) prior to any action was taken, and said 
action was acquiesced to by the claimants. 


 
Additionally, based upon information and belief and the attorney judgmental rule, 


and necessitated by the clients’ demand to file with said Petition hundreds of pages of 
information they had prepared for their multiple ARDC Requests for Investigation and 
their self-created web site, it was decided to file the Petition for Leave to Appeal to the 
Illinois Supreme Court with hyperlinks to their established sites and Complaints. 


 
The Assistant-Clerk of the Illinois Supreme Court, in contact with Mr. Talarico, 


indicated that the petition with hyperlinks could not be accepted.  The Assistant-Clerk 
of the Illinois Supreme Court, as a courtesy, gave instructions about how to correct and 
refile the Petition for Leave to Appeal and said instructions were forwarded to the 
Complaints herein because Mr. Talarico had already indicated that he was withdrawing 
from all representations of the Claimants. 


 
This matter was ended as to Mr. Talarico when he was informed by the assistant 


Clerk of the Illinois Supreme Court that he did not have to withdraw his appearance 
from the Petition for Leave to Appeal because as of on or about January 8, 2024, no 
Petition had been filed /accepted.  


 
No further action was taken by Mr. Talarico based upon the allegations 


contained in written and oral communications received from Thomas Kost and Paul R. 
Dulberg. 


 
Therefore the time spent on the Appeal to the Appellate Court and Petition for 


leave to Appeal to the Illinois Supreme Court was (10) ten months. 
 


Of important note, this matter was the genesis of the alleged prejudice by Justice 
Susan F. Hutchinson against Paul R. Dulberg and one of his claims that Mr. Talarico 
was working against him because he had insisted that Mr. Talarico discover who were 
the Justices handling their motions in this appeal. 


 
It is the procedure by rule in the 2nd  Appellate District of Illinois that the Clerk of 


the Appellate Court 2nd District can sign the court orders in place of the (3) three 
Justices signatures on the approved Illinois Supreme Court Order form which was 
always submitted. 
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Paul R. Dulberg did not reveal his past felony conviction and the alleged 
prejudice of Justice Hutchinson while serving as his trial court judge while she was 
attempting to obtain a seat on the Appellate Court 2nd District.  The Final Order and 
Mandate of the Appellate Court in 2-23-0072, dated December 4, 2023 was the only 
order entered that had the names of the three Justices signing the order and one was 
Justice Susan F. Hutchinson. 


 
At this time Paul R. Dulberg revealed his past legal experience with Justice 


Hutchinson and blamed Mr. Talarico herein for failing to have a prejudiced Justice 
removed from his case. 


 
A4) Dulberg and Kost as Trustee of Dulberg’s Revocable Trust v.  Baudins, 


Bankruptcy Trustee Olsen, ADR Systems of America, L.L.C., Allstate Property and 
Casualty Insurance Company et al. 2022 L010905 was filed December 8, 2022. 


 
This was a legal malpractice and breach of contract case based upon the 


underlying case titled Dulberg v. Gagnon & Caroline and Bill McGuire 2012 LA 000178 
and verified by written signature of Paul R. Dulberg.   


This case led to  (2) two appeals and a pending motion in the Trial Court for Illinois 
Supreme Court Rule 137 sanctions against Paul R. Dulberg, ARDC Complainant herein 
and attorney Alphonse A. Talarico herein as follows: 


Dulberg v. Olsen and Olsen’s Law Firm 1-23-1142 based on Illinois Supreme Court Rule 
304(a) language contained in an order. 


Dulberg v. Baudins, ADR Systems of America, LLC.  and Allstate Property and Casualty 
Insurance Company based upon “Final and Appealable” language contained in an order 
1-23-2221 which was filed after the (1st) First District Appellate Clerk denied Mr. Dulberg’s 
first attempt to “join 1-23-1142” but was thereafter consolidated into 1-23-1142 (Please 
note that the pending Rule 137 sanctions motion pending in the trial court 2022 L 010905 
was caused by the trial court entering a second “final and appealable order” after 1-23-
2221 was filed and pending. 


A5) Kost(s) v. Village of Mt. Prospect, S.B. Friedman & Company, Et al. 2023 CH 04351 
was filed on May 2, 2023.  Prior Tax Increment Financing District (TIF) designations 
between the Defendants and the current TIF District procedures and Thomas W. Kost’s 
interactions at private meetings and public hearings had to be researched back to 
February 17, 2022 for the TIF District that is the subject of 2023 CH 04351 (and previous 
dealings between Defendants). 


Kost(s) v. Village of Mt. Prospect, S.B. Friedman and Company, Et al.1-24-0008 was filed 
in the (1st) First District Appellate Court on January 5, 2024 and Mr. Talarico represented 
the Thomas W. Kost until leave was granted, over objection, to withdraw his Appearance 
based on Thomas W. Kost’s written accusation that Mr. Talarico was working with and 
for all his legal opponents, Paul R. Dulberg’s ongoing verbal “gaslighting” and both 
Dulberg and Kost’s anticipatory repudiation of the contract fee agreement of $15,000.00 
after Complainant had informed Mr. Talarico, just a few weeks before, that  payment funds 
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of $15,000.00 had been transferred to Mr. Dulberg’s account and was ready to pay on 
the agreed date. (The verbal abuse, ‘gaslighting,” and non-payment of attorney fees is 
more fully revealed below) 


As of this writing the January 15, 2024 payment of agreed attorney fees has not 
been made. 


The date of the Order granting leave to withdraw was February 6, 2024 therefore 
the time this matter was researched and actually covered by Mr. Talarico was just  (11) 
eleven days short of (2) two years. 


THE CLIENTS’ SATIFACTION 


From the very beginning of Mr. Talarico’s representation of Mr. Dulberg in 2020 
and including his representation of Mr. Kost, at the request of both Mr. Dulberg and Mr. 
Kost, in April 2022 through December 2023, Mr. Talarico had been told verbally and in 
writing that he was the only honest attorney they had found in all their family’s court 
involvements and that after all the current litigation was completed that there would be a 
substantial bonus for all Mr. Talarico’s diligent work and that Mr. Talarico would be kept 
on their payroll to handle future legal matters as their family’s attorney. 


Mr. Talarico’s representation increased from one Legal Malpractice case in 
October 2020 to all the matters as briefly summarized in THE CASES supra.  


The original Attorney-Client Agreement with each ARDC Complainant herein was 
verbally amended multiple times to a combined monthly fee by agreement based upon 
the following: 


1) The increased case load that they insisted Mr. Talarico handle because he 
was the only honest attorney they could rely upon; 
 


2) Their desire to file ARDC Requests for Investigations against an ever 
increasing number of attorneys and Judicial Inquiry Complaints against 
multiple Judges; 
 


3) The need for Mr. Talarico to refuse to take on any new matters because of 
their demand that his hours working on their matter consume all Mr. 
Talarico’s working hours; 
 


4) That Mr. Talarico had initially informed them that they should obtain 
additional independent counsel or Mr. Talarico would have to obtain an 
associate to handle the ever increasing work load; 
 


5) The fact that they could not find any firm or attorney willing to represent 
them in McHenry, Lake, nor Cook Counties even though they were well 
heeled and could  afford said representation; 
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6) That they wanted Mr. Talarico to be available for consultation 24/7 which 
they availed themselves of on an almost daily basis; 
 


7) That they wanted  a morning meeting to discuss status of all matters starting 
at 8:00 AM daily (including weekends); 
 


8) That Mr. Talarico would ignore ARDC Claimant Mr. Dulberg’s “gaslighting” 
and do what Mr. Kost recommended that he does-he hangs up the phone 
when Mr. Dulberg gets abusive with him, based on the fact that Mr. Dulberg 
forgets his medications on occasion. 
 


9) The December 24, 2023 letter from Paul R. Dulberg (Please see Exhibit A 
attached); 
 


10) The highlighted January 14, 2024 letter from Thomas W. Kost.  (Please see 
Exhibit B attached). 
 


11) The highlighted January 5, 2014 letter from Thomas W. Kost contained as 
a “string” with the January 14, 2024 letter (supra Exhibit). 


 


 
THE CLIENTS’ DISSATIFACTION 
 


1) Regarding the  October 2023 demand by Paul R. Dulberg that Mr. Talarico 
join in Mr. Dulberg’s ARDC Requests for Investigation by filing separate 
Himmel Complaints against the attorneys that Mr. Dulberg has filed ARDC 
Requests for Investigation against  are evidence by the January 17, 2024  
e-mail letter from Thomas W. Kost stating that Mr. Talarico violated the 
Himmel reporting requirements based upon events and documents Paul R. 
Dulberg informed about and sent to Mr. Talarico based upon information 
Mr. Dulberg told Mr. Talarico “as early as October, 2022”  and a folder that 
Mr. Dulberg sent to Mr. Talarico called “document_suppression_smoking 
gun” clearly indicating Dulberg and Kost false belief that Mr. Talarico must 
file a Himmel Complaint based on hearsay and their interpretation of 
documents and events that occurred before Mr. Talarico was part of this 
case and based upon attorneys who Mr. Talarico, as currently as the writing 
of this Response, had never met nor spoke with in any capacity  (Please 
see Exhibit C attached); 
 


2) The October 2023 demand by Paul R. Dulberg that Mr. Talarico file a 
Judicial Inquiry Complaint about the Honorable Thomas A. Meyer was filed 
by Mr. Talarico based upon his appearance and his discovery in 2017 LA 
003777 but was not done regarding Justice Susan F. Hutchinson because 
Mr. Talarico was never a part of the case Mr. Dulberg complains of, nor has 
Mr. Talarico ever been before Justice Susan F. Hutchinson therefore it 
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would be improper to do any type of judicial reporting based solely on Mr. 
Dulberg’s hearsay rantings; 
 


3) The hypothetical conversation with ARDC  attorney Rory Patrick Quinn 
took place in October 2023 by way of a hypothetical question about the  
hypothetical reporting responsibilities of a hypothetical attorney (Mr. 
Talarico) who had no first-hand  knowledge of events and accusations 
made by a hypothetical client (Dulberg and /or Kost); 
 


4) Mr. Talarico’s misunderstanding of the hypothetical response of ARDC  
attorney Rory Patrick Quinn that Mr. Talarico had no reporting duty under 
Himmel because he had no first-hand knowledge led Mr. Talarico to file 
Himmel reports on attorneys demanded by Dulberg and Kost stating that 
he had no knowledge of reportable activity; 
 


5) Mr. Talarico’s actions taken in October 2023 based on his 
misunderstanding of his Himmel requirements led to demands for Himmel 
filings by an ARDC attorney’s assistant; 
 


6) Thereafter a second call to ARDC attorney Rory Patrick Quinn, who 
remembered the details of the initial hypothetical Himmel reporting 
question, interceded on behalf of Mr. Talarico clarifying that he was not 
required to file a Himmel Report (as demanded by Dulberg and Kost) 
because he did not have first-hand knowledge of the alleged reportable 
activities.  (Please see Exhibit C attached) 
 


7) Please note the “mid-stream” change contained in the highlighted January 
14, 2024 email letter from Thomas W. Kost and his accusation of a 
conspiracy for failing to file Himmel Complaints and Judicial inquiry 
Complaints as instructed.  supra Exhibit B 


THE ANTICIPATORY REPUDIATION OF THE  ATTORNEY_CLIENT AGREEMENTS 


1) The current Attorney-Clients (Dulberg and Kosts) Agreement was that Mr. 
Talarico was to be paid $15,000.00 per month unless and until Mr. Dulberg 
and Kost retain another attorney to take over part of the full time burden 
they placed on Mr. Talarico.  At that time Mr. Talarico would be allowed to 
take on new clients as he chose. 
 


2) In late December Paul R. Dulberg emailed and telephoned to Mr. Talarico 
the message that the $15,000.00 that funds Mr. Talarico’s next payment 
(January 15, 2024) has been received and transferred to his account for 
his agreed upon fees to be paid by check on January 15, 2024. 
 


3) Based upon Dulberg and Kost’s  manifested change of view, from 
describing Mr. Talarico as the only honest, ethical, dedicated to their family 
attorney they have experienced in all their years of dealing with the Illinois 
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Court System to a turncoat despicable attorney working for the betterment 
of all their legal opponents because Mr. Talarico would not violate his legal 
professional ethics by filing Himmel Reports on matters Mr. Talarico has no 
first-hand knowledge, Mr. Talarico twice requested in writing whether they 
will anticipatorily repudiate the Attorney-Clients agreement and pay the 
Attorney Fee of $15,000.00 due on January 15, 2024. Both Dulberg and 
Kost refused to answer. 
 


4) Mr. Talarico was not paid $15,000.00 on January 15, 2024 or any time 
thereafter. 
 


5) The last attorney fee payment in the amount of $15,000.00 was made on 
or about December 15, 2023 thus making the January 15, 2024 due and 
payable. 
 


6) Mr. Talarico began to withdraw from their cases on or about February 6, 
2024 after being abused verbally and in emails, accused of working for their 
many opponents by not filing Himmel Reports and because the Attorney –
Clients Agreement was repudiated.  


CONCLUSION 


Every action taken, every document drafted and filed was first presented 
beforehand to Dulberg or Kost or Dulberg and Kost and approval was obtained or 
changes were made pursuant to their instructions before filing. 


Every expert hired, every process server used, every expense incurred was first 
proposed and approved by Dulberg or Kost or Dulberg and Kost unless they made the 
decision in advance to which Mr. Talarico acquiesced. 


All courses of action, strategies and all potential outcomes were discussed in 
advance and approval obtained. 


Every file stamped document, every report, every court order was sent to Dulberg 
or Kost or Dulberg and Kost. 


Dulberg or Kost or Dulberg and Kost were present by zoom to all Court Activities. 


Mr. Talarico was completely transparent in all matters regarding the attorney-client 
relationship with Dulberg, and with Kost and with Dulberg and Kost. 


The fraudulent use of Mr. Talarico’s forged signature, electronic signature (/s/) 
used without permission and any other unknown use of his name to indicate his joining 
or approving of documents or actions as Mr. Talarico has never given Dulberg or Kost 
permission to sign his name. 


(Please see attached as Exhibit D the March 15, 2024 communication from the 
ARDC to Paul R. Dulberg and  Mr. Talarico  concerning Attorney Brad Balke) 
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Please see attached as Exhibit E the March 15, 2024 communication from the 
ARDC to Paul R. Dulberg and  Mr. Talarico concerning Attorney Gooch). 


Please see attached as Exhibit F the March 15, 2024 communication from the 
ARDC to Paul R. Dulberg and  Mr. Talarico  concerning Attorney William Baudin) 


Finally, it should be noted that much of Dulberg and Kost’s complaint binder is old 
material regarding other attorneys, judges and court personnel and does not touch upon 
Mr. Talarico; Mr. Talarico asserts that it  is added to impress the reader and to serve as 
a basis  for now claiming that their unproven conspiracy and fraud upon the Court can 
now have the name of Alphonse A. Talarico added to the fantasy but since these pages 
do not pertain to Mr. Talarico, no response is made. 


However, one false impression that Mr. Dulberg attempts to convey on page 11 of 
his Request for Investigation against Mr. Talarico is that he was somehow forced or 
persuaded to add Alternative Dispute Resolution Systems of America L.L.C. (ADR) as a 
named defendant and consequently named on a Rule 137 Motion for sanctions by named 
Defendant Alternative Dispute Resolution Systems of America L.L.C. 


 This is another attempt to rewrite history to favor Mr. Dulberg as disproven by the 
following: 


1) Dulberg places at issue that he believes his signature on the ADR Contract was 
a forgery.  (Please see Exhibit G attached); 
 


2) Dulberg and Kost create a comparison chart to show the differences between 
the ADR Contract with his signature forged on the date of the ADR hearing.  
(Please see Exhibit H attached); 
 


3) The E-mail letter from Dulberg to Mr. Talarico dated November 23, 2022 
informing Mr. Talarico to include ADR Systems of America L.L.C. as a named 
Defendant.  (Please see Exhibit I attached).  


I trust you may now conclude your investigation into the above matter, however, if 
you require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 


Samuel J. Manella 


SAMUEL J. MANELLA 


SJM:jk 


Enclosures 


Cc: Alphonse A. Talarico 
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THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


PAUL DULBERG, ) 
) 


Plaintiff, ) 
) 


v. ) No. 17 LA 377 
) 


THE LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS J. )  
POPOVICH, P.C., and HANS MAST, ) 


) 
Defendant. ) 


SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT AT LAW 


Plaintiff, PAUL DULBERG (hereinafter also referred to as “DULBERG”), by and 


through his attorneys, THE CLINTON LAW FIRM, LLC, complains against THE LAW 


OFFICES OF THOMAS J. POPOVICH, P.C. (hereinafter also referred to as 


“POPOVICH”), and HANS MAST (hereinafter also referred to as “MAST”), as follows: 


COUNT I 
LEGAL MALPRACTICE 


A. Parties and Venue


1. Paul Dulberg, is a resident of McHenry County, Illinois, and was such a


resident at all times complained of herein. 


2. The Law Offices of Thomas Popovich, P.C., is a law firm operating in


McHenry County, Illinois, and transacting business on a regular and daily basis in 


McHenry County, Illinois. 


  1







3. Hans Mast is an agent, employee, or partner of The Law Offices of Thomas 


Popovich, P.C., and is a licensed attorney in the State of Illinois, and was so licensed at all 


times relevant to this Complaint. 


4. As an agent, employee, or principal in Popovich, Popovich is liable for 


MAST’s actions alleged herein.   


5. Venue is proper in McHenry County, Illinois, as the Defendants transact 


substantial and regular business in and about McHenry County in the practice of law, 


where their office is located. 


B. Relevant Facts 


6. On or about June 28, 2011, Dulberg assisted Caroline McGuire (“Caroline”), 


William McGuire (“Williams”)(Caroline and William collectively referred to herein as “the 


McGuires”), and David Gagnon (“Gagnon”) in cutting down a tree on the McGuire’s 


property.  


7. Dulberg lives in the next neighborhood from the McGuire family.  


8. Caroline McGuire and William McGuire are a married couple, who own real 


property in McHenry, Cook County, Illinois “the Property”).  


9. David Gagon is Caroline’s son and Williams’s stepson.   


9.1 On May 22, 2011 the McGuire’s purchased a chainsaw that was first used on 


June 28, 2011, the day DULBERG was injured. 


10.  On June 28, 2011, at the McGuire property, the McGuires provided Gagnon 


with the chainsaw.  


11. Dulberg was invited on the property to see if he wanted the wood. 
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12. Gagnon was operating the chainsaw to remove branches from a tree and cut 


it down on the Property.  


13. William physically assisted with cutting down the tree and later supervised 


Gagnon’s actions.  


14. Caroline supervised Gagnon’s and William’s actions.  


15. Caroline asked Dulberg to assist Gagnon. 


13. Dulberg assisted Gagnon with cutting.  


14. Gagnon was acting on behalf of Caroline and William and at their direction.  


14. Caroline, William, and Gagnon all knew or show have known that a 


chainsaw was dangerous and to take appropriate precautions when utilizing the chain saw.  


15. The safety information was readily available to Caroline and William as the 


safety instructions are included with the purchase of the chainsaw. 


15. It is reasonably foreseeable that the failure to take appropriate caution and 


safety measures could result in serious injury.  


16. The likelihood of injury when not properly utilizing the chainsaw or not 


following the safety precautions is very high.  


17. The safety instructions outlined are easy to follow and do not place a large 


burden on the operator of the chainsaw or the owner of the property.  


18. Caroline, William, and Gagnon had a duty to exercise appropriate caution 


and follow the safety instructions for the chainsaw.  
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19. Caroline, William, and Gagnon breached that duty by either not exercising 


appropriate care, failing to follow the safety instructions, or failing to instruct Gagnon to 


exercise appropriate care and/or follow the safety instructions.  


20. Caroline and William, owners of the property and the chainsaw, instructed 


Gagnon to use the chain saw despite Gagnon not being a trained expert in operating the 


chainsaw.  


21. Gagnon was operating the chain saw in close proximately to Dulberg.  


22. Neither Gagnon nor Dulberg were provided protective equipment when 


operating or assisting with operating the chainsaw.   


23. Gagnon failed to utilize the chainsaw in compliance with the safety measures 


outlined in the owner’s manual.  


24. Caroline and William failed to instruct and require that Gagnon utilize the 


chainsaw only in compliance with the safety measures outlined in the owner’s manual.  


25. Gagnon lost control of the chainsaw that he was using and it struck Dulberg 


in the right arm, cutting him severely.  


26. Dulberg incurred substantial and catastrophic injuries, including, but not 


limited to, pain and suffering, current and future medical expenses in amount in excess of 


$260,000, lost wages in excess of $250,000, loss of use of his right arm, and other damages.  


 27. In May 2012, Dulberg hired Mast and Popovich to represent him in 


prosecuting his claims against Gagnon and the McGuires. Exhibit A. 


 28. Mast and Popovich, on behalf of Dulberg filed a complaint against Gagnon 


and the McGuires. Exhibit B.  
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 29. Mast and Popovich entered into an attorney client relationship with Dulberg.  


 30. Based upon the attorney client relationship, Mast and Popovich owed 


professional duties to Dulberg, including to a duty of care. 


 31. On behalf of Dulberg, Mast and Popovich prosecuted claims against both 


Gagnon and the McGuire’s.  


 32. The claims against Gagnon were resolved later through binding mediation 


with new counsel.   


 33. The claims against the McGuires included (a) common law premises liability, 


(b) statutory premises liability, (c) common law negligence, and (d) vicarious liability for 


the acts of their son.  


 34. In late 2013, Mast urged Dulberg to settle the claims against the McGuire’s 


for $5,000.   


35. On November 18, 2013, Mast wrote two emails to Dulberg urging Dulberg to 


accept the $5,000.00, “the McGuire’s atty has offered us (you) $5,000 in full settlement of 


the claim against the McGuires only. As we discussed, they have no liability in the case for 


what Dave did as property owners. So they will likely get out of the case on a motion at 


some point, so my suggestion is to take the $5,000 now. You probably won't see any of it due 


to liens etc. but it will offset the costs deducted from any eventual recovery....” * * * “So if 


we do not accept their 5000 they will simply file a motion and get out of the case for free. 


That's the only other option is letting them file motion getting out of the case”. (See Emails 


attached as Group Exhibit C.)  
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36. Similarly, on November 20, 2013 MAST emailed DULBERG urging him to 


accept the $5,000.00 otherwise “the McGuires will get out for FREE on a motion.” (See 


Emails attached as Group Exhibit C.) 


37.  On or around December 2013 or January 2014, MAST met with DULBERG 


and other family members and again advised them there was no cause of action against 


William McGuire and Caroline McGuire, and verbally told DULBERG that he had no 


choice but to execute a release in favor of the McGuires for the sum of $5,000.00 and if he 


did not, he would get nothing. 


38. Based upon Mast’s erroneously advice that Dulberg’s claims against the 


McGuire’s were not viable and that Dulberg would not recover if he pursued the claims, 


Dulberg settled with the McGuire’s and their insurance company, Auto-Owners Insurance 


Company, for $5,000, which included a release of all claims against the McGuire’s and 


claim for indemnification under the McGuire’s insurance policy. Exhibit D (Settlement). 


Mast also told Dulberg that Gagnon’s Insurance policy limit was $100,000.  


39. From November 2013 onwards, MAST and POPOVICH represented 


repeatedly to DULBERG there was no possibility of any liability against William and/or 


Caroline McGuire and/or Auto-Owners Insurance Company, and lead DULBERG to 


believe that the matter was being properly handled. Mast also reassured Dulberg and his 


family members that he would be able to receive the full amount of any eventual recover 


from Gagnon. 


40. After accepting the $5,000 settlement, DULBERG wrote MAST an email on 


January 29, 2014 stating “I trust your judgment.” (See Email attached as Exhibit E.) 
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41. MAST and POPOVICH continued to represent DULBERG into 2015 and 


continuously assured him that his case was being handled properly. 


 42. The McGuires owed their home, had homeowner’s insurance, and had other 


property that could have been utilized to pay a judgment against them and in favor of 


Dulberg.  


 43. Dulberg cooperated with and appropriately assisted Mast and Popovich in 


prosecuting the claims against Gagnon and the McGuires. Dulberg, who was injured, 


disabled and unable to work with household bills stacking up, realized the medical bills and 


attorney fees would leave him with very little if anything and decided to file for bankruptcy 


protection. Mast then tried to get Dulberg to enter into a mediation with Gagnon with a 


$50,000 cap. At this point Dulberg severed the relationship with Mast. 


 44. In December of 2016, Dulberg was ordered by the Bankruptcy Trustee into a 


binding mediation related to his claims against Gagnon.  


 45.  In December of 2016, Dulberg was awarded a gross amount of $660,000 and 


a net award of $561,000 after his contributory negligence was considered.  


 46. Dulberg was only able to recovery approximately $300,000 of the award from 


Gagnon’s insurance and was unable to collect from Gagnon personally. Due to the Binding 


Mediation Agreement into which the Bankruptcy Trustee ordered Dulberg, Dulberg could 


not collect more from Gagnon. The bankruptcy trustee took the money and paid Dulberg’s 


debt in full (it was a 100% solvent bankruptcy). 


 47. Only after Dulberg obtained an award against Gagnon did he discover that 


his claims against the McGuires were viable and valuable.  
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48. Following the execution of the mediation agreement and the final mediation 


award, Dulberg realized for the first time in December of 2016 that the information Mast 


and Popovich had given Dulberg was false and misleading, and that in fact, the dismissal of 


the McGuires was a serious and substantial mistake.  


49. It was not until the mediation in December 2016, based on the expert’s 


opinions that Dulberg retained for the mediation, that Dulberg became reasonably aware 


that Mast and Popovich did not properly represent him by pressuring and coercing him to 


accept a settlement for $5,000.00 on an “all or nothing” basis. 


50. Mast and Popovich, jointly and severally, breached the duties owed Dulberg 


by violating the standard of care owed Dulberg in the following ways and respects: 


 a) Failed to take such actions as were necessary during their representation of 


Dulberg to fix liability against the property owners of the subject property (the McGuires) 


who employed Gagnon, and sought the assistance of Dulberg, for example hiring a liability 


expert; 


 d.) Failed to investigate the insurance policy amounts of the McGuires and 


Gagnon; 


 e.) Incorrectly informed Dulberg that Gagnon’s insurance policy was “only 


$100,000.00” and no insurance company would pay close to that; 


  j) Coerced Dulberg, verbally and through emails. into accepting the settlement 


with the McGuires for $5,000.00 by misleading him into believing that had no other choice 


but to accept the settlement or else “the McGuires will get out for FREE on a motion”.  
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k) Mast failed to explain to Dulberg the necessary facts for him to make an 


informed decision as to the McGuires. (Judge said: doesn’t tell me what those necessary 


facts were) The necessary facts are: MAST told DULBERG and another family member at 


a meeting in which DULBERG was trying to decide whether to accept the MCGUIRE's 


offer of $5,000 that because the restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in Illinois, 


DULBERG had no case against the MCGUIRES and that the MCGUIRES did not have to 


offer any settlement at all.  DULBERG asked MAST to cite case law that shows why the 


MCGUIRES were not at least partially liable for DULBERG'S injury, and MAST cited 


Tilscher v Spangler, a case which confirms that restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in 


Illinois. At the same meeting MAST also informed DULBERG that the MCGUIRES made 


an offer of $5,000 to be nice (they did not have to offer anything) and if DULBERG did not 


accept the offer it would be withdrawn and the MCGUIRES will ask for summary 


judgement.  MAST informed DULBERG that the presiding judge would grant the 


MCGUIRES a summary judgement dismissing the case against them, leaving DULBERG 


with no settlement at all from the MCGUIRES. Mast, “The legality of it all is that a 


property owner does not have legal liability for a worker (whether friend, son or otherwise) 


who does the work on his time, using his own independent skills.”  


See Hans Mast2-201.pdf attached. 


 l) Failed to properly explain to Dulberg all ramifications of accepting the 


McGuire settlement, and giving him the option of retaining alternative counsel to review 


the matter; (THE COURT: (l) there might be some facts in there, but I'm not sure what 


they are, so I'm going to strike it. I mean, there might be a factual basis to support what 
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they're getting at, but I don't know what it is. I don't think it's supported, so I think it's a 


conclusion) Mast failed to inform Dulberg and a family member that accepting the offer 


would severely limit any recovery later. The proof will be in Dulberg and his family 


members testimony. 


 b)  Failed to thoroughly investigate ` liability issues against property owners 


of the subject property; (Judge said this was a conclusion) I am not sure why this is 


separate from 50 a.) 


 f) Failed to explain to Dulberg the current accepted law pertaining to a 


property owner’s rights, duties and responsibilities to someone invited onto their property. 


The necessary facts are: MAST told DULBERG and another family member at a meeting 


in which DULBERG was trying to decide whether to accept the MCGUIRE's offer of 


$5,000 that because the restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in Illinois, DULBERG 


had no case against the MCGUIRES and that the MCGUIRES did not have to offer any 


settlement at all.  DULBERG asked MAST to cite case law that shows why the 


MCGUIRES were not at least partially liable for DULBERG'S injury, and MAST cited 


Tilscher v Spangler, a case which confirms that restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in 


Illinois. At the same meeting MAST also informed DULBERG that the MCGUIRES made 


an offer of $5,000 to be nice (they did not have to offer anything) and if DULBERG did not 


accept the offer it would be withdrawn and the MCGUIRES will ask for summary 


judgement. MAST informed DULBERG that the presiding judge would grant the 


MCGUIRES a summary judgement dismissing the case against them, leaving DULBERG 


with no settlement at all from the MCGUIRES. See Hans Mast2-201.pdf attached. 
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 g) Improperly urged Dulberg to accept a settlement from the property owners, 


and dismissed them from all further responsibility; (Judge said this was a conclusion) This 


is no different than j (conclusion) drawn from j which the judge accepted as fact.  Should 


this be added to j) or left alone since the judge already accepted j? 


 h) Failed to treat the McGuires and their liability as a very necessary party to 


the litigation; (Judge said this was a conclusion) rewrote to remove redundancy 


 i) Falsely advised Dulberg throughout the period of their representation, that 


the actions taken regarding the McGuires was proper in all ways and respects, and that 


Dulberg had no choice but to accept the settlement; (Judge said this was a conclusion) 


 m) Continually reassured Dulberg that the course of action as to the property 


owners was proper and appropriate; (Judge said this was a conclusion) Same as i? Possibly 


remove, why use these?)  


 o) Were otherwise negligent in their representation of Dulberg. (Judge said this 


was a conclusion) this is a catch all for possible issues learned during discovery. 


 c) Failed to conduct necessary discovery, so as to fix the liability of the property 


owners to Dulberg, for example hiring a liability expert; (Judge said this is redundant of a) 


 n) Failed to retain a liability expert to prove Dulberg’s damages; (Judge said 


this is redundant of a and c) 


51. That Dulberg suffered serious and substantial damages, not only as a result 


of the injury as set forth in the binding mediation award, but due to the direct actions of 


Mast and Popovich in urging Dulberg to release the McGuires, lost the sum of well over 
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$300,000.00 which would not have occurred but for the acts of Mast and The Law Offices 


of Thomas Popovich, P.C. 


 WHEREFORE, your Plaintiff, Paul Dulberg prays this Honorable Court to enter 


judgment on such verdict as a jury of twelve (12) shall return, together with the costs of 


suit and such other and further relief as may be just, all in excess of the jurisdictional 


minimums of this Honorable Court. 


        
Respectfully submitted by, 


       PAUL DULBERG, Plaintiff, by his  
       attorneys The Clinton Law Firm 


       _______________________________ 
       Julia C. Williams 


Edward X. Clinton, Jr., ARDC No. 6206773  
Julia C. Williams, ARDC No. 6296386 
The Clinton Law Firm 
111 W. Washington, Ste. 1437 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312.357.1515 
ed@clintonlaw.net 
juliawilliams@clintonlaw.net 
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From: Paul Dulberg Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
Subject: 2nd amended complaint draft


Date: December 4, 2018 at 2:20 PM
To: The Clinton Law Firm juliawilliams@clintonlaw.net
Cc: ed Clinton ed@clintonlaw.net


Hi Julia and Ed,


Please find the two file attachments named working.pdf and comment on complaint.txt
Comment on complaint.txt contains a color code explanation for what is in working.pdf.


Also, I have attached the order in which the judge decided what was stricken along with the transcripts that will be needed to 
decipher the courts order.


Please feel free to contact me with any and all questions you may have.


I’m sorry this took me longer than expected to do.


Thank you both,
Paul


Paul Dulberg
847-497-4250


comment on 
complaint.txt


Working.pdf







Hi Julia,


Below are notes on the pdf that was attached.
It contains my thoughts on possible changes and edits.
Please forgive my sloppyness.


From items 1 to 49 red font is something that Dulberg added to the 
original.  These are only suggestions and we will defer to your 
judgement as to whether these comments will become permanent.


A few notes on item 50:


The judge has already ruled on most of these.  The judge's comments 
can be seen in the order he issued and the transcripts of the hearing.


We color-code each item listed like this:


black font means he has already agreed to the item


orange font means he needs more inforamtion to allow the item to stand


green font means the judge called the item conclusory


blue font means the judge has called the item redundant


red are our comments on an item


We changed the order of the list to put the black font ones first 
(since the judge is already in agreement with these).  black is 
followed by brown (because judge may allow them if more information is 
provided).  Green is next (which the judge called conclusory).  Blue 
items are last (because the judge sees them as redundant).


We also wrote what the judge said about some of the items in red after 
the item.  These are direct quotes from the transcript.


Notes on item k:  k and f rewritten are basically the same thing  


Notes on item f: F is to be rewritten as shown and combined with k


Notes on item g:  combine with j or drop as redundant.  Judge already 







agreed to j.


Notes on item h:  h was reworded to remove redundancy


Further notes:


WHy are there two item 14?


Why two item 15?


item 51 is mistkenly listed as item 37


item 34 was changed


Numbers and letters are out of order from me adding comments etc...







THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 


McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


PAUL DULBERG,      ) 
       ) 
 Plaintiff,     ) 
       ) 
v.       ) No. 17 LA 377 
       ) 
THE LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS J.  )  
POPOVICH, P.C., and HANS MAST,  ) 
       ) 
 Defendant.     ) 


SECOND AMENDED COMPLAINT AT LAW 


 Plaintiff, PAUL DULBERG (hereinafter also referred to as “DULBERG”), by and 


through his attorneys, THE CLINTON LAW FIRM, LLC, complains against THE LAW 


OFFICES OF THOMAS J. POPOVICH, P.C. (hereinafter also referred to as 


“POPOVICH”), and HANS MAST (hereinafter also referred to as “MAST”), as follows: 


COUNT I 
LEGAL MALPRACTICE 


A. Parties and Venue 


1. Paul Dulberg, is a resident of McHenry County, Illinois, and was such a 


resident at all times complained of herein. 


2. The Law Offices of Thomas Popovich, P.C., is a law firm operating in 


McHenry County, Illinois, and transacting business on a regular and daily basis in 


McHenry County, Illinois. 
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3. Hans Mast is an agent, employee, or partner of The Law Offices of Thomas 


Popovich, P.C., and is a licensed attorney in the State of Illinois, and was so licensed at all 


times relevant to this Complaint. 


4. As an agent, employee, or principal in Popovich, Popovich is liable for 


MAST’s actions alleged herein.   


5. Venue is proper in McHenry County, Illinois, as the Defendants transact 


substantial and regular business in and about McHenry County in the practice of law, 


where their office is located. 


B. Relevant Facts 


6. On or about June 28, 2011, Dulberg assisted Caroline McGuire (“Caroline”), 


William McGuire (“Williams”)(Caroline and William collectively referred to herein as “the 


McGuires”), and David Gagnon (“Gagnon”) in cutting down a tree on the McGuire’s 


property.  


7. Dulberg lives in the next neighborhood from the McGuire family.  


8. Caroline McGuire and William McGuire are a married couple, who own real 


property in McHenry, Cook County, Illinois “the Property”).  


9. David Gagon is Caroline’s son and Williams’s stepson.   


9.1 On May 22, 2011 the McGuire’s purchased a chainsaw that was first used on 


June 28, 2011, the day DULBERG was injured. 


10.  On June 28, 2011, at the McGuire property, the McGuires provided Gagnon 


with the chainsaw.  


11. Dulberg was invited on the property to see if he wanted the wood. 
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12. Gagnon was operating the chainsaw to remove branches from a tree and cut 


it down on the Property.  


13. William physically assisted with cutting down the tree and later supervised 


Gagnon’s actions.  


14. Caroline supervised Gagnon’s and William’s actions.  


15. Caroline asked Dulberg to assist Gagnon. 


13. Dulberg assisted Gagnon with cutting.  


14. Gagnon was acting on behalf of Caroline and William and at their direction.  


14. Caroline, William, and Gagnon all knew or show have known that a 


chainsaw was dangerous and to take appropriate precautions when utilizing the chain saw.  


15. The safety information was readily available to Caroline and William as the 


safety instructions are included with the purchase of the chainsaw. 


15. It is reasonably foreseeable that the failure to take appropriate caution and 


safety measures could result in serious injury.  


16. The likelihood of injury when not properly utilizing the chainsaw or not 


following the safety precautions is very high.  


17. The safety instructions outlined are easy to follow and do not place a large 


burden on the operator of the chainsaw or the owner of the property.  


18. Caroline, William, and Gagnon had a duty to exercise appropriate caution 


and follow the safety instructions for the chainsaw.  
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19. Caroline, William, and Gagnon breached that duty by either not exercising 


appropriate care, failing to follow the safety instructions, or failing to instruct Gagnon to 


exercise appropriate care and/or follow the safety instructions.  


20. Caroline and William, owners of the property and the chainsaw, instructed 


Gagnon to use the chain saw despite Gagnon not being a trained expert in operating the 


chainsaw.  


21. Gagnon was operating the chain saw in close proximately to Dulberg.  


22. Neither Gagnon nor Dulberg were provided protective equipment when 


operating or assisting with operating the chainsaw.   


23. Gagnon failed to utilize the chainsaw in compliance with the safety measures 


outlined in the owner’s manual.  


24. Caroline and William failed to instruct and require that Gagnon utilize the 


chainsaw only in compliance with the safety measures outlined in the owner’s manual.  


25. Gagnon lost control of the chainsaw that he was using and it struck Dulberg 


in the right arm, cutting him severely.  


26. Dulberg incurred substantial and catastrophic injuries, including, but not 


limited to, pain and suffering, current and future medical expenses in amount in excess of 


$260,000, lost wages in excess of $250,000, loss of use of his right arm, and other damages.  


 27. In May 2012, Dulberg hired Mast and Popovich to represent him in 


prosecuting his claims against Gagnon and the McGuires. Exhibit A. 


 28. Mast and Popovich, on behalf of Dulberg filed a complaint against Gagnon 


and the McGuires. Exhibit B.  
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 29. Mast and Popovich entered into an attorney client relationship with Dulberg.  


 30. Based upon the attorney client relationship, Mast and Popovich owed 


professional duties to Dulberg, including to a duty of care. 


 31. On behalf of Dulberg, Mast and Popovich prosecuted claims against both 


Gagnon and the McGuire’s.  


 32. The claims against Gagnon were resolved later through binding mediation 


with new counsel.   


 33. The claims against the McGuires included (a) common law premises liability, 


(b) statutory premises liability, (c) common law negligence, and (d) vicarious liability for 


the acts of their son.  


 34. In late 2013, Mast urged Dulberg to settle the claims against the McGuire’s 


for $5,000.   


35. On November 18, 2013, Mast wrote two emails to Dulberg urging Dulberg to 


accept the $5,000.00, “the McGuire’s atty has offered us (you) $5,000 in full settlement of 


the claim against the McGuires only. As we discussed, they have no liability in the case for 


what Dave did as property owners. So they will likely get out of the case on a motion at 


some point, so my suggestion is to take the $5,000 now. You probably won't see any of it due 


to liens etc. but it will offset the costs deducted from any eventual recovery....” * * * “So if 


we do not accept their 5000 they will simply file a motion and get out of the case for free. 


That's the only other option is letting them file motion getting out of the case”. (See Emails 


attached as Group Exhibit C.)  
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36. Similarly, on November 20, 2013 MAST emailed DULBERG urging him to 


accept the $5,000.00 otherwise “the McGuires will get out for FREE on a motion.” (See 


Emails attached as Group Exhibit C.) 


37.  On or around December 2013 or January 2014, MAST met with DULBERG 


and other family members and again advised them there was no cause of action against 


William McGuire and Caroline McGuire, and verbally told DULBERG that he had no 


choice but to execute a release in favor of the McGuires for the sum of $5,000.00 and if he 


did not, he would get nothing. 


38. Based upon Mast’s erroneously advice that Dulberg’s claims against the 


McGuire’s were not viable and that Dulberg would not recover if he pursued the claims, 


Dulberg settled with the McGuire’s and their insurance company, Auto-Owners Insurance 


Company, for $5,000, which included a release of all claims against the McGuire’s and 


claim for indemnification under the McGuire’s insurance policy. Exhibit D (Settlement). 


Mast also told Dulberg that Gagnon’s Insurance policy limit was $100,000.  


39. From November 2013 onwards, MAST and POPOVICH represented 


repeatedly to DULBERG there was no possibility of any liability against William and/or 


Caroline McGuire and/or Auto-Owners Insurance Company, and lead DULBERG to 


believe that the matter was being properly handled. Mast also reassured Dulberg and his 


family members that he would be able to receive the full amount of any eventual recover 


from Gagnon. 


40. After accepting the $5,000 settlement, DULBERG wrote MAST an email on 


January 29, 2014 stating “I trust your judgment.” (See Email attached as Exhibit E.) 
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41. MAST and POPOVICH continued to represent DULBERG into 2015 and 


continuously assured him that his case was being handled properly. 


 42. The McGuires owed their home, had homeowner’s insurance, and had other 


property that could have been utilized to pay a judgment against them and in favor of 


Dulberg.  


 43. Dulberg cooperated with and appropriately assisted Mast and Popovich in 


prosecuting the claims against Gagnon and the McGuires. Dulberg, who was injured, 


disabled and unable to work with household bills stacking up, realized the medical bills and 


attorney fees would leave him with very little if anything and decided to file for bankruptcy 


protection. Mast then tried to get Dulberg to enter into a mediation with Gagnon with a 


$50,000 cap. At this point Dulberg severed the relationship with Mast. 


 44. In December of 2016, Dulberg was ordered by the Bankruptcy Trustee into a 


binding mediation related to his claims against Gagnon.  


 45.  In December of 2016, Dulberg was awarded a gross amount of $660,000 and 


a net award of $561,000 after his contributory negligence was considered.  


 46. Dulberg was only able to recovery approximately $300,000 of the award from 


Gagnon’s insurance and was unable to collect from Gagnon personally. Due to the Binding 


Mediation Agreement into which the Bankruptcy Trustee ordered Dulberg, Dulberg could 


not collect more from Gagnon. The bankruptcy trustee took the money and paid Dulberg’s 


debt in full (it was a 100% solvent bankruptcy). 


 47. Only after Dulberg obtained an award against Gagnon did he discover that 


his claims against the McGuires were viable and valuable.  


  7







48. Following the execution of the mediation agreement and the final mediation 


award, Dulberg realized for the first time in December of 2016 that the information Mast 


and Popovich had given Dulberg was false and misleading, and that in fact, the dismissal of 


the McGuires was a serious and substantial mistake.  


49. It was not until the mediation in December 2016, based on the expert’s 


opinions that Dulberg retained for the mediation, that Dulberg became reasonably aware 


that Mast and Popovich did not properly represent him by pressuring and coercing him to 


accept a settlement for $5,000.00 on an “all or nothing” basis. 


50. Mast and Popovich, jointly and severally, breached the duties owed Dulberg 


by violating the standard of care owed Dulberg in the following ways and respects: 


 a) Failed to take such actions as were necessary during their representation of 


Dulberg to fix liability against the property owners of the subject property (the McGuires) 


who employed Gagnon, and sought the assistance of Dulberg, for example hiring a liability 


expert; 


 d.) Failed to investigate the insurance policy amounts of the McGuires and 


Gagnon; 


 e.) Incorrectly informed Dulberg that Gagnon’s insurance policy was “only 


$100,000.00” and no insurance company would pay close to that; 


  j) Coerced Dulberg, verbally and through emails. into accepting the settlement 


with the McGuires for $5,000.00 by misleading him into believing that had no other choice 


but to accept the settlement or else “the McGuires will get out for FREE on a motion”.  
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k) Mast failed to explain to Dulberg the necessary facts for him to make an 


informed decision as to the McGuires. (Judge said: doesn’t tell me what those necessary 


facts were) The necessary facts are: MAST told DULBERG and another family member at 


a meeting in which DULBERG was trying to decide whether to accept the MCGUIRE's 


offer of $5,000 that because the restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in Illinois, 


DULBERG had no case against the MCGUIRES and that the MCGUIRES did not have to 


offer any settlement at all.  DULBERG asked MAST to cite case law that shows why the 


MCGUIRES were not at least partially liable for DULBERG'S injury, and MAST cited 


Tilscher v Spangler, a case which confirms that restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in 


Illinois. At the same meeting MAST also informed DULBERG that the MCGUIRES made 


an offer of $5,000 to be nice (they did not have to offer anything) and if DULBERG did not 


accept the offer it would be withdrawn and the MCGUIRES will ask for summary 


judgement.  MAST informed DULBERG that the presiding judge would grant the 


MCGUIRES a summary judgement dismissing the case against them, leaving DULBERG 


with no settlement at all from the MCGUIRES. Mast, “The legality of it all is that a 


property owner does not have legal liability for a worker (whether friend, son or otherwise) 


who does the work on his time, using his own independent skills.”  


See Hans Mast2-201.pdf attached. 


 l) Failed to properly explain to Dulberg all ramifications of accepting the 


McGuire settlement, and giving him the option of retaining alternative counsel to review 


the matter; (THE COURT: (l) there might be some facts in there, but I'm not sure what 


they are, so I'm going to strike it. I mean, there might be a factual basis to support what 
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they're getting at, but I don't know what it is. I don't think it's supported, so I think it's a 


conclusion) Mast failed to inform Dulberg and a family member that accepting the offer 


would severely limit any recovery later. The proof will be in Dulberg and his family 


members testimony. 


 b)  Failed to thoroughly investigate ` liability issues against property owners 


of the subject property; (Judge said this was a conclusion) I am not sure why this is 


separate from 50 a.) 


 f) Failed to explain to Dulberg the current accepted law pertaining to a 


property owner’s rights, duties and responsibilities to someone invited onto their property. 


The necessary facts are: MAST told DULBERG and another family member at a meeting 


in which DULBERG was trying to decide whether to accept the MCGUIRE's offer of 


$5,000 that because the restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in Illinois, DULBERG 


had no case against the MCGUIRES and that the MCGUIRES did not have to offer any 


settlement at all.  DULBERG asked MAST to cite case law that shows why the 


MCGUIRES were not at least partially liable for DULBERG'S injury, and MAST cited 


Tilscher v Spangler, a case which confirms that restatement of torts 318 is not applicable in 


Illinois. At the same meeting MAST also informed DULBERG that the MCGUIRES made 


an offer of $5,000 to be nice (they did not have to offer anything) and if DULBERG did not 


accept the offer it would be withdrawn and the MCGUIRES will ask for summary 


judgement. MAST informed DULBERG that the presiding judge would grant the 


MCGUIRES a summary judgement dismissing the case against them, leaving DULBERG 


with no settlement at all from the MCGUIRES. See Hans Mast2-201.pdf attached. 
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 g) Improperly urged Dulberg to accept a settlement from the property owners, 


and dismissed them from all further responsibility; (Judge said this was a conclusion) This 


is no different than j (conclusion) drawn from j which the judge accepted as fact.  Should 


this be added to j) or left alone since the judge already accepted j? 


 h) Failed to treat the McGuires and their liability as a very necessary party to 


the litigation; (Judge said this was a conclusion) rewrote to remove redundancy 


 i) Falsely advised Dulberg throughout the period of their representation, that 


the actions taken regarding the McGuires was proper in all ways and respects, and that 


Dulberg had no choice but to accept the settlement; (Judge said this was a conclusion) 


 m) Continually reassured Dulberg that the course of action as to the property 


owners was proper and appropriate; (Judge said this was a conclusion) Same as i? Possibly 


remove, why use these?)  


 o) Were otherwise negligent in their representation of Dulberg. (Judge said this 


was a conclusion) this is a catch all for possible issues learned during discovery. 


 c) Failed to conduct necessary discovery, so as to fix the liability of the property 


owners to Dulberg, for example hiring a liability expert; (Judge said this is redundant of a) 


 n) Failed to retain a liability expert to prove Dulberg’s damages; (Judge said 


this is redundant of a and c) 


51. That Dulberg suffered serious and substantial damages, not only as a result 


of the injury as set forth in the binding mediation award, but due to the direct actions of 


Mast and Popovich in urging Dulberg to release the McGuires, lost the sum of well over 
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$300,000.00 which would not have occurred but for the acts of Mast and The Law Offices 


of Thomas Popovich, P.C. 


 WHEREFORE, your Plaintiff, Paul Dulberg prays this Honorable Court to enter 


judgment on such verdict as a jury of twelve (12) shall return, together with the costs of 


suit and such other and further relief as may be just, all in excess of the jurisdictional 


minimums of this Honorable Court. 


        
Respectfully submitted by, 


       PAUL DULBERG, Plaintiff, by his  
       attorneys The Clinton Law Firm 


       _______________________________ 
       Julia C. Williams 


Edward X. Clinton, Jr., ARDC No. 6206773  
Julia C. Williams, ARDC No. 6296386 
The Clinton Law Firm 
111 W. Washington, Ste. 1437 
Chicago, IL 60602 
312.357.1515 
ed@clintonlaw.net 
juliawilliams@clintonlaw.net 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
   ) SS:  


COUNTY OF MCHENRY )


IN THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT
MCHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS


PAUL DULBERG, 


Plaintiff,


vs.  


THE LAW OFFICES OF THOMAS 
J. POPOVICH, P.C., and 
HANS MAST, 


Defendants.


)
)
)  
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


 No. 17 LA 377


ELECTRONICALLY RECORDED Report of 


Proceedings had in the above-entitled cause before 


The Honorable Thomas A. Meyer, Judge of the Circuit 


Court of McHenry County, Illinois, on the 12th day of 


September, 2018, in the McHenry County Government 


Center, Woodstock, Illinois.


APPEARANCES:


CLAUSEN MILLER, PC, by:  
MR. GEORGE K. FLYNN, 


on behalf of the Defendants.  
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THE COURT:  Counsel, which one you on?  


MR. FLYNN:  Dulberg. 


THE COURT:  Is opposing counsel here?  


MR. FLYNN:  She's not.  I received an email.  She 


said she was going to be late.  She's in Waukegan.  


THE COURT:  I'm sorry, how late?  


MR. FLYNN:  I'm not sure how late, Judge.  She said 


she's in Waukegan.  Mr. Gooch was apparently ill today, 


so she's going to be covering today's hearing.  


THE COURT:  And she's in Waukegan now?  


MR. FLYNN:  She's in Waukegan.  Originally thought 


she might be able to be here by 10:30, but she said the 


judge stepped up 15 minutes late on her other matter, 


so -- 


THE COURT:  I mean, that's about an hour drive.  


MR. FLYNN:  The email I received was -- I was in the 


car as well, so 10 or 15 minutes ago.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  See if you can email her and find 


out if we can get an ETA. 


MR. FLYNN:  Okay.  


THE COURT:  And we'll work from there.  


MR. FLYNN:  Okay.  Thanks, Judge.  


THE COURT:  Thank you.
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(Whereupon, the above-entitled cause


was passed and subsequently recalled.) 


THE COURT:  Okay.  Counsel, if you can approach.  So 


Dulberg versus Mast.  


MR. FLYNN:  Good morning, Your Honor.  George Flynn 


on behalf of the defendants.  I did -- I received 


communication from counsel.  She was walking to her car 


at the Waukegan courthouse at 11 -- I'm sorry, at 10:10, 


and she indicated that her GPS estimated she would 


arrive here at one hour and six minutes.  


THE COURT:  11:30-ish.  Fair?  


MR. FLYNN:  Fair.  


THE COURT:  All right.  Well, rather than delay 


this, I'm going to rule from the bench based upon my 


review of the amended complaint and consideration of the 


briefs in support of and opposition to.  


I'm going to strike the complaint.  The basis 


of my decision is I think the complaint states a cause 


of action, but there are so many things in there that 


are unsupported by factual allegations that I think it 


best just to deal with them now rather than at a later 


date.  I reviewed -- and I'm looking for the specific 


allegations of negligence within the amended complaint.  


I felt that in paragraph 31, subparagraph (a) included 







1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


21


22


23


24


4


enough of a fact that I -- I'm going to tell you the 


ones I think can stand.  Then I'm going to strike the 


rest of them and try to explain it.  I think paragraph 


(a) gave me enough of a fact that I would allow it to 


stand.  I felt that (b) was a conclusion; (c) was 


redundant of (a); (d) I was going to allow to stand, it 


alleges something; (e) I was going to allow to stand; 


(f) is a conclusion, it's not a fact -- Where are we? 


 -- (g) I'm just going to strike, it's a conclusion; 


(h), it's a conclusion, strike it; (i) it's a 


conclusion, strike it; (j) I'm going to allow to stand; 


(k) I'm -- I'm going to strike.  It says there were 


necessary facts, but doesn't tell me what those 


necessary facts were.  I think an allegation of coercion 


can stand, but I'm not quite sure what it is we're 


alleging.  


MR. FLYNN:  So just to clarify, Judge, you're ruling 


that there can be an allegation of coercion, but it's 


not supported by facts here -- 


THE COURT:  Yeah.  


MR. GLYNN:  -- under the 615 standard?  


THE COURT:  Yeah.  


MR. GLYNN:  Okay.  


THE COURT:  (l) there might be some facts in there, 
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but I'm not sure what they are, so I'm going to strike 


it.  I mean, there might be a factual basis to support 


what they're getting at, but I don't know what it is.  I 


don't think it's supported, so I think it's a 


conclusion.  I'll strike -- (m) is a conclusion, I'll 


strike it; (n) is I think duplicative of (a) and (c); 


and (o) is just a conclusion.  


I will allow them to replead because I think 


the ones I've -- and I hate to make you the note-taker, 


but it saves you a return trip, and I was going to ask 


questions, but these -- this is what I felt about the 


allegations in the complaint.  I think there is -- this 


-- for going -- as far as going forward is concerned, if 


there were more paragraphs that weren't conclusions, I 


might have allowed the complaint to stand and just 


strike -- strike them on their face rather than go 


through the trouble of re-pleading.  Unfortunately, most 


of the paragraphs were conclusions that I felt had to be 


stricken, and I'm dealing with that now.  As a result, 


I'm striking the complaint.  


Plaintiff gets to re-plead and the -- and if 


they just -- and if they limit it to the ones I've 


allowed to stand that I've advised you about that I 


think are adequate, then I'm going to -- I would deny 
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future 615 based on the same concepts.  


Does that make sense?  


MR. FLYNN:  I -- without having gone through each of 


the subparagraphs, yes, I understand the Court's ruling.  


I think that the general theme of our motion was that 


the plaintiff hasn't set forth what a breach of any duty 


would have been as far as the McGuires and what legal 


standard they would have been held to and how they 


breached that.  


THE COURT:  I think -- 


MR. GLYNN:  Just because they're a land owners and 


an accident happened on their property doesn't mean 


they're liable on this.  


THE COURT:  And I -- actually, I take that back.  I 


agree, but I think that there was enough implicit in the 


allegations that I still felt that there was going to be 


an adequate cause of action, and to clarify what I said 


earlier, I would agree that they've got to explain that 


better, but it's -- I probably -- since I'm striking the 


complaint, I'm going to direct them to do that.  I felt 


that I could read enough in here to understand what they 


were getting at, that I wouldn't have struck the 


complaint solely on that basis.  


Does that answer your question?  
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MR. FLYNN:  I think so.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  There's a lot to unpack here, but 


I think that there are enough allegations and enough of 


an understanding of where they're going that I think 


they're going to be able to state a cause of action, at 


least insofar as 2-615 is concerned.  


We'll see what they say in their new complaint.  


Do you want to give them 28 days -- 


MR. FLYNN:  Sure.  


THE COURT:  -- to file?  


What would you like to do?  Twenty-eight after 


or -- 


MR. GLYNN:  Yes.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  So let's put the case out 


60 days.  That will each give you plenty of time, and 


that will take us to November 13th.  That is a Tuesday.  


Does that day work for you?  


MR. FLYNN:  Yes.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  And for purposes of the record, 


we were advised that -- about 10:15 that plaintiff's 


counsel was about an hour drive away having been 


detained in Waukegan.  As a result, I just decided to -- 


rather than continuing the hearing and going through the 


process I just did, I would provide my ruling and save 
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everybody some effort.  


Questions?  


MR. FLYNN:  9:00 o'clock status on November 13th?  


THE COURT:  Yes.  


Mr. Dulberg, any questions?  I don't really 


want you to get substantively involved because you're 


represented, but do you want any clarification of 


anything I just said?  


MR. DULBERG:  Clarification, no.  But I will say 


that I don't think that we should have to try the case 


in the pleading.  


THE COURT:  And you don't have to.  And that's not 


what I've said.  That's not what he said.  But there are 


certain allegations that I didn't feel were adequate and 


that's the basis of my dismissal.  


MR. DULBERG:  (Inaudible).


THE COURT:  I don't want you to argue too much 


because, again, you've got an attorney and I don't want 


to involve you.  I just -- Do you have any questions?  


MR. DULBERG:  No.  


THE COURT:  Okay.  All right.  Counsel, if you could 


draft the order.  


MR. FLYNN:  I will, Judge, based on my -- the 


note-taking that I did, and can I reference the 
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transcript.  This is recorded, I believe, -- 


THE COURT:  Yeah.  


MR. FLYNN:  -- correct?  


THE COURT:  Yeah, that's fine.  


MR. FLYNN:  Okay.  


THE COURT:  Yeah, I think they're going to need the 


transcript probably to get through all that.  


MR. FLYNN:  Fair enough. 


THE COURT:  Okay?  Thank you.  


MR. FLYNN:  Thank you, Judge. 


(Which was and is all of the evidence


offered at the hearing of said cause


this date.) 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS:


COUNTY OF MCHENRY )


I, Stacey A. Collins, an Official Court


Reporter for the Circuit Court of McHenry County,


State of Illinois, do hereby certify that I reported in 


shorthand the proceedings had in the above entitled 


cause and that the foregoing is a true and correct 


transcript of all the proceedings heard.  


Stacey A. Collins, CSR
Official Court Reporter 
License No. 084-002377


  












From: Paul Dulberg pdulberg@comcast.net
Subject: 318 Cases from December meeting 1 of 3


Date: April 18, 2019 at 10:38 AM
To: Julia WIlliams juliawilliams@clintonlaw.net
Cc: ed Clinton ed@clintonlaw.net, mary Winch marywinch@clintonlaw.net


From the December 2013 meeting
This is copies of the cases Mast sent me home with to prove I didn’t have a case against the McGuires.
Its hard to see from the scan but if you zoom in on page 3 there is yellow highlighter from mast over the area he wanted to show me.
The Case we cited That had Tilshner v. (Forgot the rest ) is the case he argued with My Brother and I over. He did not send us home
with a copy but when we got home we looked it up.
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