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I N  TH E C I R C U I T C O U R T O F  C O O K C O U N TY ,  I L L I N O I S


C O U N TY  D EP A R TM EN T, L A W  D I V I S I O N
PAUL R. DULBERG, INDIV IDUALLY 
AND THE PAUL R. DULBERG 
REV OCABLE TRUST


Plaintiffs,
vs.


ADR SYSTEMS OF AMERICA, LLC., et al.
Defendants,


)
)
)
)
) CASE NO. 2022L010905
)
)


D U L B ER G ’ S  R ES P O N S E TO  TA L A R I C O ’ S  M O TI O N  TO  U N S EA L ...


A . TA L A R I C O  I N TEN TI O N A L L Y  A N D  S Y S TEM A TI C A L L Y  L I ED  TO  TH E A R D C  TH R O U G H O U T H I S  R ES P O N S E TO  TH E A R D C  C O M P L A I N T A G A I N S T 
H I M


1 . On July 15, 2024 we asked the court for permission to place all filed ARDC complaints on the record, including Talarico’s ARDC complaint. We entered Talarico’s Response to 


the ARDC complaint against him as an exhibit on July 15, 2024 and again on September 16, 2024. Talarico’s ARDC Response ( Exhibit B Y )  is the only statement of Talarico in which 


he ever attempted to explain his actions and the choices he made while representing Dulberg in 22L010905 and in 17LA377. We entered it into the record as evidence of a whole system 


of intentional misrepresentations by Talarico against Dulberg and as evidence that Talarico is hostile to our interests and has been intentionally and systematically destroying Dulberg’s 


claims against all defendants in cases 22L010905 and 17LA377.


2. Talarico’s ARDC Response was issued in response to an ARDC complaint filed against Talarico on January 5, 2024 ( Exhibit B S )  and January 22, 2024 ( Exhibit B T)  and 


supplemented and updated on February 1, 2024 ( Exhibit B U ) , on February 13, 2024 ( Exhibit B V ) , on April 10, 2024 ( Exhibit B W )  and on April 18, 2024 ( Exhibit B X ) .


3 . All communication between Dulberg and Talarico and Kost and Talarico was by email or by telephone, there being no face-to-face communication. So all communication is in 


email and telephone records. We were amazed to see that Talarico made so many extreme and outrageous statements against Dulberg and Kost that can easily be proven to be untrue 


when compared to the complete record of (recorded telephone and email) communication, for example Talarico stated:


“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.”, and then Talarico claimed Dulberg “avowed to bring down” the “Illinois Justice system”. 


“That they wanted Mr. Talarico to be available for consultation 24/7 which they availed themselves of on an almost daily basis;


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


 “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.”


4 . Over more than 3 years Thomas Kost had about 10 phone calls with Talarico that were longer than 10 minutes and about 20 shorter phone calls. ( Exhibit 256) . We gave up 


attorney-client privilege between Dulberg and Talarico and Kost and Talarico and released our complete email records online which consist of about 2600 email communications 
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( G roup Exhibit 50 ) 1 , none of which contain comments like the ones Talarico has stated. Therefore Talarico is caught lying ‘red handed’ since communications records can decisively 


prove if Talarico is intentionally lying when making the quoted claims and other claims. We asked both the ARDC ( Exhibit B Z )  and then the presiding judge for permission to 


subpoena the phone records and recorded conversations so it could easily be proven that Talarico is systematically and intentionally lying about what transpired between Talarico and 


Dulberg (because all communication is recorded).  We were surprised to learn that neither the ARDC investigator nor the presiding judge would ever require Talarico to produce phone 


records and all recorded communication.


5. Talarico placed a series of outrageous statements of a bizarre, cartoonish and extremely hostile nature in his ARDC Response without having to provide any evidence to defend 


the statements. Since Talarico was given no requirement to produce any of the recorded telephone conversations, Talarico certainly took advantage of this opportunity to make up a 


number of conspiracy theories about what Dulberg purportedly told Talarico over the phone even though there is no evidence for any of the following claims in the complete attorney-


client emails, such as:


about how Dulberg is randomly and irrationally attacking the Illinois bench and “avowed to bring down” the “Illinois Justice system”  and bar and about Dulberg’s 
and the 2nd District Appellate Court Judge Huchinson and clerks


that Dulberg never revealed to Talarico that he had a (1) felony conviction and (2) past experience with Hutchenson.


of Dulberg’s “demands” for ARDC and JIB complaints from Talarico in October, 2023. 


of Dulberg’s “verbal gas-lighting” of Talarico.


of Talarico overwhelmed in workloads demanded by Dulberg and not being paid by Dulberg and Kost.


of how all claims made by Kost and Dulberg in filed documents and in hearings and on the website www.fraudonthecourt.net (with close to 100 videos describing 
Talarico’s actions) is all a product of our ‘conspiracy theory’ imagination.


6. All Talarico’s claims against Dulberg and Kost are apparently of acts done during telephone conversations since there is no evidence of any of these outrageous and extreme 


claims occurred in the complete attorney-client email record of close to 3600 emails. We have asked for the recorded telephone conversations and we were refused. In this way Talarico 


was able to construct an alternative fantasyland in his ARDC Response that does not at all match the communications records. All Talarico’s ‘over the phone’ conspiracy theories 


are allowed to thrive by Talarico having no requirement to provide telephone conversation recordings (which is what encourages all these conspiracy theories by Talarico to thrive 


unchecked).


7 . For example, concerning Dulberg’s “verbal gas-lighting” Talarico stated:


 “...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” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p7 )


after Complainant had informed Mr. Talarico, just a few weeks before, that payment funds of $15,000.00 had been transferred to Mr. Dulberg’s account and was 


1 All attorney-client email communication between Dulberg and Talarico and Kost and Talarico (about 2600 email files) are available online at this link: 
https://www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/
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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.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p7 -8 )


Which apparently happened over the phone since there is no evidence for these actions in the close to 2600 attorney-client emails. Talarico hid from the ARDC that Talarico 


resigned as counsel on January 14, 2024 ( Exhibit A Y ) 1 . Talarico never informed the ARDC in the Response that Talarico resigned as Dulberg’s and Kost’s counsel on January 


14, 2024 ( Exhibit A Y ) . Instead, Talarico presented the ARDC with a conspiracy theory mentioned throughout his ARDC Response about how we refused to refill his retainer 


with $15,000 on January 15, 2024 (after he resigned as counsel on January 14, 2024). 


8 . Concerning Dulberg and the 2nd District Appellate Court Judge Huchinson and clerks Talarico stated:


“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” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p3 )


“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. ( Exhibit B Y ,  p3 )


Which apparently happened over the phone since there is no evidence for these actions in the close to 2600 attorney-client emails.


9 . Concerning Dulberg never revealing to Talarico that he had a (1) felony conviction and (2) past experience with Hutchenson Talarico stated:


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.” 
( Exhibit B Y ,  p3 )


“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.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p7 )


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.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p7 )


1 0 .  Each and every quote above can be verified or refuted by looking at the complete record of (phone and email) communications. If evidence for the actions described by Talarico 


in the above quotes is missing in the complete record of communications, the body of quotes provides clear evidence that Talarico is systematically and intentionally lying about 


Dulberg’s actions.  The conspiracy theories could easily be stopped and Talarico could be discovered to be systematically lying (once again) simply by examining the recorded 


telephone conversations to find whether these conspiracy theories actually took place. But the conspiracy theories are allowed to fester because Talarico can say anything happened 


over the phone and has no requirement to provide evidence.


1 1 . The Illinois bench is effectively propping up these conspiracy theories of Talarico by not allowing us to subpoena the recorded phone conversations and by not requiring Talarico 


to produce any phone conversations or recordings or call records. This gives Talarico a platform to make a n y  c la im. Because a presiding judge and the ARDC have the power to require 


1 See Exhibit AY in DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS
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Talarico to produce all recorded phone conversations and we do not, the presiding judge and the ARDC can either (1) allow Talarico to intentionally and systematically lie or (2) can 


stop him by requiring him to produce the recorded phone conversations as evidence.


1 2. Talarico must have known that the recorded phone conversations would never be required to be produced when he wrote his ARDC Response. He had to, since it would be too 


easy to prove Talarico is intentionally and systematically lying if we and the court had access to all recorded phone conversations. He could easily be caught ‘red handed’ this way. It is 


the purported statements from telephone conversations that Talarico uses to make the conspiracy theories. Talarico is now moving to have his ARDC Response entered into the court 


record to explain his actions during 22L010905 (so he must know that the telephone conversations will never be required to be produced or examined).


1 3 . The website www.fraudonthecourt.net was created around October 13, 2023 ( Exhibit C G ) . Talarico was given access to the website on October 14, 2023 ( Exhibit C H ) . Talarico 


accepted $10,000 dollars retainer at around September 26, 2023 to pursue “Fraud on the court, Civil rights violations, Reopening the bankruptcy, ect” ( Exhibit C I ) . In the attorney-


client email communication Talarico never referred to the website in a negative way ( G roup Exhibit 50 ) 1 . In Talarico’s Response to the ARDC complaint Talarico makes the first 


statement in any record which refers to the website contents negatively as a “conspiracy theory”:


“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.”  ( Exhibit B Y ,  p3 )


Talarico intentionally hid evidence from the ARDC that Talarico accepted a $10,000 retainer to pursue “Fraud on the court, Civil rights violations, Reopening the bankruptcy, 


ect” and made no negative statement in any record or telephone conversation before making the quote above. 


1 4 . There is no evidence in the attorney-client email record of any statements of an extreme and outrageous nature like the following:  “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.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  


p4 )   and that Dulberg “avowed to bring down” the “Illinois Justice system”.  ( Exhibit B Y ,  p4 )   Talario stated a third time: “He is blameless and the Illinois Justice system, which 


he avows to bring down” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p4 ) . This is assumed to have taken place by telephone since there is no evidence of any statements of this nature in the entire attorney-client 


email communications available to the public ( G roup Exhibit 50 ) 1 . These are shockingly provocative statements f o r  a n y  a t t o r n ey  t o  ma k e a b o u t  t h eir  c lien t  with no evidence since 


apparently Dulberg “avowed to bring down” the “Illinois Justice system” only over the phone to Talarico. There is no evidence anywhere in the close to 2600 emails in the complete 


attorney-client email communication for any claim as crazy as the ones Talarico makes here.


1 5. Talarico stated:  “Note: some Judges deny that Dulberg qualifies as a permanently disabled person in their rulings but Mr. Dulberg categorizes himself in all cases” ( Exhibit 


B Y ,  p4 ) We have moved to submit medical records from Dulberg v. Colvin, No. 15 C 50219 (N.D. III.) led to a final determination of permanent full disability ( Exhibit B O ) 2 on August 


29, 2023 and on July 15, 2024 and once again on March 24, 2025 and we ask once again that it be entered into the record. How is it that an attorney that represented Dulberg for more 


than 3 years doesn’t know how to determine whether his own client is permanently disabled or not? This is Dulberg’s former attorney questioning Dulberg’s permanent disability status 


when Talarico had access to sealed federal records ( Exhibit B O ) . He is once again trying to invent another conspiracy that does not exist.


1  All attorney-client email communication between Dulberg and Talarico and Kost and Talarico (about 2600 email files) are available online at this link: 
https://www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/


2 See Exhibit BO in COURT APPROVED SUPPLEMENT TO DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







1 6.  Talarico intentionally misrepresented the number of cases for which he was retained and intentionally hid evidence that Talarico accepted a $10,000 retainer to pursue “Fraud on 


the court, Civil rights violations, Reopening the bankruptcy, ect” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p4  to p8 )  and Talarico is now intentionally lying about having been retained for these purposes ( Exhibit 


C I ) .


1 7 . Talarico claimed to faithfully represent Dulberg during the 17LA377 and 22L010905 appeal processes ( Exhibit B Y ,  p5)  even though in both cases Talarico deliberately filed 


Notices of Appeal in a way that placed Dulberg as a self represented litigant (3 times in a row) while charging Dulberg for representation and claiming to represent Dulberg ( Exhibit 


C F ) . 


1 8 . Talarico intentionally sabotaged Dulberg’s Supreme Court Petition related to case 17LA377 ( Exhibit B J ) . Talarico accepted money as if Talarico represented Dulberg during the 


preparation of the Supreme Court Petition without informing Dulberg that Dulberg was listed as a self-represented litigant ( Exhibit C F ) . Talarico stated, “The Assistant-Clerk of the 


Illinois Supreme Court, in contact with Mr. Talarico, indicated that the petition with hyperlinks could not be accepted” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p6) . Talarico told us by phone on January 8, 2024 


(the day the Supreme Court Petition was due) around 5:00pm, that Talarico talked to the Supreme Court clerk and the clerk told him that we can include hyperlinks in the Supreme 


Court Petition. The importance of the recorded telephone conversations (which we asked to be subpoenaed) as a platform which Talarico uses t o  g et  a w a y  w it h  d o in g  a n y t h in g  to his 


clients and to ma k e a n y  c la im against his clients is once again demonstrated. 


1 9 . Talarico made the outrageous claims, “That they wanted Mr. Talarico to be available for consultation 24/7 which they availed themselves of on an almost daily basis” ( Exhibit 


B Y ,  p9 )  and “That they wanted a morning meeting to discuss status of all matters starting at 8:00 AM daily (including weekends)” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p9 )  Thomas Kost had about 10 


telephone conversations with Talarico that lasted more than 10 minutes and only 30 calls total over more than 3 years ( Exhibit 256) . Talarico can get away with making such 


outrageous claims because the presiding judge and ARDC investigator did not let us subpoena telephone conversations.


20 . Talarico intentionally lied about his filing and motivation for filing a JIB complaint. Talarico informed Dulberg on February 14, 2022 that the presiding Judge of case 17LA377 


and underlying case 12LA178 was personal fraends with defendant Popovich and had resued himself in a previous case ( Exhibit C L ) . In Talarico’s Response he stated: “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...” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p9 )  There is no evidence of any “demand” in the attorney-client complete record of email communication ( G roup Exhibit 50 ) 1 . There 


is only an email exchange where Dulberg is helping Talarico format a document around October 24, 2023 ( Exhibit C J ) .


21 . Talarico stated: “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...” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p9 ) . Like the previous paragraph, the “October 2023 demand’ is fabricated by Talarico. There is no evidence of any demand in the attorney-client complete 


email communications. There is no evidence in any telephone conversation. Talarico feels free to make this amd many other outrageous claims because he can claim the event 


happened “by phone” and the Illinois bench will not require him to produce any evidence even though Talarico claimed that his telephone calls are automaticallly recorded by an 


1 All attorney-client email communication between Dulberg and Talarico and Kost and Talarico (about 2600 email files) are available online at this link: 
https://www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Group Exhibit 50_Dulberg-Talarico communication from October, 2020 onward/
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outside agency. 


22. 3D Talarico intentionally lied about when and why Talarico contacted the ARDC. On August 23, 2023 Talarico claimed that the ARDC informed him that we must remove all 


mention of any ARDC complaint from the 22L010905 common law record and that we cannot inform the presiding judge that any ARDC complaint had been filed or any contents 


of any ARDC complaint ( Exhibit C K) . Talarico is now moving to enter his ARDC case file into the record. In his ARDC Response Talarico claims he did not contact the ARDC 


until October, 2023. If true, it means Talarico lied to us on August 23, 2023 when he informed us we were not allowed to inform the sitting judge about any ARDC complaint we filed 


against defendants and other related parties.


23 . Talarico stated:


“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.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p1 1 )  and stated,


 “All courses of action, strategies and all potential outcomes were discussed in advance and approval obtained.” ( Exhibit B Y ,  p1 1 )


We presented evidence1 that these statements are not true regarding the sanctioned act of filing the December 8, 2022 complaint.


24 . Talarico concluded the ARDC Response by stating:


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.’’


 Talarico misrepresented the claims and supporting evidence as, “.old material regarding other attorneys” and “since these pages do not pertain to Mr. Talarico, no response is 


made.” Talarico admits that he never responded to any of the issues of Talarico’s actions raised in our Motion to Reconsider in his ARDC Response.


B . A R D C  R EC O R D S  ( S EA L ED  O R  U N S EA L ED )  D I D  N O T P R EV I O U S L Y  A D J U D I C A TE O N  TA L A R I C O ’ S  A C TI O N S  B EC A U S E TH E A R D C  C O M P L ETEL Y  
A V O I D ED  A N D  S I D ES TEP P ED  A D D R ES S I N G  ( 1 )  TA L A R I C O ’ S  A C TI O N S  A N D  ( 2)  TA L A R I C O ’ S  I N TEN TI O N A L  A N D  S Y S TEM A TI C  L I ES  I N  H I S  
R ES P O N S E TO  TH E A R D C  L I S TED  I N  S EC TI O N  A . 


25. In our May 13, 2024 reply to Talarico’s response ( Exhibit B Z ) . we informed the ARDC in extreme detail just how Talarico intentionally lied in his response.


26. The ARDC final decision of January 14, 2025 ( Exhibit C E)  the ARDC never acknowledged that Talarico committed any of the acts described in the ARDC complaints and 


supplements against Talarico and in our March 24, 2025 submission and in our April 17, 2025 submission to this court and in our Motion to Reconsider. The ARDC never 


acknowledged that Talarico made any untrue statements in his response as described in Section A of this document and in our May 13, 2024 Reply to the ARDC ( Exhibit B Z ) . The 


very short final response letter stated we made only the following claims:


You told us that you hired attorney Alphonse Talarico to represent Mr. Dulberg in his claims against his former attorneys. You believe that Mr. Talarico  ailed to 
report Mr. Dulberg’s former attorneys for misconduct to this agency. You also do not believe that Mr. Talarico adequately represented Mr. Dulberg.


We made completely different claims of attorney networks collaborating to commit fraud using a “Res Judicata game plan” over 5 distict stages as described in documents we 


1 See paragraph 7 to 13 of DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS
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submitted to the court. None of this is acknowledged by the ARDC. It is simply ignored and walked around.


27 . The ARDC investigator gave only 2 short paragraphs of reasoning for their final decision. The first paragraph is as follows:


“Mr. Talarico denied that he became aware of any actions by any attorney involved in Mr. Dulberg’s matters.that gave rise to his reporting obligation under Rule 
8.3 of the Illinois Supreme Court Rules of Professional Conduct (“IRPC”). He claimed that he had no first-hand knowledge of your accusations against the subject 
attorneys. As you may know, Supreme Court Rules require that this Commission establish all elements of a violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct by clear 
and convincing evidence. Based on the information that we reviewed, we would not be able to prove that Mr. Talarico’s determination that he did not have an 
obligation to pursue your misconduct allegations against the named attorneys violated the IRPC.”


28 . The second paragraph is as follows:


“Because of our limited duties, the Commission generally does not act on disagreements concerning the value of an attorney’s services. Mr. Talarico, through 
counsel, maintained that he zealously represented Mr. Dulberg. He provided us with a description and list ;of the services he provided to Mr. Dulberg. The 
documents we reviewed appear to reflect that the attorney took actions reasonably calculated to achieve ¥,r. Dulberg’s legal goals and, thus, we would not be able 
to prove that Mr. Talarico failed to provide Mr. Dulberg with the legal services he was obligated to provide.”


29 . The 2 quotes above constitute the entirety of the reasoning given by the ARDC for reaching their final conclusion on Talarico. The reasons given in the above quotes do not 


address or recognize any of the acts of Talarico documented in submissions to this court or any acts of Talarico documented in our submissions to the ARDC concerning Talarico. The 


information provided to the ARDC was simply bypassed or walked around and ignored.


3 0 . None of the information we provided to the ARDC had any effect on the final decision or was dealt with at all in the final decision. The ARDC final decision simply reinforced 


and advocated for Talarico’s narrative which Talarico gave in his response. Therefore this is not a decision that either confirms or denies that Talarico engaged in the behavior we have 


documented in our Feburary 24, 2025 submission or our March 17, 2025 submission or in our Motion to Reconsider. It is a decision that avoids and ignores the issues altogether.


3 1 . In addition, the ARDC investigator was notified in detail that Talarico’s Response is constructed using strings of intentional lies described in Section A. Yet none of the 


intentional lies described in detail to the ARDC had even the slightest effect on the ARDC final decision. The ARDC investigator either allowed or overlooked and ignored the fact that 


Talarico systematically and intentionally lied to the ARDC in his Response. The ARDC investigator did not deal with it at all.


3 2. After being presented with all the information listed here, the ARDC investigator issued a very short final decision concluding 


 For the foregoing reasons, we have determined that a formal disciplinary prosecution of Mr. Talarico, based on your complaints, would not be successful. 
Accordingly, we are closing our file in this matter. 


The ARDC did not acknowledge w h a t  w e w er e c o mp la in in g  a b o u t  and the ARDC did not deal with the claims and supporting evidence with which it was provided. 


C . J U D G E S W A N A G A N  A L S O  D I D  N O T A D J U D I C A TE O N  TA L A R I C O ’ S  A C TI O N S  I N  H I S   R U L I N G S  O F  D EC EM B ER  1 7 ,  20 24  A N D  A P R I L  22,  20 25 A N D  
S U P P O R TI N G  C O M M EN TS .


3 3 . In the May 29, 2025 hearing opposing counsel Chapman commented that the contents of the Motion to Reconsider is basically “rehashed’ claims that have already been raised 


by us and ruled upon by Judge Swanagan.


3 4 . In preparation for the June 10 hearing Dulberg filed an exhibit: QUOTES OF JUDGE SWANAGAN EXPLAINING THE DECEMBER 17, 2024 AND APRIL 22, 2025 


ORDERS Entered as an exhibit to be used as a reference during the June 10, 2025 hearing ( Exhibit B R ) . In the exhibit the 2 orders and all supporting quotes (labeled QUOTE 1 to 
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QUOTE 10) are placed together so all interested parties and reviewing courts can see what Judge Swanagan ruled upon and why and to see what Judge Swanagan did not rule upon.


3 5. The issues raised in Section A to Section J of MOTION TO RECONSIDER involving acts committed by Talarico were not ruled upon in either of the 2 orders or 10 quotes. The 


issues concerning actions by Talarico were not ruled upon in the December 17, 2024 order and the issues concerning actions by Talarico were not ruled upon in the April 22, 2025 


order.


D . TH ER E A R E C O N F L I C TS  O F  I N TER ES T W H I C H  EN C O U R A G E TH E I L L I N O I S  B EN C H  ( I N C L U D I N G  TH E A R D C )   TO  A V O I D  A D M I TTI N G  ( 1 )  W H A T 
TA L A R I C O  D I D  A N D  ( 2)  W H Y  TA L A R I C O  D I D  I T.


3 6. Talarico is claiming in his Motion to unseal that the issues raised in the Motion to Reconsider were already adjudicated as the ARDC unsealed record will show. To the contrary, 


we are demonstrating that Talarico’s Response to the ARDC complaint against him consists of a systematic, coordinated and intentional system of lying. 


3 7 . Talarico is caught red-handed. Even though he was caught red handed, if the ARDC can issue a final decision in this way and the presiding judge can also issue a ruling in this 


way, and if the reviewing courts allow these final decisions to stand, then Talarico is allowed to get away with what he did. Talarico can get away with what he did if the Illinois Bench 


overlooks Talarico’s actions. 


3 8 . If Talarico is allowed to get away with what he has been caught doing red handed, then it is because the trial court judge, Supreme Court judges  (and possibly in this case 


Appellate Court judges) allowed Talarico to act in this way with no consequences.


3 9 . Systems and networks of collaborating attorneys were well known in the history of Illinois courts. As late as 1988 the findings of the SPECIAL COMMISSION were that the 


Illinois Judicial branch of Government, bench and bar, was incapable and unwilling to regulate itself. THE SPECIAL COMMISSION ON THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE 


IN COOK COUNTY FINAL REPORT ( Exhibit 262)  was published on September 14, 1988. As the quotes below demonstrate, The Special Commission certainly did not recommend 


self-policing based on the honor system for the Illinois bench and bar at that time:


“...the lack of personal honesty on the part of some judges and lawyers does not explain how the corruption revealed in the Greylord trials could be carried out for 
decades, undetected by responsible authorities, nor how it could evolve into such well-organized and systematic schemes.” (page 8 of the FINAL REPORT)


“...despite the duty that lawyers have under the Illinois Code of Profession Responsibility to report their knowledge of illegal acts, this type of corruption continued 
for decades, apparently unreported to law enforcement officials.” (page 53 of the FINAL REPORT)


“The state’s agencies responsible for regulating professional conduct - the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission and the Judicial Inquiry Board 
- also apparently failed to detect criminal wringdoing. Because lawyers and court personnel are reluctant to report misconduct, there was little risk that crimes 
would be brought to the attention of law enforcement or regulatory officials by private citizens.” (page 53 of the FINAL REPORT)


“The criminal conspiracies which persisted in Cook County’s courtrooms could not have endured if lawyers had reported what they saw or suspected to law 
enforcement officials. Indeed, the status of lawyering as a profession is threatened when attorneys do not comply with this duty. We doubt whether the public will 
long tolerate the self-regulatory status of lawyers if they do not rectify the widespread disregart for their obligation to report the crimes and misdeeds of others.” 
(page 75 of the FINAL REPORT)


The American Bar Association’s Special Committee on Evaluation and Disciplinary Enforcement referred to the state of lawyer discipline as:


 “a scandalous situation that requires the immediate attention of the profession.” the Committee;s report went on the note that “[w]ith few exceptions the prevailing 
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attitude of lawyers toward disciplinary enforcement ranges from apathy to outright hostility.” (page 74 of FINAL REPORT)


Concerning the importance of federal law enforcement and federal government responsibility over Illinois courts THE SPECIAL COMMISSION concluded:


““...until state and local governments demonstrate the willingness and capacity to act in this area, we strongly believe federal law enforcement should continue to 
prosecute local corruption cases. United States Attorney for the Northern District of Illinois Anton R. Valukas has stated that he is committed to pursuing 
Greylord cases as long as there are viable leads to pursue. Nothing, we believe, could be more important for ensuring the integrity of our court system.” (page 83 
of FINAL REPORT)


Other FINAL REPORT quotes:


The crime disclosed in the Greylord prosecutions involved many persons acting in concert over an extended period of time. (page 5 of FINAL REPORT)


In the high-volume courts, as United States Attorney Anton R. Valukas has stated, there was “large-scale, continuous, well-entrenched [and] well-organized 
corruption” (page 5 of FINAL REPORT)


One of the principal attributes of a profession is its ability and willingness to regulate itself. The failure of the legal profession to police its members - to report the 
misconduct of others within the legal community - casts doubt on whether the profession’s long-standing tradition of self-regulation will endure.” (page 7) of 
FINAL REPORT


4 0 . THE SPECIAL COMMISSION found that the Illinois bench and bar was unable and unwilling to regulate itself at the time the final report was published on September 14, 


1988. The Himmel case ruling was issued by the Illinois Supreme Court 8 days later on September 22, 1988. 20 years after the Himmel ruling, in 2008, former ARDC Administrator 


Mary Robinson stated in “A LAWYER’ S DUTY TO REPORT ANOTHER LAWYER’ S MISCONDUCT: THE ILLINOIS EXPERIENCE” ( Exhibit 252)  that there has only been 


2 violations of the Himmel Rule in the 20 years since the ‘Himmel Rule’ went into effect. This is an average of about 1 Himmel Rule violation per decade. Since 1988 there is no 


evidence in ARDC statistics in any of the reports issued annually and available to the public (through the ARDC website) of any network or collaboration of attorneys being reported or 


discovered by the Illinois system of attorney regulation and oversight. Statistics published in ARDC Annual Reports since 1988 appear to be used to justify and reinforce the continued 


use of self-policing based on the ‘Himmel Rule’ and the ‘honor system’ for the Illinois bench and bar. 


4 1 . If Talarico’s actions were known to the general public, upon entering a law office or courtroom the public’s PRIMARY QUESTION becomes: Will I be targeted or not by my 


own retained law firm? Talarico’s actions, if known of by the general public, are an embarrassment to the legal profession as a whole. Those regulating the profession have a vested 


interest in hiding Talarico’s behavior and this type of collaborative behavior of attorneys and/or judges in general and in keeping it out of the public view in order to maintain the 


current status quo (self-policing and the honor system). The Illinois bench also has a vested interest in turning a blind eye to Talarico’s system of actions for similar reasons 


4 2. M et z g er  v .  B r o t ma n ,  2 0 2 1  I L  A p p  ( 1 s t )  2 0 1 2 1 8  states that the ARDC is not an independent agency that can be sued:


“...it is undisputed that in Illinois, our supreme court has the inherent power to discipline attorneys who have been admitted to practice before it. Skolnick, 191 Ill. 
2d at 229. Illinois treats attorney discipline as an exclusively judicial function under the Illinois Constitution’s separation of powers clause. In re Day, 181 Ill. 
73, 96 (1899). The court, in turn, has delegated the authority to investigate and prosecute claims of attorney misconduct to the ARDC. Skolnick, 191 Ill. 2d at 
229. The ARDC’s duties, structure, and authority derive exclusively from rules of the Illinois Supreme Court, and the ARDC is not a state agency. Chicago Bar 
Ass’n v. Cronson, 183 Ill. App. 3d 710, 720 (1989). Moreover, the ARDC and its various officers serve only as agents of the supreme court in administering the 
disciplinary functions that have been delegated to them. In re Mitan, 75 Ill. 2d 118, 123-24 (1979). Attorney disciplinary proceedings are conducted by the ARDC 
completely separate and apart from judicial proceedings in which the alleged attorney misconduct occurred (Reed Yates Farms, Inc. v. Yates, 172 Ill. App. 3d 519, 
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530 (1988)), and any sanctions based on alleged professional misconduct must be addressed by the ARDC and not by the trial court (Schnack v. Crumley, 103 Ill. 
App. 3d 1000, 1007 (1982)). Additionally,  ecommendations made by the ARDC’s hearing board are merely advisory, and the supreme court retains the ultimate 
responsibility for imposing discipline on attorneys. In re Mulroe, 2011 IL 111378, ¶ 25. Courts other than the supreme court may adjudicate matters touching on 
attorney discipline only when acting as agents of the supreme court upon direct order of that court. Lustig v. Horn, 315 Ill. App. 3d 319, 328 (2000) (citing Ettinger 
v. Rolewick, 140 Ill. App. 3d 295 (1986)).”


4 3 . If the Supreme Court bench avoids (ignores) the issue of Talarico’s actions, and the presiding judges avoid the issue of Talarico’s actions, and higher reviewing courts avoid the 


issue of Talarico’s actions, in this way the issue of Talarico’s actions ceases to exist, not because the issue was dealt with but because it was carefully ignored by the Illinois bench and 


was allowed to “slip through the cracks” and disappear. If the regulators of the judicial branch see what they want to see and ignore all issues they do not want to deal with, and if they 


write their conclusions in a final statement in this way,  then the final statement can be taken to be evidence that the issues were already ruled upon. It is a coded language for avoiding 


issues which are embarrassing to the legal profession and to the Illinois judicial branch of government. The SPECIAL COMMISSION made a similar statement: 


“The official rules - such as the Court’s rules, the lawyer’s Code of Professional Responsibility and the criminal laws governing courtroom conduct - form what 
one writer has called a “myth system.” What actually occurs in these courtrooms reflects a different set of norms which constitutes and “operational code.”” (page 
67 of the FINAL REPORT)


4 4 . The interests of advocacy for the reputation and standing of the Illinois legal profession by current members of the ISBA and CBA and IJA form an incentive to overlook what 


Talarico did and why he did it This incentive may trump concerns for the civil rights of  non-attorney Illinois citizen victims of abuse of due process in Illinois courts.


E. TH ER E A R E C O N F L I C TS  O F  I N TER ES T TH A T EN C O U R A G E TH E I L L I N O I S  B EN C H  ( I N C L U D I N G  TH E A R D C )  TO  A V O I D  A D M I TTI N G  TH E R EA S O N S  
F O R  TA L A R I C O ’ S  A C TI O N S ,  B EC A U S E TH I S  M A Y  “ O P EN  A  W H O L E N EW  C A N  O F  W O R M S ”  R EV EA L I N G  “ M O R E S KEL ETO N S  I N  TH E C L O S ET”


4 5. Talarico was and still is intentionally hiding and covering up what happened in the Dulberg cases 12LA178, 17LA377 and 22L010905 and federal bankruptcy case 14-83578.  


That is the primary (clandestine) purpose of Talarico during case 22L010905 and related case 17LA377. If the Illinois bench admits what Talarico did, then the Illinois bench may also 


have to admit why Talarico did what he did. Cui Bono? This would implicate other parties involved in cases 12LA178 and 17LA377 and 22L010905, which are the very people and 


entities whose actions Talarico was acting to keep hidden, protected and unexposed.


4 6. Dulberg and Kost used terms like ‘system’ and ‘network’ and ‘spy’ and ‘mole’ and ‘collaboration’ to describe what they experienced directly in cases 12LA178, 17LA377 and 


22L010905 and federal bankruptcy case 14-83578. Likewise, almost 4 decades earlier, ‘networks’ and ‘systems’ entrenched for decades in Illinois courts were acknowledged to exist in 


the 1980’s as the quotes from the Special Commission Final Report prove. 


4 7 . According to ARDC records, networks of hustling attorneys using systems of fraud like a conveyor-belt factory system have not occurred since the infamous days of Greylord. 


The problem was apparently ‘fixed’ after Greylord using the Himmel Rule and the honor system. Since Greylord there has been no record of any networks of attorneys running systems 


of fraud in Illinois courts in ARDC statistics on attorney misconduct ever since Himmel was decided in 1988, and there is only on average one Himmel rule violation per decade. These 


statistics are used to provide evidence that justifies the current system based on self-policing, the honor system and the ‘Himmel Rule’ as a successful model of regulation of the legal 


profession in Illinois. Talarico’s actions, if known to the public, cast doubt and suspicion on the current Illinois judicial branch status quo with respect to self-policing, the validity of the 


honor system and the effectiveness of the Himmel rule.
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4 8 . For these reasons there is a vested interest to imply that Dulberg and Kost are simply crazed frivolous claim filers rather than to admit that n et w o r k s  o f  memb er s  o f  t h e I llin o is  


b a r  a c t u a lly  d id  c o n s p ir e t o  c o mmit  f r a u d  in the Dulberg cases 12LA178, 17LA377 and 22L010905 and federal bankruptcy case 14-83578 in a way which is reminiscent of the times 


of Greylord and that these conspiring networks of attorneys are conveniently protected by the ARDC (Illinois Supreme Court) if discovered and reported to the proper authorities in 


Illinois.


4 9 . This is exactly what Talarico is knowingly and intentionally doing in his Response to the ARDC complaint filed against him. Talarico placed a stunning number of outrageous 


claims about his own clients on the record. 


F . A N O TH ER  EX A M P L E O F  A N  A R D C  F I N A L  D EC I S I O N ,  TH I S  TI M E C O N C ER N I N G  D EF EN D A N T B A U D I N S . I N  W H I C H  TH E A R D C  ( 1 )  C O M P L ETEL Y  
A V O I D ED  A N D  S I D ES TEP P ED  A D D R ES S I N G  TH E B A U D I N S ’ S  A C TI O N S  A N D  ( 2)  TH E A R D C  C O M P L ETEL Y  A V O I D ED  TH E F A C T TH A T TH E B A U D I N S  
I N TEN TI O N A L  A N D  S Y S TEM A TI C  L I ES  I N  TH EI R  R ES P O N S E TO  TH E A R D C


50 . The same 2 step process applied to Talarico’s ARDC complaint by the ARDC was also applied in the case of William Randall Baudin and Kelly Baudin when same ARDC 


investigator made a final decision ( Exhibit C D )  on the William Randall Baudin and Kelly Baudin ARDC complaint ( Exhibit C A ) .  Just like Talarico’s ARDC Response, the Response 


by William Randall Baudin ( Exhibit C B )  was laced with (at least 7) intentional deceptions:


1)  Moved bankruptcy filing date up about 22 months
2)  ‘Deleted’ bankruptcy trustee Heeg and invented the term “the trustee” to refer only to trustee Joseph Olsen.
3)  Claimed Dulberg gave consent to binding mediation
4)  Ignored fact that defendant Gagnon admitting negligence for Dulberg’s injury as early as March, 2013
5)  Ignored Dulberg’s status as sole residual beneficiary of the bankruptcy estate since all creditors were paid in full
6)  All inherited actions (at least 9 out of 10 depositions in underlying case 12LA178 have no valid certification page or forgeries of court reporter signatures 
attached, burial of key evidence, ect)
7)  Ignored reason Dulberg declared bankruptcy


51 . These are the same 7 issues that Talarico intentionally removed from the complaint we wrote and provided to Talarico from December 6, 2022 to December 8, 2022. As was 


explained to the ARDC in our Reply to the Baudins’ response ( Exhibit C C ) , the fact that (1) the Baudins intentionally lied about at least 7 features in their response to the ARDC on 


June 7, 2024 ( Exhibit C B )  and (2) the exact same 7 features were intentionally removed and altered by Talarico on and just before December 8, 2022 provides further evidence that 


Talarico was working directly with opposing counsel and/or opposing parties in the days leading up to December 8, 2022 (when the sanctioned complaint was filed)1. Just like with 


the case of Talarico, the ARDC investigator was informed in extreme detail ( Exhibit C C )  that the ARDC Response the Baudins provided ( Exhibit C B )  is intentionally engineered to 


deceive the reader by manipulating the chronological record of events along at least 7 features.


52. Just like with the case of Talarico, even after having been informed in detail that the Baudins are intentionally lying to the ARDC to hide their behavior, the ARDC investigator 


completely bypassed and ignored the issues raised when issuing a final decision. The ARDC investigator stated our claims as follows:


You told us that you hired attorney William Baudin, II, to pursue a personal injury case. You complained that Mr. Baudin failed to adequately represent you. You 


1 See paragraph 7 to 13 of DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS.
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also believed that he did not earn the fees he received, and that he coerced you to agree to mediation and a cap on your award.


53 . But we claimed so much more: At least 9 out of 10 depositions with forged signatures of court reporters or no certification pages, defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence 


as of March, 2013, the Baudins and Allstate alone made the decision to enter into binding mediation and a high-low agreement between June 13, 2016 and August 11, 2016 while 


Megan Heeg was bankrupty trustee and the Baudins did not inform trustee Heeg this took place, a forgery being used as the ADR agreement because Dulberg never agreed to binding 


mediation and did not sign the agreement (though Dulberg’s signature appears on the binding mediation agreement), ect. There is no evidence in the final decision that we made these 


claims and more. The claims are imply ignored. 


54 . Just as with the ARDC final decision on Talarico, the ARDC final decision on the Baudins at no time acknowledges what Dulberg’s claims against the attorney(s) actually are. 


Both the Talarico and Baudins ARDC final decisions begin by misstating our claims against the attorneys. The complete reasoning the ARDC gives concerning the Baudins is as 


follows:


Mr. Baudin advised that the trustee in your bankruptcy case filed a motion to appoint Mr. Baudin as Special Counsel to pursue your personal injury claim, as well 
as a motion to enter binding mediation. Both motions were approved by the bankruptcy court. He pointed out that although your bankruptcy placed a stay on your 
creditors from pursuing payment of debts against you, it did not prevent you or the estate from pursuing a potential estate asset. such as the proceeds from any 
court claim. Further, as the representative of the estate, the trustee has the capacity to sue and be sued and, thus, has standing to resolve the personal injury claim.


The narrative is told with no mention that Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury as of March, 2013 and no mention that Dulberg was the sole residual 


beneficiary of the bankruptcy estate since all creditors were paid in full. The Baudins hid these key facts, and the ARDC investigator is claiming the same narrative, which 


simply ignores these key facts.


“Mr. Baudin told us that the parties agreed that the best way to handle your matter was through binding mediation.”


The Baudin ARDC Complaint ( Exhibit C A )  provided quotes from 12LA178 court transcripts that prove the Baudins and Allstate alone made the decision to go to binding 


mediation between June 13, 2016 and August 11, 2016. “The” bankruptcy trustee Joseph Olsen was not appointed as bankrupty trustee until August 31, 2016. The acting 


bankruptcy trustee was Megan Heeg, who was never consulted when the Baudins and Allstate alone decided to enter binding mediation and agree to a high-low cap more than 3 


years after defendant Gagnon already admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury (as of March, 2013) ( Exhibit 1 1 2) 1 . The ARDC continued:


According to Mr. Baudin, you were present when the matter went before the mediator, who found you to be partially at fault for your injuries, and ultimately 
entered an award in your favor. Because of the high-low agreement in place, the award was further reduced. The funds received became an asset of your 
bankruptcy estate. According to Mr. Baudin, the bankruptcy court ordered his fees be paid, and the rest of the award was applied to your debts.


The narrative again ignores that it was the Baudins and Allstate alone (without informing bankruptcy trustee Megan Heeg) that placed a high-low cap on a case where the 


remaining defendant admitted negligence in March, 2013, more than 3 years earlier. The ARDC continues:


Mr. Baudin .stated .that he advised you as to the consequences of agreeing to binding mediation, as well as to the high-low caps. He claimed that after discussing 
your legal rights and options, you agreed to binding mediation. Mr. Baudin pointed out, however, your consent to participate in binding mediation was not 
required. He also pointed out that because you filed for bankruptcy, it was up to the trustee to determine how to proceed with the lawsuit as a potential asset of the 


1 1 See Exhibit 112 in COURT APPROVED SUPPLEMENT TO DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS
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estate. The decisions in this regard did not require your consent, but did require court approval, which was obtained.


Which ignores the evidence listed here and in the ARDC complaint against the Baudins of how Gagnon already admitted negligence and about Dulberg being the sole residual 


beneficiary of the bankruptcy estate since all creditors were paid in full. ARDC concluded:


The duties of this agency relate primarily to the investigation and prosecution of allegations of professional misconduct against lawyers. When we have sufficient 
evidence of misconduct by a lawyer, we can initiate proceedings that may seek the lawyer’s disbatment or suspension from the practice of law. Absent evidence 
of unreasonableness, duplicate billings, intentional overcharges, or other types of fraud, the Commission generally does not act on disagreements concerning the 
value of an attorney’s services. That appears to be the case here.


As you may know, Supreme Court Rules require that this Commission establish all elements of a violation of the Rules of Professional Conduct by clear and 
convincing evidence. Based on the information and the documentation we reviewed, we have determined that we would not be able to prove that Mr. Baudin failed 
to provide you with material information about your case in a timely manner, that he pursued action which required your consent without your authorization, or 
that he otherwise committed professional misconduct. Thus, a formal disciplinary prosecution of Mr. Baudin would fail. Accordingly, we are closing our file in 
this matter.


55. Once again the fact that defendant Gagnon admitted negligence for Dulberg’s injury as of Mary, 2013 is ignored. The fact that Dulberg was sole residual beneficiary of the 


bankruptcy estate since all creditors were paid in full is ignored. The deposition forgeries are ignored. The forged binding mediation contract is ignored, ect. The information provided 


to the ARDC was simply bypassed or walked around. It is not explained or dealt with at all in the legal theories given in the quotes above. None of the information we provided to the 


ARDC investigator had any effect on the final decision concerning the Baudins. 


56. In addition, the ARDC investigator was notified in detail that Baudins’s ARDC Response is constructed using a system of intentional lying. Yet none of the intentional lies 


described in detail to the ARDC had even the slightest effect on the ARDC final decision. Both ARDC final decisions avoided most every key issue raised. The final decisions are then 


later used (as Talarico is doing in this motion) to claim the ignored issues were already adjudicated.


57 . Therefore this is not a decision that either confirms or denies that Talarico engaged in the behavior we have documented. It is a decision that ignores the issues altogether. The 


ARDC did not acknowledge w h a t  w e w er e c o mp la in in g  a b o u t  and they did not deal with the claims we made and the supporting evidence we provided.


58 . Evidence provided to the ARDC demonstrates conclusively that both Talarico and the Baudins intentionally and systematically lied to the ARDC in their responses. The 


Baudins intentionally lied concerning at least 7 features of their representation of Dulberg and Talarico intentionally lied systematically throughout his ARDC Response.  Even so, 


the ARDC actively supports the narrative that both Talarico and the Baudins wrote in their responses to the ARDC. The ARDC did this both times by (1) not acknowledging what 


we claimed to the ARDC, (2) not acknowledging that the ARDC was provided detailed evidence that Talarico and the Baudins intentionally and systematically lied throughout their 


ARDC Responses, and by (3) giving a short list of reasons why the ARDC supports and advocates for Talarico’s and the Baudin’s narrative.


59 . It is not possible for the ARDC to state they were not informed of what we actually claimed Talarico and the Baudins did.  It is not possible for the ARDC to state they were not 


informed in detail that both Talarico’s and the Baudins reponses to the ARDC contain of intentinal and systematic lying. The ARDC was informed in detail in both cases but the 


information was simply ignored and walked around. In both cases the reasons stated by the ARDC for their final decisions consisted of nothing more than support for the narrative each 


attorney(s) gave in their ARDC Responses. The ARDC effectively acted as an advocate for the attorney narrative in both cases.
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G . I L L I N O I S  J U D I C I A L  B R A N C H  C L A I M S  EX C L U S I V E P O W ER  O F  S EL F -R EG U L A TI O N  A N D  S EL F -P O L I C I N G  O V ER  A TTO R N EY S  B U T TH EN  R EF U S ES  
TO  P O L I C E TH EM S EL V ES  I N  TH E C A S ES  O F  C ER TA I N  A TTO R N EY S  A N D  A TTO R N EY  N ETW O R KS


60 . We are being sued for sanctions because of Talarico’s actions (a ‘trojan horse’ system of case sabotage, Talarico being the ‘trojan horse’) and because Talarico is apparently 


allowed to get away with what did (and is doing) by the Illinois bench. If Talarico was required to produce the complete recordings of telephone conversations between Talarico and 


Dulberg and Talarico and Kost, Talarico would be found out as a person committing systematic fraud as described in our submitted documents. He would be found out and this would 


be over quickly. 


61 . The purpose of judicial branch is to resolve cases and controversies. Dulberg was cut by a chainsaw operated by Gagnon in 2011. Dulberg filed a complaint in 2012. Gagnon 


admitted negligence as of March, 2013 ( Exhibit 1 1 2) 1 . and yet Dulberg was “mugged” or “jumped” by a network of attorneys from the first day Dulberg retained a law firm and about 


14 years later (2025) attorneys are still conspiring to punish Dulberg with sanctions. 


62. None of the evidence we presented to the ARDC concerning Talarico had any effect on the final decision. The ARDC simply ignored everything we submitted and advocated 


for the attorney’s narrative.


63 . None of the evidence we presented to the ARDC concerning the Baudins had any effect on the final decision. The ARDC simply ignored everything we submitted and 


advocated for the attorney’s narrative.


64 . None of the evidence we presented to Judge Swanagan before December 17, 2024 had any effect on his final order of December 17, 2024. Talarico was allowed to write and file 


Dulberg’s Response for sanctions on Dulberg’s behalf on February 8, 2024 over our objections.


65. None of the evidence we presented to Judge Swanagan before April 22, 2025 had any effect on his final order of April 22, 2025.


66. Talarico’s actions are never acknowledged or dealt with. Talarico’s actions are never explained. They are just walked around and ignored.


67 . The SPECIAL COMMISSION stated:


“The state’s agencies responsible for regulating professional conduct - the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission and the Judicial Inquiry Board 
- also apparently failed to detect criminal wrongdoing. Because lawyers and court personnel are reluctant to report misconduct, there was little risk that crimes 
would be brought to the attention of law enforcement or regulatory officials by private citizens.” (page 53 of the FINAL REPORT)


We are private citizens informing the ARDC of a network of attorneys using systems of fraud from 2012 to 2025. We have mapped the systems in great detail and we have sent 


all the information to the ARDC and made the mapped systems available to the public in a website with around 100 videos.


68 . We also informed the ARDC in extreme detail that there is evidence of foreknowledge of the refusal to self-police and self-regulate in the Responses of both Talarico and the 


Baudins. They both openly lied to the ARDC methodically throughout their ARDC responses. They must have known their statements would not be fact-checked or questioned or they 


wouldn’t have systematically lied throughout their responses. In both cases we explained to the ARDC in detail that the responses are intentionally constructed to deceive the reader. 


We explained each of the deceptions in detail. The ARDC never acknowledged that Talarico intentionally and systematically lied to the ARDC. The ARDC never acknowledged that 


1 1 See Exhibit 112 in COURT APPROVED SUPPLEMENT TO DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO ADR’S PETITION FOR AN AWARD OF ATTORNEY’S FEES AND COSTS
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the Baudins intentionally and systematically lied to the ARDC. They were basically allowed to intentionally and systematically lie to the ARDC and they were allowed to get away 


with it.


“...reforms which have been independently initiated by the Court and other agencies - are not self-executing. Future Greylord-type misconduct will be prevented 
only if the leadership of the bench and bar is firmly committed to supporting the goals of an independent and honest judicial system.” (page 88 of FINAL 
REPORT)


There is no acknowledgement or recognition from the Illinois bench (1) What Talarico did or (2) Why Talarico did it even though it was reported to them. 


“We are certain that complacency is not the answer to the problems revealed by the Greylord prosecutions. Nothing, we believe, would be more demoralizing than 
failing to take action to check corruption and prevent further erosion of public confidence in the court system.”  (page 12 of FINAL REPORT)


69 . Talarico’s  actions in case 22L010905 are the proverbial “elephant in the room”. By what right is Talarico allowed to act in these ways while the Illinois bench acts as if they do 


not notice what Talarico is doing? Through what justification can the Illinois legal community claim to be ‘self-policing” and “self-regulating” while Talarico’s actions are overlooked 


and ignored? Selective self-policing allows networks of attorneys to have a back door for a trojan horse system of playing God with any case they choose.


H . C O N C L U S I O N S  C O N C ER N I N G  TA L A R I C O ’ S  M O TI O N  TO  U N S EA L  D O C U M EN TS


7 0 . Documents are already available to the public through the internet at www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc and have been since they were first submitted.


7 1 . We welcome the unsealing of ARDC documents to be used as evidence that Talarico systematically lied to the ARDC. But we object to using the records as a “get out of jail free 


card”. Talarico’s actions in 22L010905 are the “elephant in the room”. Talarico is caught “red handed”.


Respectfully submitted, this 11th day of July 2025


By: /s/ Paul R. Dulberg
Paul R. Dulberg
4606 Hayden Ct. 
McHenry, Illinois 60051 
(847) 497-4250 
Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net


Pro se for Plaintiffs: Plaintiffs PAUL R. DULBERG, INDIVIDUALLY AND THE PAUL R. DULBERG REVOCABLE TRUST


VERIFICATION BY CERTIFICATION PURSUANT TO SECTION 1-109


Under penalties as provided by law pursuant to Section 1-109 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the undersigned certifies that the statements set forth in this instrument are 
true and correct, except as to matters therein stated to be on information and belief, and as to such matters the undersigned certifies as aforesaid that he verily believes the 
same to be true.


 /s/ Paul R. Dulberg
      Paul R. Dulberg


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit 252
https: //www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Exhibit 252_A  L A W Y ER S  D U TY  TO  R EP O R T A N O TH ER  L A W Y ER S  M I S C O N D U C T - TH E I L L I N O I S  EX P ER I EN C E by  M ary  T. R obinson.pdf


A L A W Y ER ’ S D U TY  TO  R EP O R T A N O TH ER  L A W Y ER ’ S M I S C O N D U C T:
TH E I L L I N O I S EX P ER I EN C E


Mary T. Robinson∗


 In September 1988, the Illinois Supreme Court issued an opinion in a disciplinary case, 
suspending a lawyer for one year because the lawyer failed to report another lawyer’s 
misconduct.  The decision rocked the legal profession in Illinois and beyond.  For Illinois 
practitioners, the name of the unfortunate lawyer disciplined in the case of In re Himmel,1 has 
become synonymous with the reporting obligation set forth in Rule 8.3 of the Illinois Rules of 
Professional Conduct.  Indeed, in Illinois legal vernacular, “Himmel” is a verb, as in “to Himmel
another lawyer” by reporting her misconduct. 
 At the time Himmel was decided, I was in private practice, largely oblivious to the 
workings of the disciplinary agency, and I participated with some energy in the collective gasp 
that went up from Illinois lawyers.  The following year, I was appointed to serve on the 
Commission that oversees the work of the Illinois Attorney Registration and Disciplinary 
Commission (ARDC), and then, in 1992, I was appointed Administrator, where I have served as 
the chief executive and prosecutor of the ARDC for the past fifteen years.  My initial horror2 at 
the Himmel outcome has been replaced by a healthy respect for what that decision has 
contributed to the effectiveness of lawyer discipline in Illinois from two perspectives: 1) lawyer 
reports tend to involve more serious conduct and to be made more promptly, giving discipline 
the ability to act expeditiously to prevent harm to other clients; and 2) the fact that Illinois 
lawyers face discipline if they do not report another lawyer’s misconduct results in discipline 
cases against lawyers who, because of their practice setting, would never otherwise come to the 
attention of discipline authorities.  Those results depend upon widespread compliance with the 
reporting obligation by Illinois lawyers which was prompted by the Himmel decision and which 
is facilitated by the comparatively narrow scope of misconduct which Illinois Rule 8.3(a) 
requires Illinois lawyers to report. 


Consideration of the impact of the Himmel decision on Illinois discipline must begin with 
the particulars of the Himmel case.  Mr. Himmel agreed to represent a client whose former 
attorney, John Casey, had settled the client’s personal injury case and then converted the entire 
$23,233.34 portion of the settlement due to the client.  On behalf of the client, Himmel 
negotiated an agreement with Casey whereby Casey promised to pay the client $75,000 and the 
client agreed not to initiate any criminal, civil, or attorney disciplinary action against Casey.  
Himmel’s agreement with the client entitled him to be paid one-third of any amount collected 
beyond the $23,233.34 Casey had initially converted.  Due to Himmel’s efforts, the client 
recovered about $10,000 from Casey, but when Casey failed to pay any more, Himmel sued and 
the lawsuit was reported to the ARDC.  Himmel insisted that he did not make a report to the 
ARDC because his client directed him not to do so.  The Illinois Supreme Court gave that 
argument short shrift, observing that a client cannot absolve a lawyer of a duty imposed by the 
Court.  In aggravation, the Court found that Himmel’s failure to report had interfered with a 
timely ARDC investigation, with the result that Casey had converted funds from other clients 


∗ Former Administrator, Attorney Registration and Disciplinary Commission of the Supreme Court of Illinois. 
1.  In re Himmel, 533 N.E.2d 790 (Ill. 1998). 
2.   I had tempered this description until one of my ARDC colleagues informed me that they all carefully avoided 
talking about Himmel around me because I had such a strong adverse reaction. 
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after Himmel learned of, and decided not to report, Casey’s misconduct.  The Court was 
particularly incensed that Himmel had bargained away his duty to report in return for economic 
concessions from Casey, which, the Court held, ran afoul of the criminal proscription against 
compounding a crime. 
 There is another circumstance that contributes to the real story of the Himmel result.  
Himmel represented himself throughout the proceedings, including at the oral argument before 
the Supreme Court.  In speaking engagements after his suspension, Mr. Himmel told audiences 
that was a costly mistake.  Some who observed the oral argument in the case felt that Himmel 
inadvertently managed to convince the Court that he had made a calculated decision to use 
Casey’s fear of a disciplinary report to leverage a greater settlement for his client and a bigger 
fee for himself.   


An important factor in the Himmel outcome was the comparatively narrow scope of the 
Illinois reporting obligation, and the fact that the evidence so clearly showed that Himmel knew 
that Casey’s misconduct fell within the narrow parameters of the rule.  At the time this case 
arose, Illinois still operated under a Code of Professional Responsibility.  Himmel was charged 
with violating Illinois Disciplinary Rule 1-103(a), which provided: 


(a) A lawyer possessing unprivileged knowledge of a violation of Rule 1-
102(a)(3) or (4) shall report such knowledge to a tribunal or other 
authority empowered to investigate or act upon such violation. 


Illinois DR 1-102(a)(3) and (a)(4) prohibited lawyers from engaging in illegal conduct involving 
moral turpitude and engaging in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit, or 
misrepresentation.  In contrast, ABA Model Code of Professional Responsibility, Disciplinary 
Rule 1-103(a) required lawyers to report unprivileged knowledge of any violation of DR 1-102, 
which proscribed virtually all lawyer misconduct.  Under a broader rule, it seems somehow more 
acceptable that lawyers will assume that the rule could not really mean what it says, or, at least, 
that no one would seriously consider rigorously enforcing such a broadly framed obligation.  
Under the narrower Illinois rule, there was considerably less room for the Court to entertain that 
reasoning.  Moreover, by bargaining with Casey to withhold criminal and disciplinary 
complaints in exchange for payment of a rather substantial sum and making the mistake of 
standing on his right to do so in his argument to the Supreme Court, Himmel signaled his 
recognition that Casey’s misconduct fell within the parameters of the rule. 
 Shortly after Himmel was decided, the Illinois Supreme Court adopted a version of the 
Model Rules, but it held to the Illinois formulation of the reporting requirement.  Whereas Model 
Rule 8.3(a) requires a report when a lawyer knows that another lawyer has committed a violation 
of the rules that “raises a substantial question as to that lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or 
fitness as a lawyer in other respects,” Illinois Rule 8.3(a) continues to require a report only when 
a lawyer has unprivileged knowledge that another lawyer has committed a criminal act that 
reflects adversely on the lawyer’s honesty, trustworthiness or fitness as a lawyer in other respects 
or has engaged in conduct involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation, as proscribed 
by Illinois Rule 8.4(a)(3) and (4).  In reaction to the ABA’s adoption of Ethics 2000 
recommended revisions to the Model Rules, the Illinois State Bar Association and the Chicago 
Bar Association convened a joint committee to consider revisions to the Illinois Rules of 
Professional Conduct. During the deliberations of that joint committee, the ARDC urged that the 
committee’s report recommend that the Illinois Supreme Court retain the present Illinois Rule 
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8.3(a) formulation of what conduct must be reported, and the joint committee’s proposal does, 
indeed, recommend that Illinois retain its “more precise and limited” version of Rule 8.3(a).3


 Since the Himmel case was decided, the Illinois ARDC has tracked grievances filed by 
lawyers separately.  In 1989, the first full year after Himmel was decided, Illinois lawyers filed 
over 900 grievances out of about 6000 total grievances filed that year.  The flurry of Himmel-
motivated activity and widespread complaints that lawyers were threatening each other with 
Himmel reports prompted the Illinois Supreme Court to add a provision to Rule 1.2 when the 
Court adopted the Illinois version of the Model Rules in 1990.  Illinois Rule 1.2(e) provides that 
a lawyer “shall not present, participate in presenting, or threaten to present criminal charges or
professional disciplinary actions to obtain an advantage in a civil matter.” Whether in response 
to that provision or because the initial hysteria died down of its own accord, in all years after 
1989, the number of grievances filed by lawyers or judges dropped to about 500 a year, out of an 
average 6180 grievances per year.
 While the lawyers who file reports to Illinois disciplinary authorities routinely cite 
Himmel as requiring them to do so, many of the reports would not be required under that 
decision.  A substantial number of attorney reports complain about another lawyer’s advertising, 
without any expressed concern that there is something dishonest in the ads.  Some other common 
nonmandatory reports include complaints about incivility, neglect, Rule 4.2 violations, and the 
filing of frivolous pleadings.  Nevertheless, while many of the attorney reports would not be 
required under Illinois Rule 8.3(a), the conduct Illinois lawyers report does tend to be more 
serious than conduct reported by other sources.  As the chart at the end of this article shows, a 
report that comes from a lawyer is twice as likely to result in a formal disciplinary complaint as 
is a grievance that comes from another source.   


My experience as Administrator of the ARDC has persuaded me that the Illinois Supreme 
Court’s readiness to enforce the attorney reporting rule is a significant factor in the efficacy of 
our discipline system.  Lawyers are in positions to know things about other lawyers that might 
not be known to others and to understand the significance of matters that might be lost on others.  
Yet very few lawyers want to make reports, and many would talk themselves out of it if they felt 
free to ignore Rule 8.3.  Doubtless, much of the conduct that results in formal disciplinary 
charges would eventually have been reported by a client or someone else if a lawyer had not first 
made a report.  Nevertheless, lawyers faced with potential disciplinary exposure make prompt 
reports, and particularly in cases where offending lawyers have high volume practices or are 
spending client funds, that promptness makes it possible for discipline to intervene more swiftly 
and limit the potential damage that might be done by the offending lawyer.  Enforcing a lawyer’s 
obligation to report enhances the public protections goals of attorney discipline. 


It is also my belief that enforcing the reporting rule creates a leveling effect in terms of 
which lawyers are subjected to discipline.  Jurisdictions which have published statistics, 
including Illinois, acknowledge that the overwhelming number of lawyers disciplined are sole 
practitioners.4  One reason is that a sole practitioner’s clients are more likely to complain to 
discipline.  Clientele of a solo practice tend to be individuals, often of lesser means, who have 
little leverage if a lawyer fails to live up to their expectations, and most feel that complaining to 


3.   Joint ISBA/CBA Committee on Ethics 2000 Final Report (October 17, 2003) at p. 38.  The report is under 
review by Illinois Supreme Court Committee on Professional Responsibility. 
4.  The data usually captures a lawyer’s practice setting at the time of the misconduct or at the time the lawyer is 
disciplined.  It is not uncommon for lawyers who are solos at the time of discipline to have formerly practiced in a 
more prestigious setting.   


3
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discipline is their only hope.  In contrast, major corporate clients of a large firm tend to avoid 
complaints to discipline, and many resist becoming involved in discipline cases.  It is much more 
efficient and palatable for them to seek a resolution of their grievances directly from the firm.  
Firms that become aware of serious breaches by their lawyers, e.g., fraudulent billing of fees or 
expenses, typically go to substantial lengths to quickly make the client whole.  In most states, 
that will be the end of the incident.  In Illinois, the partners who learned of a colleague’s criminal 
or dishonest conduct must make a report or face potential discipline themselves.  As a result, 
large firm lawyers are more likely to be held accountable for misconduct. 


Contrary to the worst fears of some practitioners, the ARDC has not aggressively hunted 
for evidence of Himmel violations.  In Illinois, the ARDC Administrator has authority to initiate 
an investigation on her own, without a grievance being filed by anyone.  Yet over the years, the 
total number of Himmel investigations docketed by the Administrator and generated by a 
grievance from someone else has averaged only 7 a year, about one-tenth of one percent of the 
investigative caseload.


As a rule, the ARDC looks for factors beyond whether an attorney knew of, but failed to 
report, misconduct.  Two such factors drove the Court’s decision to discipline Himmel: evidence 
that the failure to report enabled the offending lawyer to cause additional harm to others and 
evidence that the nonreporting attorney chose to withhold a report for personal gain.  Another 
consideration is whether the failure to report impacted public perception of the integrity of 
lawyers.
 Since Himmel, there have been only two cases where an Illinois lawyer was disciplined 
for failing to report another lawyer’s misconduct. Both cases involved facets of the above factors 
and, in both cases, other misconduct was also charged.  In In re Arnold,5 a lawyer was 
suspended for one year, followed by two years of probation for having possessed a controlled 
substance (cannabis) and having failed to report the misconduct of a judge/friend from whom he 
purchased cannabis several times over several years.  The Arnold, case arose in a small city in 
Illinois and first came to light when federal authorities arrested a sitting judge for growing 
cannabis in his basement.  The papers widely reported that a lawyer who regularly appeared 
before the judge bought cannabis the judge had cultivated.  Arnold also acknowledged that he 
decided not to report the judge because he would have lost his source for cannabis.  In In re 
Daley,6 an attorney was suspended for nine months for entering pleas and taking other action on 
behalf of criminal defendants at the direction of another client of the firm, without conferring 
with or informing the individual clients of the actions being taken or dispositions imposed in 
their cases, and failing to report another attorney’s use of a falsified court order to lure an 
undercover agent to court for purposes of obstructing a criminal investigation.  The lawyer Daley 
failed to report and was shortly thereafter indicted for conspiracy and obstruction of justice.7  In 
covering the Cueto trial and appeals, the local media repeated incessantly Mr. Cueto’s alleged 
boast that he controlled the judiciary of the circuit. 
 In neither of those cases did the Illinois Supreme Court issue an opinion, and instead, the 
Court entered orders imposing discipline based upon the recommendations of lower boards.  Yet 
from the opinion the Court did issue in an appeal from an order entered in civil litigation,8  it 
seems clear that the Court did not lose its enthusiasm for enforcing the reporting obligation.  


5.  93 SH 436, M.R.10462 (1994). 
6.  98 SH 2, M.R.17023 (2000). 
7 See United States v. Cueto, 151 F.3d 620, (C.A.7, 1998). 
8   Skolnick v. Altheimer and Gray, 730 N.E.2d 4 (Ill. 2000). 
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Attorney Skolnick and his wife sued his former firm and an associate from that firm (Kass) who 
had reported alleged misconduct by Skolnick to the ARDC.9  During discovery, the associate, 
Kass, came into possession of documents which she believed showed misconduct by Skolnick 
which she was required to report under Rule 8.3(a).  She asked the trial judge to modify an 
agreed protective order governing documents produced in discovery to allow her to report the 
misconduct to the ARDC, but the judge declined to do so.  


The Supreme Court held that the trial judge had abused his discretion.  The Court 
reiterated its holding in Himmel that a lawyer’s duty to report criminal or dishonest conduct by 
another lawyer is absolute, and observed that “ . . . the principles underlying a lawyer’s Himmel
obligation are so important that, in our opinion, only the weightiest considerations of ‘justice’ 
(166 Ill.2d R. 201(c)(1)) could excuse a trial court's refusal to modify a protective order so that 
counsel could fulfill its absolute, ethical duties.”10  Finding no justification for refusing to 
modify the protective order, the Court concluded that the interests of justice weighed decidedly 
in favor of allowing Kass to fulfill her ethical duty.   


The plaintiffs’ argued that, because Rule 8.3(a) requires that a report be made to “a 
tribunal or other authority empowered to investigate or act upon . . .” a violation, Kass could 
discharge her duty by reporting Skolnick’s alleged misconduct to the trial court, so that it was 
not necessary to modify the protective order to allow a report to the ARDC.  The Court held:


“The proper inquiry is not whether a "tribunal" means a "trial court," as the 
Skolnicks contend, but rather means what authority or authorities are 
"empowered" to act upon a charge of attorney misconduct. As stated in Rule 
8.3(a), only an authority granted such power may receive reports of misconduct. 
In Illinois, only this court possesses the "inherent power to discipline attorneys 
who have been admitted to practice before it." The court, in turn, has delegated 
the authority to investigate and prosecute claims of attorney misconduct to the 
ARDC. Further, while a trial court bears an independent responsibility to report 
attorney misconduct to the ARDC, only this court may discipline an attorney 
found guilty of ethical misbehavior. Thus, Kass is correct in arguing that she was 
required to report the claimed misconduct to the ARDC. Her duty to report cannot 
be discharged by reporting the suspected misconduct to the trial court.”11


(citations omitted) 


Mr. Skolnick was subsequently suspended for three years for having submitted a series of loan 
applications that materially misstated his financial condition.12


Former Illinois Supreme Court Justice Daniel Ward was fond of describing the Court’s 
responsibility to sanction lawyers as a “melancholy business.”13  The description applies equally 
to the duties Rule 8.3(a) imposes upon Illinois lawyers.  Many Himmel reports reflect a mixture 
of reluctance and relief, reluctance at finding oneself in the role of informer, relief that one is 
required to do something about conduct which all of one’s professional instincts say warrants 


9.   Under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 775, complainants to the ARDC enjoy civil immunity, but Mr. Skolnick 
alleged that the firm and Kass published their allegedly defamatory statements to persons outside the ARDC. 
10.   730 N.E.2d 4, 13. 
11.   730 N.E.2d 4, 15. 
12. In re Skolnick, 00 CH 92, M.R. 17529 (2001). 
13. In re Gold, 396 N.E.2d 25, 27 (1979); In re LaPinska, 381 N.E.2d 700, 705; (1978); In re Broverman, 239 
N.E.2d 816, 819 (1968). 
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attention.  The Illinois experience suggests that as uncomfortable and even painful as a reporting 
obligation can be, enforcement of a duty to report precisely defined misconduct can play a 
significant role in enhancing the efficacy and fairness of lawyer discipline. 


The I llinois Himmel Experience:  
P roportion of A ttorney R eports to A ll I llinois I nv estig ations 


 and to I nve stigat ions that R esult in F orm al D isciplinary C harge s, 1992 - 2006 


Y ear N um ber of 
I nv estig ations 


N um bers of 
A ttorney  
R eports 


P ercent of 
A ttorney  


R eports to 
A ll I nv esti-


g ations 


N um ber of 
I nv estig ations 
That B ecam e 
C harg es in 


F orm al 
C om plaints  


N um ber of 
A ttorney  
R eports 


That 
B ecam e


C harg es in 
F orm al 


C om plaints  


P ercent of 
A ttorney  R eports 


to A ll 
I nv estig ations That 
B ecam e C harg es in 
F orm al C om plaints


1992 6,291 554 8.8 277 50 18.0 
1993 6,345 594 9.3 241 48 19.9 
1994 6,567 578 8.8 247 54 21.8 
1995 6,505 555 8.5 277 38 13.7 
1996 6,801 549 8.0 300 60 20.0 
1997 6,293 591 9.4 342 64 18.7 
1998 6,048 539 9.3 259 54 21.0 
1999 5,877 517 8.8 231 54 23.0 
2000 5,716 512 8.9 224 31 13.8 


2001∗ 5,811 201 3.6 273 27 9.8 
2002∗ 6,182 346 5.6 334 53 15.8 
2003 6,325 510 8.1 353 44 12.5 
2004 6,070 503 8.3 320 42 13.1 
2005 6,082 505 8.3 317 47 14.8 
2006 5,800 435 7.5 217 35 16.1 


Average  6,180 499 8.08 281 47 16.8 


∗  Coding changes in these years resulted in a number of attorney reports not being recorded, so that the number of 
attorney reports for 2000 and 2001 are underreported. 
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ALL PHONE CALLS BETWEEN TALARICO AND THOMAS KOST


TELEPHONE CALL DURATION (minutes)


1 2022-05-01 at 2:06 PM Outgoing 1
2 2022-05-01 at 2:13 PM Received 15
3 2022-05-01 at 2:31 PM Received 1
4 2022-05-02 at 3:53 PM Received 2
5 2022-05-04 at 9:19 AM Received 2
6 2022-05-04 at 9:27 AM Outgoing 1
7 2022-05-04 at 9:59 AM Received 17
8 2023-04-14 at 3:16 PM Outgoing 8
9 2023-04-15 at 8:01 AM Outgoing 14
10 2023-05-01 at 12:27 PM Outgoing 11
11 2023-06-03 at 8:34 AM Outgoing 6
12 2023-07-18 at 9:31 AM Outgoing 11
13 2023-07-19 at 4:50 PM Outgoing 31
14 2023-07-21 at 8:27 AM Outgoing 11
15 2023-08-24 at 9:53 AM Received 20
16 2023-09-12 at 12:59 PM Received 5
17 2023-09-15 at 11:28 AM Outgoing 10
18 2023-09-19 at 8:02 AM Outgoing 1
19 2023-09-19 at 8:07 AM Outgoing 2
20 2023-09-19 at 8:40 AM Received 26
21 2023-09-25 at 8:56 AM Outgoing 9
22 2023-10-05 at 8:01 AM Outgoing 9
23 2023-11-21 at 8:47 AM Outgoing 1
24 2023-11-21 at 8:55 AM Received 6
25 2023-11-25 at 9:51 AM Received 2
26 2023-12-03 at 10:37 AM Outgoing 3
27 2023-12-04 at 10:59 AM Received 11
28 2023-12-04 at 12:01 AM Received 3
29 2023-12-29 at 1:42 PM Received 2
30 2024-01-12 at 4:20 PM Received 4 (answering machine message)
31 2024-01-13 at 9:23 AM Received 1 (answering machine message)
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Q U O TES  O F  JU D G E S W A N A G A N  EX P L A I N I N G  
TH E D EC EM B ER  17, 2024 A N D  A P R I L  22, 2025 O R D ER S


Entered as an exhibit to be used as a reference during the June 10, 2025 hearing.


From the December 17, 2024 Report of Proceedings:


( Q U O TE 1:  page  13, l ine 19)  “I couldn’t imagine -- I’m paraphrasing, but I couldn’t imagine a basis on which 
there was reasonable grounds for the breach of contract complaint against ADR.”


( Q U O TE 2:  page  17, l ine 21)  “Even if you didn’t think that Mr. Talarico was appropriately representing your 
interests as far as the motion for sanctions was concerned, his interests were at stake as well. And so he had 
absolute right to put forth whatever he thought was in his best interest to defeat the motion for sanctions.”


( Q U O TE 3:  page  13, l ine 3)  “And you may have the opinion that you had different interests as far as that 
motion was concerned. I did not see that. And your interests are basically intertwined, in that he’s responsible 
for what he wrote, and you’re responsible for what he wrote. And that would be vice versa as well: You’re 
jointly responsible. Lawyer and client are responsible for pleadings made by a lawyer.”


( Q U O TE 4:  page  18, l ine 13)  “...I know what I read, and I know how narrow were the issues that I was 
deciding here. And so the substance of the case, for the most part, was decided quite a while ago, and it went 
through an appeal. There’s all sorts of things that -- for which I think the horses are long gone, the barn door 
closed and locked quite a while ago. And so this isn’t -- this is not, as far as I’m concerned, the time to try to 
rehash alleged sabotage going back to the beginning of the case.”


( Q U O TE 5:  page  19, l ine 3)  “...I’m going to say this is late in the game for further say, I think. And so forgive 
my abruptness, but, no, I don’t think I need to hear any more. Okay? ”


( Q U O TE 6:  page  14, l ine 8)  “I’m going to deny your request for any relief against Mr. Talarico as far as your 
files, because that’s not in front of me. You know, those sorts of disputes between lawyers and their clients are 
sometimes the result -- they are sometimes disputes that produce other litigation, but I don’t have any basis 
for reviewing your request for files. There are ways in which clients are supposed to address those requests. I 
don’t know whether you have, but those requests aren’t supposed to be handled here. So I’m going to deny your 
request for anything to do regarding a dispute over files between you and Mr. Talarico.


( Q U O TE 7:  page  14, l ine 22)  “Now, I’ll also say I am not expressing any opinion, nor am I in a position to 
express an opinion or make any ruling on anything that you’re suggesting that Mr. Talarico did that was adverse 
to the interests of you or your family. Again, I only decide what’s in front of me and what’s in front of me based 
on what this case has been about. So that’s all I’m going to say about those motions.”
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From the April 22, 2025 Report of Proceedings:


( Q U O TE 8:  page  3 l ine 19)  “The thing that I have on my mind for today was to rule on ADR Systems’ fee 
petition. If you check your emails, you should have gotten an order shortly ago with my ruling on that. You 
know, to me, it is what it is. Hopefully, I explained it sufficiently. But, yeah, the punchline to me is, I did see 
all the things Mr. Kost and Mr. Dulberg filed on behalf of the plaintiffs, but I think I have -- well, let’s see. It 
was sort of amusing to see myself quoted in the transcript, but one of the things I think I said -- I used cliches 
to say, “The barn door’s closed,” or “The ship has sailed,” or something like that. The key moment was, you 
know, the December 8th filing of the complaint, as far as I’m concerned, on Rule 137, which is the basis for the 
fee petition. It’s about what goes into any sort of filing, and it was filed by Mr. Talarico, but it was also verified 
by Mr. Dulberg. And so, you’ll read it in the order, but where -- you know, where I came out was that if -- I 
didn’t make any findings on these allegations. But if Mr. Dulberg and Mr. Kost thought that Mr. Talarico wasn’t 
adequately representing what they thought their interests should be, I think their obligation was to sever the 
relationship and speak up on that point sooner than they did. Like I said, the complaint was filed in reviewed the 
details of the pleadings and the transcripts provided to me, and I also reviewed the fee petition. So the punchline 
is, it’s in the -- you should -- you should check your emails because sooner or later -- and I even emailed it to 
myself and I haven’t gotten it yet, so I don’t know what the delay is, but there should be an order in your emails 
soon.”


( Q U O TE 9:  page  7 l ine 4)  “Well, the point is, Mr. Dulberg was obliged to do something long before that 
because he signed the complaint. The signing of the complaint is where you get in trouble. And so, that 
complaint was December 8th, I think, of 2022. Signing the complaint subjects you to, you know, 137 liability. 
And what I think -- I don’t know if I should be speculating. Let me just say: I’m not going to say what should 
have been done, but I will say what could have been done. A client can fire their attorney at any time.
Now, at whatever time you thought that your interests weren’t being represented in the way you thought they 
should have been represented, you could have immediately severed the attorney-client relationship and sought 
to, you know, withdraw the complaint, which I think is what you were invited to do by ADR, but that was 
some ways down the road. So I guess the point I’m trying to make is that the dye is basically cast and it’s in 
the rule. The dye is basically cast when somebody files a pleading. And, you know, the cases and the rule both 
say that both the attorney and the client have the responsibility, when they file something, to have investigated 
the basis for the filing before they file it, and if the filing isn’t supported by a reasonable argument in fact or 
law, in fact and law, then both the attorney and the client are subject to sanction. So I did read all of the things 
that were submitted since we were last in court and the things that were submitted before, but none of them 
suggests that Mr. Dulberg disavowed the complaint in a timely fashion, in an official manner on the docket soon 
enough after it was filed, so that’s -- that’s the basis for me saying that whatever might have been your thought, 
and I understand your argument that you did not think it was a good approach, but you were obligated to do 
something sooner than you did, particularly since Mr. Dulberg had signed the complaint.”
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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 �rst discovery of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich fraud on 
court and of Dulberg’s e�orts 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 e�orts over 
more than 1 year to notify the Illinois Supreme Court (through the ARDC) a�er �rst discovering the fraud.


�e timeline provides detailed evidence of the following:
• Dulberg �rst discovered that Clinton and Williams suppressed large numbers of documents to bene�t the 


opposing party between October 22 and October 28, 2022.
• �omas Kost required about 90 pages of handwritten notes and around-the-clock e�ort 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.  �e folder contained a detailed description of how documents were suppressed.


• �e 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 dra�s of an ARDC Complaint to �le on Clinton and Williams less than 1 
week later.


• �e timeline demonstrates that Dulberg has made repeated e�orts 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 �led a complaint against the Baudins.  


A�er 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. �e 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. �e 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. 
�e 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 �led 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 


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit BS
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/2024-01-05_Supplemental to 9 ARDC complaints_Dulberg’s efforts to raise issue of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich fraud on court to presiding judge.pdf


N
ot


e:
 D


ue
 to


 th
e 


re
m


ov
al


 o
f a


ll 
Ac


tiv
e 


H
yp


er
lin


ks
 (U


nd
er


lin
ed


 T
ex


t i
n 


B
lu


e)
 w


he
n 


fil
ed


 w
ith


 th
e 


C
ir


cu
it 


C
ou


rt
 th


e 
on


ly
 w


ay
 to


 v
ie


w
 th


is
 


ex
hi


bi
t a


s i
t w


as
 o


ri
gi


na
lly


 p
ro


vi
de


d 
to


 th
e 


A
R


D
C


 is
 to


 c
op


y 
an


d 
pa


st
e 


th
e 


lin
k 


at
 th


e 
bo


tto
m


 o
f t


hi
s p


ag
e 


in
 a


 w
eb


 b
ro


w
se


r.


�rst discovering them in October, 2022. Despite these many e�orts the issues were never raised before any 
presiding Judge. �roughout 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: �rough 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: �rough 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: �rough 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 �nish 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.  �ey 
wouldn’t allow a known cheater to gain signi�cant advantage during a game and then “deal with it later”, only 
a�er the game is won or lost.


As for rape, it is not possible for us to believe that the act should only be confronted a�er allowing the rapist 
time to �nish the act of rape.  Prompt intervention in an act of ‘newly discovered’ and ongoing rape is instinctive 
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common sense and common decency.


�e timeline shows that Dulberg has made repeated attempts to treat evidence of collusion with opposing 
attorney as a “front-burner” issue since �rst discovering it. �e timeline shows that Dulberg’s attorney has treated 
evidence of collusion with opposing counsel as a “back-burner” issue.  �is is what the timeline shows month 
a�er 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 �led his own ARDC complaints (so we do 
not know if he violated the Himmel rule). We have reason to believe that Alphonse Talerico only �led his own 
ARDC complaints sometime a�er 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 in�uences 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 �nd 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 �rst learned of the Clinton-Williams system of document and information 
suppression and collaboration with opposing counsel to sabotage Dulberg’s case 
 (b) e�orts 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/ �omas Kost
�omas 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 Walcz yk-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-Walcz yk 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 jeopardiz e 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 th e 6 th  
consecutive ,llinois 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


�e 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 plainti�). All 3 personal injury attorneys made e�orts (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 Walcz yk, page 3
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Both legal malpractice attorneys suppressed all information of the actions of all 3 PI law �rms 
(in colored font in Table 2) from Dulberg, from the 17LA377 Common Law Record and from 
17LA377 Reports of Proceedings


All �ve law �rms (3 personal injury law �rms and 2 legal malpractice law �rms) 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 �rms ever informed Dulberg of this. �e 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.


�ere 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 �th successive ,llinois law firm to 
attempt to sabotage Dulberg’s cases (to bene�t everyone listed in Table 2 among others). Table 2 is 
now incomplete unless it is updated to include Talarico in the row just a�er ‘Clinton & Williams’. 
Talarico also acted to bene�t 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


�e main bene�ciaries 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 Walcz yk-Sershon


Edward X . Clinton


Julia C. Williams


George Flynn


(�ese are most all the same people against whom we �led ARDC complaints but were being 
bene�ted by our own attorney.)


In the case of Himmel, he acted in a way which ultimately bene�ted 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 bene�ted 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 e�orts 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 con�rmed the suspicions expressed on the document linked above. We 
now have a large body of evidence that our recent attorney, Alphonse Talarico, is indeed th e 
�th consecutive ,llinois law firm retained by Dulberg to collaborate with opposing counsel to 
sabotage Dulberg’s claims. �e 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 noti�ed 
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. 


�e following online folder contains a detailed timeline of when Dulberg �rst 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 e�orts to notify Judges of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich 
fraud on court/


�e 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’


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


�e 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 a�er 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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�is 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. 
�e Visual Aid shows how defendant a�er 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 
�nished with ‘run for cover stories’ kept repeating over and over di�erent cases and with 
di�erent 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 �rm retained can use the same overall techniques (shown in the Fraud Chart) as the ones 
before. �ere is no escape for the targeted victim and they will remain encircled and confused and 
subject to gaslighting and ‘hoaxes’ until their case is �nally destroyed. 


From Dulberg’s personal experience this is apparently how the game is played. In order to 
have any c h anc e 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, �ring one attorney and retaining another won’t help since 
‘bury key evidence’ and ‘bury fraud’ can reappear in a di�erent form through a di�erent Illinois 
law �rm 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 di�cult 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.  �is 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


�is 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 �nal email that triggered his abrupt resignation.


�e 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/


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


�e Timeline shows that we moved to �le 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).


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


�e 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 �omas 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 �omas 
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. �omas Kost expected the issues raised in the string of emails could be addressed 
once the $10,000 retainer was received by Talarico. A�er paying the money, �omas Kost 
prepared for and waited for a meeting on these issues.


�e Timeline shows that there is no communication at all a�er 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 a�er 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. �e 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 �led. But a�er an ARDC 
complaint has been �led on the issue, Talarico informed his clients that a presiding Judge still 
cannot be told about evidence of fraud on the court which strongly in�uences 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 e�ects events in their courtroom.


�is legal strategy e�ectively ‘chokes’ the client permanently. �e 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. �e 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


�e 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. �e client is e�ectively fro]en in fraud and 
farce while following Talarico’s legal advice.


�e 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 �led a complaint with the ARDC on these issues for the 
�rst time in October, 2023 (a�er the website was already online and about 1 year a�er the green 
region in the Visual Aid).


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


�omas 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’. �e 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 cra�ing of the 
Supreme Court Petition:


Group Exhibit 52_All work product dra�s of Supreme Court Petition


�e following Visual Aid helps see how the work product folder is grouped:


Visual Aid 22 - All work product dra�s of Supreme Court Petition.png


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


�e 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. �e following Visual Aid 
helps to see what is happening in the email exchanges:


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


�e 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). �e 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). �e orange box marks the work that Talarico had Dulberg do alone 
a�er the Supreme Court Petition was �rst �led (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 cra�ing the �nal version of the Supreme 
Court Petition. As can be veri�ed in the emails marked in orange in this Visual Aid, Talarico had 
Dulberg do a huge amount of work. �e 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 �omas 
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 a�er 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. �is is why �omas Kost understood 
Talarico’s comment to be erratic and nonsensical (and potentially hostile). 


Inexplicably, we can �nd no written evidence or any reason why Talarico, as Dulberg’s retained 
attorney, didn’t simply follow the clerk’s instructions and �nish the work himself. �is may be 
the strangest part of the last communications between Talarico and Dulberg. Talarico appears 
to simply assume it is Dulberg’s job to �nish 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’


�e 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-Walcz yk 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 a�er �rst 


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


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







11
ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ALPHONSE TALERICO, PART 1


    


Exhibit BT
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ ardc/ 2024-01-22_ ARDC Complaint_ ALPHONSE TALARICO Part 1.pdf N


ot
e:


 D
ue


 to
 th


e 
re


m
ov


al
 o


f a
ll 


Ac
tiv


e 
H


yp
er


lin
ks


 (U
nd


er
lin


ed
 T


ex
t i


n 
B


lu
e)


 w
he


n 
fil


ed
 w


ith
 th


e 
C


ir
cu


it 
C


ou
rt


 th
e 


on
ly


 w
ay


 to
 v


ie
w


 th
is


 
ex


hi
bi


t a
s i


t w
as


 o
ri


gi
na


lly
 p


ro
vi


de
d 


to
 th


e 
A


R
D


C
 is


 to
 c


op
y 


an
d 


pa
st


e 
th


e 
lin


k 
at


 th
e 


bo
tto


m
 o


f t
hi


s p
ag


e 
in


 a
 w


eb
 b


ro
w


se
r.


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 �omas Kost (a�er 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_l ist.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 ‘arti�cial crisis’ during the 
deposition of Hans Mast around the key evidence of the certi�ed slip copy of the Tilschner v 
Spangler decision.


�e Timeline shows that Talarico was given detailed documents on exactly how Clinton and 
Williams collaborated with opposing counsel and that Talarico was given pre-dra�ed ARDC 
complaints to �le 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 
‘arti�cial crisis’ around the �ling of the Supreme Court Petition:


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


• �e ‘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 
�omas Kost in the folder To_Julia, so Alphonse Talarico completely ignored the ‘smoking 
gun’ proof given to him by �omas 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 ‘arti�cial crisis’ to somehow jeopardize the �ling 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. A�er 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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�omas 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 ‘arti�cial crisis’ was being triggered and Talarico claimed that 
Dulberg ‘blocked his calls’, Dulberg sent all necessary work product to Talarico and asked �omas 
Kost to interact with Talarico to resolve any ‘crisis’.


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


Williams did something very similar just a�er the deposition of Hans Mast. Williams had 
Dulberg work continuously on thousands of documents between June 26, 2020 (the day a�er 
Mast’s deposition) until July 1, 2020, the day before Flynn �led a supplemental discovery on 
Dulberg. �is work required Dulberg to individually scan documents for days. �e 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/


A�er 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. �is Visual Aid helps see the amount of work (in the orange 
box) Talarico had Dulberg do alone beginning the morning a�er 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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�e 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 ‘arti�cial crisis’


• Suppression of key evidence leading into ‘crisis’


• Creation of ‘arti�cial crisis’ which keeps key evidence ‘buried’


• �e ‘arti�cial crisis’ is to give the o�ending attorney a ‘cover story’


• �e 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)


• �e ‘cover story’ and ‘arti�cial 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.


• �e 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 ‘Arti�cial 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 ‘arti�cial 
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. �e 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 ‘arti�cial crisis’ ignored proof of fraud and 
‘foot-drag’ until just before the 
‘arti�cial crisis’. �e day before 
the Mast deposition is the 
�rst time Clinton-Williams 
conferred with Dulberg and 
�omas Kost (even though 
Dulberg had been asking for a 
meeting for about 1 year since 
July 8, 2019).
At the meeting �omas Kost 
explained to Clinton and 
Williams once again that 
we were in possession of 
“overwhelming evidence” 
that Popovich and Mast 
intentionally committed fraud.
Everything �omas 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 
‘arti�cial crisis’


During ‘arti�cial 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 ‘arti�cial crisis’ put permanently disabled 
client to work shu�ing 
through and arranging 
thousands of pages of 
documents


put permanently disabled 
client to work shu�ing 
through and arranging 
thousands of pages of 
documents


�e ‘arti�cial crisis’ allows for 
the continued suppression of 
key evidence and fraud


 true  true


‘Cover story’ that blames 
permanently disabled client 
for causing the ‘arti�cial 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 ‘arti�cial 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 �rms used and still use the same or very similar ‘cover stories’.


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


• �e Timeline proves there is not a single negative email by Dulberg or �omas Kost toward 
Talarico before or a�er 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 �omas Kost and Talarico since �rst meeting in 
November, 2020.2


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


• �e �rst and only email which Talarico can claim was personally insulting to him was written 
on January 11, 2024, 3 days a�er Dulberg’s Supreme Court Petition was due and a�er 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 �omas Kost and Talarico (to be 
released soon), there is no evidence that Talarico ever acted or expressed himself to Paul Dulberg 
or �omas Kost in the way he did a�er 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


�e way Gooch was �red and the way Talarico abruptly resigned are amazingly similar. A rough 
outline of the events that led to the �ring of Gooch follows:3


�is 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 Walcz yk beginning paragraph 93
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On 10/2/2018 1:06 PM �omas 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”.  �is appears to be a shared inside joke 
between Popovich, Mast, Gooch and Clinton and Williams.  �ey 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.  �e email3 is reproduced: 


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


1 Exhibit 124_ V isual 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 e�ort to provoke Dulberg into some kind of 
‘argument’ so Talarico could ‘take o�ense’ 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 o�ense’. Both attorneys feign emotional reactions of being ‘hurt’ or 
‘o�ended’ 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. T h ey f eign  
being hurt and as a way to never be confronted on the issues of their own deception.


�ey then blame their permanently disabled client for any confusion (just like every other law 
�rm 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.” �is is an 
invention by Gooch that never took place. Likewise, Dulberg was never rude to a secretary. �is 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’. �is is a made up story in that phone records easily prove Talarico never made 
a call that was blocked. Talarico also mentions in his �nal emails that he has brought up the idea 
of payment a few times and Talarico seems to imply that �oms 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). �is 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 e�ectively 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 bene�t the defendants and undermined 
his own client’s cases is the sheer audacity of the e�ort. �e 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 le� 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. �en 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 �rms 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 
enou gh )  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 su�ers 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. �e 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 �roughout 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 bene�t 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 �led 
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 
�led covering this information which was suppressed by Gooch-Walczyk and Clinton-Williams.


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


1) Talarico never �led third amended complaint while collecting large amounts of new 
evidence.  �e new evidence is never turned over to opposing counsel or bates-stamped. �e 
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.


�e 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/


�is inaction acted to protect Popovich and Mast from the large body of evidence shown in 
ARDC Complaint Against �omas 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.


�is 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


�e following online folder contains a detailed timeline of when Dulberg �rst 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 e�orts to notify Judges of Clinton-Gooch-Popovich 
fraud on court/


�e 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


�is 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.


�e speed that complaints were written and �led 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 
�nished2


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 a�er 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico’s delays and a�er 
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 
�omas J. Popovich and Hans 
Mast


Aug 2023  about 1 month written by client a�er 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
a�er 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 
�omas W. Gooch and Sabina 
Walczyk


Oct 2023 about 1 month written by client a�er 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
a�er 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_Dra�_Civil_and_ARDC_Complaint_against_Williams_dra� copy.txt
2023-01-02_Civil_and_ARDC_Complaint_against_Williams_dra�.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 a�er 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
a�er 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 a�er 
growing frustrated with 
Talarico not presenting the 
same evidence in court and 
a�er 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 �ling 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 C O M PL E T E  S Y S T E M 1  OF DOCUMENT AND INFORMATION SUPPRESSION USED 
TO SABOTAGE DULBERG’S LEGAL MALPRACTICE CLAIMS IN ILLINOIS CIRCUIT 
COURTS IS MAPPED AS FOLLOWS:


�e integrated and sophisticated system all of Dulberg’s legal malpractice attorneys used to 
sabotage Dulberg’s claims and bene�t 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.


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







5
SUPPLEMENT TO ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ALPHONSE TALARICO. PART 1


    


Exhibit B U
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 2- 0 1 _ S upplem ent to A R D C  C om plaint_A L P H O N S E TA L A R I C O  P art 1 .pdf N


ot
e:


 D
ue


 to
 th


e 
re


m
ov


al
 o


f a
ll 


Ac
tiv


e 
H


yp
er


lin
ks


 (U
nd


er
lin


ed
 T


ex
t i


n 
B


lu
e)


 w
he


n 
fil


ed
 w


ith
 th


e 
C


ir
cu


it 
C


ou
rt


 th
e 


on
ly


 w
ay


 to
 v


ie
w


 th
is


 
ex


hi
bi


t a
s i


t w
as


 o
ri


gi
na


lly
 p


ro
vi


de
d 


to
 th


e 
A


R
D


C
 is


 to
 c


op
y 


an
d 


pa
st


e 
th


e 
lin


k 
at


 th
e 


bo
tto


m
 o


f t
hi


s p
ag


e 
in


 a
 w


eb
 b


ro
w


se
r.


�e 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.


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


• Steps 1, 2, 3 (and beyond) e�ectively 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).


• �e 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 �rm “falls on their sword” if 
necessary to protect all the other members of the Illinois Bar. But why it would be considered 
‘honorable’ to  e�ectively ‘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.


• �e 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:


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


     followed by and combined with 


�e 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 


�e 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 a�er 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:


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


• �e 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 �gure 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.


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


�e system as shown operates by ‘choking’ the client through using the �led complaints as the key 
‘choke points’. �e Dulberg examples show to what extreme a degree the client can be ‘choked’. 
�is can be seen by simply comparing the contents of the �led 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 �led 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 �omas W. Gooch and Sabina Walczyk


First Amended Complaint Gooch-Walczyk 6-7-2018 Described in detail in ARDC Complaint 
Against �omas 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


�e three complaints in Table 14c demonstrate how a client is ‘choked’ into appearing to make 
an extremely limited number of (contradictory and ine�ectual) 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 �led 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 le� 
the complaints listed in Table 14c above to represent Dulberg’s claims against Popovich and Mast. 
�is 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 �le 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 w ill never be  abl e to de f end t h ems elves  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


�e basic techniques Talarico used are similar to the techniques that all 9 attorneys used before 
him.  It is part of a s ys tem of  f rau du lant c onc ealment 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 V isual Aid 24 and V isual 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 
�led throughout the entire proceedings to bene�t 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


�e 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 �led 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


�is 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 bene�t 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 ‘o�ensive behavior’. �e 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 �led 2 motions to withdraw as counsel recently. �e 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 di�erences regarding the preparation of this matter for hearings have 
arisen between this attorney and his clients herein;
2) �ere exists and has existed for some time a lack of communication and meaningful 
communication between this attorney and his clients herein;
3) �e clients have not a�orded this attorney herein adequate cooperation necessary to 
properly prepare the cause of the client and a di�erence of opinion appears to exist between 
clients and attorney as to the conduct of this matter;
4) �at 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 ful�ll 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 ful�lled;
8) pursuant to the Rules of Professional Conduct 1.16 (b)(6) the representation will result 
in an unreasonable �nancial burden on the lawyer


�ese 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 �nancial 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 �led ARDC 
Complaints to date (which is available online) shows that we are courteous, respectful, 
�nancially responsible and rational clients, even while we are being attacked unjustly by 6 
successive Illinois law �rms. 


�e 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 �omas 
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 su�cient skills should be able to detect the fraud that Dulberg 
or �omas 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 �nancial obligation, the email record in Group Exhibit 50 contains proof that 
Talarico abruptly resigned on January 14, 2024 a�er 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 �nancial obligation that did not exist. �e motion to withdraw 
documents demonstrate that Talarico is continuing to ‘run’ with the same ‘cover story’.


�ese accusations against Dulberg and �omas Kost represent a new ethical low point for 
an attorney ‘running for cover stories’ while collaborating in this network.  In fact, to this 
moment �omas Kost was not accused of anything. But now not only Dulberg but �omas 
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. �ey 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’.


• �ird, 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 w ill never be  abl e to de f end t h ems elves  from becoming a mere food source 
for a predatory network of Illinois attorneys who use these and similar systems of fraud. 


�ese latest accusations by Talarico provide a detailed example of how the network of 
collaborating attorneys protects itself. �e system works by attacking the targeted victim 
through their own attorney. �e 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. �is failure resulted in a �nal and appealable decision by Judge 
Otto which did not address the previous court’s order allowing an Amended Complaint against 
ADR Systems defendant before �ling the appeal. Talarico failed to �le an Amended Complaint 
against ADR Systems. Talarico’s failed to correct his statement to Judge Otto.  �ese failures 
resulted in the �nal 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 �les 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 o�ending attorneys for years to come in retaliation for ever resisting 
the vicious attack in the �rst place. A�er 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? �ey 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 o�enses.


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


�e techniques of sabotage mapped and documented in the 10 ARDC Complaints we have 
already submitted are all for naught if the o�ending attorneys cannot sabotage the appeal process 
also. �is is necessary for the ‘�nal death’ of the client’s case.  �erefore 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 �nal time and be ‘le� to bleed out completely’ to achieve this ‘�nal 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 ‘�nish 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 �le 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/


�e 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


�e documents are Westlaw printouts of many appellate decisions in which cases were dismissed 
due to the plainti� providing an insu�cient record of the subject under appeal. One of the 
reasons consistently given in the appellate rulings is that the Plainti� did not provide a record on 
how the Circuit Court Judge ruled  which was su�ciently 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. �is resulted in no o�cial 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 
�omas Kost. A�er 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”. �is 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. �e events described, taken 
together with the events described in this document, show how Talarico has made consistent 
e�orts to sabotage Dulbergs attempts to appeal the Circuit Court decisions in 17LA377 and 
22L010905 (which is necessary for the ‘�nal death’ of Dulberg’s cases which Talarico appears 
intent on achieving). 


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


�is 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 �rst appeared. 


Timeline of when Talarico �rst 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 �rst 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 �rst discovery of Meyer Recusal, forgery, fraud on court, 
collaboration with OC, other and Talarico burial of the same.png


�e 2 red lines mark 2 points in time when Talarico began to act in ways which bene�tted 
opposing counsel and Dulberg’s former attorneys


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


�e 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.  �e red lines show Talarico’s e�orts to suppress both bodies of evidence. Talarico �rst 
begins to block the evidence gathered along the blue line on July 11, 2022. Talarico �rst 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 bene�t of 
opposing counsel Flynn, defendants Mast and Popovich and all of Dulberg’s former attorneys for 
at least 5 months BEFORE Talarico �led 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 �nalized and published


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


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


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


2022-09-16 Flynn �les MTD


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


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


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


�e 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.


�erefore 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 �led complaint 22L010905 against other 
defendants involved with 12LA178.


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


Knowing when these 2 bodies of evidence were �rst discovered (in blue and green) and �rst 
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 �nally 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 �rst 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). �ey 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.
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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


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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.


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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


�i��er�.���
1063K
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www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/2024-04-10_Gmail - U pdated Supplement to ARDC Complaints.pdf


T hese additional pages are intentionally ad ded so that all H y perlink s ( O riginally p urple now here in bold font)  listed in the 
email to the ARDC may b e copied and pasted into any w eb browser to view the originals using the correspondong http: //... ( in 
plain font) .


T he revenge of the network  1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4


T he revenge of the network  2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L 010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home using frivolous lawsuit templates.mp4


T he revenge of the network  3 - Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L 010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 3- Trapping target in single issue frivolous lawsuit dead end pathways as they desparately struggle to escape.mp4


The revenge of the network 4- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 4- Stripping claims against Baudins and Olsen using No Past No Future and Burial of troublesome issues.mp4


The revenge of the network 5- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 5- Why reverse engineering to pathway point of origin is essential.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 1- Targeted by ones own retained attorneys.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 7- A system of suppression.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 9- Burial of key evidence.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 14- The legal malpractice team targeting a client.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case 12LA178.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377 to hide the nebula of fraud.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 3- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 3- Yellow Team of opposing counsels targeting victim in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
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The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4


T he burial of k ey e vidence 1- I n underly ing case.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 1- In underlying case 12LA178.mp4


The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377 by Clinton-Williams.mp4


The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377 by Talarico.mp4


T he burial of k ey e vidence 4- I n ARDC responses to Dulberg’s complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 4- In legal malpractice case 22L010905 by Talarico.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 1.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 1- Judge Meyer oversaw 3 efforts to place upper cap on value of 12LA178.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 2.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 2- Judge Meyers active role ignoring bankruptcy trustee standing as plaintiff.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 3.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 3- Judge recusal patterns in McHenry County regarding Popovich.mp4


T he steering of any a ppeal into a ditch.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The steering of any appeal into a ditch 1- Using unequal knowledge to quickly finish off permanently disabled target.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich-M ast complaint.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich and Mast.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-W illiams complaint.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-Williams.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  3 - Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding F ly nn et al complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 3- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al complaints Part 1.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding F ly nn et al complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al complaints Part 2.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 5- No fraud or collaboration of opposing counsels is acknowledged to exist by ARDC.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 6- Another way to interpret entirety of ARDC logic.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Legal malpractice system of protection possibly under ARDC stand down protection.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Attorneys pile on while ARDC stands down a win-win for all but the victim.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  9- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 9- Lady Justice blind to Magicians of ignorance bleeding out a victim.mp4
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� ���� ������			
g�ail.����


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:


�r��� "OwensFrancis, Kandi" <kowensfrancis@iardc.org>
�ub�e��� ���� !��"	#$Bal�e
Da�e� March 25, 2024 at 12:12:41 PM CDT
��� "paul_dulberg@comcast.net" <paul_dulberg@comcast.net>


Binder1.pdf
1063K


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


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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)


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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:


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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:


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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.


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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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


� a��a�+�en��


���#$�#$1",-epl. �� Bal�e re�p�n�e.pdf
2927K


Binder1.pdf
1063K


Gmail - Fwd: 2023IN03894-Balke https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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T hese additional pages are intentionally ad ded so that all H y perlink s ( O riginally p urple now here in bold font)  listed in the 
email to the ARDC may b e copied and pasted into any w eb browser to view the originals using the correspondong http: //... ( in 
plain font) .


T he revenge of the network  1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 1- Simplest frivolous lawsuit template.mp4


T he revenge of the network  2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L 010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 2- Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home using frivolous lawsuit templates.mp4


T he revenge of the network  3 - Setting the target up for sanctions and loss of home in 22L 010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 3- Trapping target in single issue frivolous lawsuit dead end pathways as they desparately struggle to escape.mp4


The revenge of the network 4- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 4- Stripping claims against Baudins and Olsen using No Past No Future and Burial of troublesome issues.mp4


The revenge of the network 5- Deflecting all claims against the Baudins and Olsen in 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The revenge of the network 5- Why reverse engineering to pathway point of origin is essential.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 1- Targeted by ones own retained attorneys.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 7- A system of suppression.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 8- Targeting emails.mp4


Being targeted by an attorney network 9- Burial of key evidence.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Being targeted by an attorney network 14- The legal malpractice team targeting a client.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 1- Collaboration of opposing counsels in underlying case 12LA178.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 2- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377 to hide the nebula of fraud.mp4


The 8 big fat red lines 3- Collaboration of opposing counsels in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 3- Yellow Team of opposing counsels targeting victim in legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
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The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The 8 big fat red lines 4- Setting permanently disabled client up for sanctions in case 22L010905.mp4


T he burial of k ey e vidence 1- I n underly ing case.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 1- In underlying case 12LA178.mp4


The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 2- In legal malpractice case 17LA377 by Clinton-Williams.mp4


The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 3- In legal malpractice case 17LA377 by Talarico.mp4


T he burial of k ey e vidence 4- I n ARDC responses to Dulberg’s complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of key evidence 4- In legal malpractice case 22L010905 by Talarico.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 1.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 1- Judge Meyer oversaw 3 efforts to place upper cap on value of 12LA178.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 2.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 2- Judge Meyers active role ignoring bankruptcy trustee standing as plaintiff.mp4


The burial of bankruptcy and personal friendship of presiding Judge with law firm owners 3.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The burial of bankruptcy and Judge-defendant personal friendship 3- Judge recusal patterns in McHenry County regarding Popovich.mp4


T he steering of any a ppeal into a ditch.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/The steering of any appeal into a ditch 1- Using unequal knowledge to quickly finish off permanently disabled target.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich-M ast complaint.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 1- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Popovich and Mast.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-W illiams complaint.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 2- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Clinton-Williams.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  3 - Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding F ly nn et al complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 3- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al complaints Part 1.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding F ly nn et al complaints.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 4- Rebuttal of ARDC decision regarding Flynn et al complaints Part 2.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 5- No fraud or collaboration of opposing counsels is acknowledged to exist by ARDC.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/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
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 6- Another way to interpret entirety of ARDC logic.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 7- Legal malpractice system of protection possibly under ARDC stand down protection.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 8- Attorneys pile on while ARDC stands down a win-win for all but the victim.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  9- Another interpretation.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 9- Lady Justice blind to Magicians of ignorance bleeding out a victim.mp4
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ATTORNEY REGISTRATION AND DISCIPLINARY COMMISSION
of the


SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS


One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500


Chicago, Illinois 60601-6219
(312) 565-2600  (800) 826-8625


Fax (312) 565-2320


3161 West White Oaks Drive, Suite 301
Springfield, IL 62704


(217) 546-3523  (800) 252-8048
Fax (217) 546-3785


MAINLIB_#1740409_v1


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.


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit B Y
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 4 -3 0 _Talarico response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


�


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 suSra. 


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 (suSra 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. suSra 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,


ES_gW^ <  ?S`W^^S


SAMUEL J. MANELLA


SJM:jk


Enclosures


Cc: Alphonse A. Talarico
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From: Paul Dulberg at Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
�omas Kost at tkost999@gmail.com


To: �eresa Bulatovic at tbulatovic@iardc.org
Myrrha B. Guzman, at mguzman@iardc.org


RE: 2024IN00264 


May 13, 2024


Ms. Guzman,


REPLY TO TALARICO ARDC RESPONSE


In Talarico’s response to the ARDC both Dulberg and �omas Kost are openly accused of making random, 
irrational accusations against o�cers of the Illinois courts and Illinois Judges.


Dulberg has released all attorney-client communications with all law �rms retains by Dulberg and has made 
all his attorney-client communications available to the public.  Anyone with internet access can inspect all 
communications. It is our position that no such random, irrational accusation against any o�cers of the Illinois 
courts or Illinois Judges can be found. 


We demand and have been demanding that Talarico provide case �les to us of the cases for which Talarico was 
retained by us and for which Talarico has received hundreds of thousands of dollars. 


We also demand phone records and recordings of phone conversations Talarico had with us and on our behalf 
while retained.


We believe that for a member of the Illinois Bar to be allowed to make such accusations against their own former 
clients while being allowed to withhold all case �les and phone records from them is to reach the summit of 
logical and legal absurdity.


�is is because it doesn’t take a genius to �gure out that the evidence of Talarico’s accusations against us are in 
the phone records and recordings. 


If one were interested in ‘fact �nding’ wouldn’t one look in the following 3 sources to verify or refute any claim of 
this nature?


1) Chronological record of events (timelines)
2) All email communication between us and Talarico
3) All phone communication between us and Talarico


We are being accused of these serious charges by our own former attorney and we do not even have the right to 
our own case �les that he refuses to turn over?  


We are being accused of these serious charges by our own former attorney and we do not have a right to any of 
the phone records and recordings of conversations between us and our own former attorney?


If this is the position the ARDC takes on this issue, then the ARDC as an institution is allowing a member of 
the Illinois Bar to make serious accusations against their own former clients while being allowed to hide case 
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�les and communications records from their own former clients. In this case the ARDC would be providing the 
means by which and justi�cation through which the member (or any member) of the Illinois Bar is allowed to 
treat their own former clients in this way.


Our position is stated clearly and in extreme detail and is available to the public in 8 series of videos.  �e videos 
are available here:


www.fraudonthecourt.net/video


How the videos are arranged into 8 groups can be seen here:


Visual Aid 56 - Video presentation layout.png


�e video series ‘Being targeted by an attorney network’ videos 1 to 14 covers what Talaroco did during case 
17LA377


�e video series “�e revenge of the network’ videos 1 to 11 covers what Talarico did during  case 22L010905.


‘�e revenge of the network’ videos 6 through 11 uses a system similar to ‘Google Maps’ to help keep track of 
the many di�erent ways Talarico attempted to sabotage Dulberg’s claims. �ere are so many examples that it is 
neccessary to keep track of them in a systematic way.


�e video series ‘�e steering of any appeal into a ditch’ videos 1 to 3 covers what Talarico did during appeal 
processes.


�e reason why we began presenting this information in audio-video form and our previous experiences with 
�ling ARDC complaints in written form are described in the series ‘Illinois response to being informed of 
attorney network’ videos 1 to 20.


Our current reply to the April 29, 2024 answer Talarico submitted to the ARDC is contained in of the video 
series ‘Illinois response to being informed of attorney network’ videos 10 to 20. Direct links to our current reply 
are given below:


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 10- Walking around the chronological record and word replacement.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 11- Why we began to make video records of events.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 12- Valid questions of accident or intentionality.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 13- �e chronological record is a life ra�.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 14- Overview of Talarico response.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 15- �e 2 theories and writing your own passport.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 16- Using timelines and communications records to spot logical poverty.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 17- �eory 2 word replacement and passports and a new emerging reality 
consensus.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 18- Using timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty 
and the sadness of the system.mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 19- Using timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty.
mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 20- Its all in Dulbergs mind.mp4
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We are convinced that ample evidence demonstrates that Dulberg was simply trying to use the court system 
to address a chainsaw injury to his dominant right arm. �e evidence demonstrates that is all Dulberg was 
attempting to do.  �is began as a personal injury case and that is all.


We are now facing serious accusations by our own former attorney, while at the same time our own former 
attorney is apparently allowed to keep our case �les, keep all phone records concealed, and keep all recordings 
of conversations with us and with others on our behalf he had while retained by us as if they are his personal 
property.


For this reason we have placed all attorney-client correspondence and all legal and logical arguments and all 
video statements on a public website so anyone who wishes can see all sides of these communications and judge 
for themselves which arguments make more sense.


We believe that people both with and without a university education, and those as young as students in junior 
high schools and those as old as the hills will be able to see the patterns being shown in the videos and in 
documents available on the website.


We also believe that many, many residents of Illinois are able to see that behaviors by networks of attorneys as 
described in the website and in the 8 series of videos can a�ect their families, too. We believe that many people 
will recognize the actions described are dangerous to Illinois residents in general. Many viewers will most 
probably see the actions of attorneys described in the videos and website as a potential threat to their families 
and friends, too.


In addition, if the �nal public statement on Dulberg’s cases in the State of Illinois is that all actions taken 
by attorneys described in all 71 videos are nothing but �gments in the mind of an unhinged and ignorant 
conspiracy theorist, then we believe most (or a large number) of people who will see this information will �nd 
such conclusions as simply not credible.


/s/Paul Dulberg 
Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
4606 Hayden Ct. 
Mchenry, IL 60051


/s/�omas Kost
(847) 439-2198
tkost999@gmail.com
423 Dempster St.
Mt. Prospect IL 60056
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T his additional pages is intentionally ad ded so that all H y perlink s ( O riginally u nderlined and Blue now here in bold font)  
listed in the email to the ARDC may be copied and pasted into any web browser to view the originals using the correspondong 
http: //... ( in plain font) .


V isual Aid 56 -  V ideo presentation lay out.png
https://www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/V isual Aid 55 - V ideo presentation layout.png


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  10- W alk ing around the chronological record and word replacement.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 10- Walking around the chronological record and word replacement.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  11- W hy w e began to mak e video records of events.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 11- Why we began to make video records of events.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  12- V alid q uestions of accident or intentionality .mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 12- V alid questions of accident or intentionality.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  13 - T he chronological record is a life raft.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 13- The chronological record is a life raft.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  14- O verview of T alarico response.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 14- Overview of Talarico response.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  15- T he 2 theories and writing y our own passport.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 15- The 2 theories and writing your own passport.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  16 - U sing timelines and communications records to spot logical poverty .mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 16- Using timelines and communications records to spot logical poverty.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  17 - T heory  2 word replacement and passports and a new emerging reality  consensus.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 17- Theory 2 word replacement and passports and a new emerging reality consensus.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  18 - U sing timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty  and the sadness of the sy stem.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 18- Using timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty and the sadness of the system.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  19- U sing timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty .mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 19- Using timelines and communications records to spot more logical poverty.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney n etwork  20- I ts all in Dulbergs mind.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 20- Its all in Dulbergs mind.mp4
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ARDC CO M PL AI N T  AGAI N ST  K EL L Y  N  BAU DI N  AN D 
WI L L I AM  RAN DAL L  BAU DI N  I I


BAU DI N  CO N T RO L  O F  DU L BERG’S PERSO N AL  I N JU RY  CASE 12L A178


Baudins contracted with Dulberg instead of with the Bank ruptcy T rustee


Baudins moved to cap the value of PI  case 12L A178


Baudins closed the deal with an upper cap


Baudins coerced Dulberg to agree and misinformed him of where the ‘ upper cap’ 
came from


Baudins moved to contract with Bank ruptcy T rustee only af ter capping value of 
12L A178


O lsen misled Bank ruptcy Ju dge that Dulberg wants Binding M ediation ( about 11 
week s after the deal was closed)


Dulberg’s signature was forged onto the Agreement


Dulberg was coerced into signing Release


T able 1:  4 DI F F EREN T  EF F O RT S T O  PL ACE AN  U PPER CAP O N  T H E V AL U E O F  PI  
CASE 12L A178


Appendix A:  Phone call to Dulberg from Randall Baudin Sr.


Relevant F acts:


1. Dulberg’s injury and experiences with Popovich are described in detail in Exhibit 1.  


2. Dulberg’s experiences with Balke are described in Exhibit 2.


3. In summary, the Baudins continued in the same pattern (with some slight variations) as 
Popovich and Mast did and as Balke did:


a)  Contracted with Dulberg even though they knew Dulberg had no standing as plaintiff 
in the case (the third consecutive law firm to do so).


b)  Agreed to take case to trial when contracting (the third consecutive law firm to do so).


c)   Represented Dulberg in 22nd Judicial Circuit Court even though the automatic stay is 
in place (the third consecutive law firm to do so).


d)  Did not sign any agreement with Bankrupty trustee who they knew had standing as 
plaintiff in the case from September 22, 2015 to October 31, 2016 (the third consecutive 
law firm to do so).


e)  Knew or should have known that Gagnon already effectively admitted to negligence 
(the third consecutive law firm to do so).
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f)   Only discernible work done in 22nd Judicial Circuit Court was to get Dulberg to agree 
to Allstate settlement for $300,000 or less


4. Dulberg’s mother knew that Randall Baudin Sr had represented Scott Dulberg a few years 
back and she recommended Randall Baudin Sr to Dulberg.


5. Dulberg called the office of Baudin & Baudin a few times, but nobody called back.1


6. Dulberg along with his mother (Barbara Dulberg) and brother Tom Kost went to meet with 
Randy Baudin Sr at Baudin & Baudin to discuss possible representation.


7. Upon entering the office of Baudin & Baudin, Dulberg met with a receptionist who called 
herself Myrna who introduced Dulberg to Randy Jr and Kelly Baudin attorneys of the firm.


8. When Barbara Dulberg inquired about Randy Baudin Sr, she was told that he was not 
available, not real active these days but doing okay.


9. A meeting took place.


10. Dulberg’s fee agreement is with Baudin & Baudin which at the time was located at 2100 
Huntington Dr., Suite C Algonquin IL. 60102.2


11. W. Randall Baudin II and Kelly Baudin belong to Baudin Law Group, Ltd. which at the time 
was located at 304 McHenry Ave, Crystal Lake, IL 60014.


12. Many Emails with Myrna Thompson aka Myrna Boyce their secretary are from myrna@
blgltd.com and myrna@lawbaudin.com with the logo of Baudin Law Group Ltd.


13. Emails with Randy Baudin Jr are from randybaudin2@gmail.com


14. Emails with Kelly Baudin are addressed kelly@lawbaudin.com 


15. Other emails used copier@blgltd.com


16. Dulberg expressed his intentions to take the case to trial clearly and unambiguously to 
W. Randall Baudin Jr and Kelly Baudin at their opening meeting.  After what happened with 
Popovich, Mast and Bulke, Dulberg did not want an attorney who was not willing to take the 
case against Gagnon to a jury trial.


17. W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin agreed to take the case to trial if necessary.


18. At their first meeting Dulberg gave W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin 2 different packets 
of case files, one in a box from Bulke and the other from the Popovich Law Firm in a brown 
jacket folder.  W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin did not want the box of files from Bulke 
and took only the organized brown jacket folder.


1 Exhibit 13 DUL004931, 4932, 6798, 6799, 7191, 7192
2 Exhibit F1-2015-Baudin_FeeAgreement.pdf
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19. On September, 22, 2015 Dulberg hired Baudin & Baudin, W. Randal (Randy) Baudin II and 
Kelly Baudin to represent him in prosecuting his claims against Gagnon.1


20. Popovich hid key documents2 that supported the version of events of the day of the chainsaw 
accident told by Dulberg and contradicted the version of events told by Gagnon, Carolyn 
McGuire, and Bill McGuire from Dulberg, the opposing counsel, and Dulberg’s future attorneys, 
including the Baudins.


21. A $7,500 offer 3  made by Popovich and Mast on October 22, 2013 in Dulberg’s name to settle 
the case with the McGuires was not included in the brown jacket folder (or the box of files) 
because Popovich and Mast did not include it.  


22. A pharmacy receipt4 with the time of presciption pick up given to Mast by Dulberg at their 
first meeting on December 1, 2011, which was a key piece of evidence corroborating Dulbergs 
version of events on the day of the chainsaw accident and directly contradicting the version of 
events told by Gagnon, Carolyn McGuire and Bill McGuire, was also not included in the brown 
jacket folder (or the box of files) because Popovich and Mast did not include it.


23. The purpose of the Baudin Defendants representing Dulberg in court (even though they knew 
or should have known that Dulberg lacked standing and any furtherance of the personal  injury 
case in violation of the automatic stay) appears to have been to place an upper limit on the value 
of the case. 


24. As stated  In re Enyedi, 371 B.R. 327, 334 (N.D. Ill. 2007)


It is well established in case law that acts taken in violation of the automatic stay imposed 
under  section 362(a) of the Bankruptcy Code are deemed void ab initio and lack effect. 
See Middle Tenn. News Co., Inc. v. Charnel of Cincinnati, Inc., 250 F.3d 1077, 1082 
(7th Cir. 2001) (“Actions taken in violation of an automatic stay ordinarily are void.”); 
York Ctr. Park Dist. v. Krilich, 40 F.3d 205, 207 (7th Cir. 1994) (judgment issued against 
debtors without a modification of the automatic stay must be vacated); Matthews v. 
Rosene, 739 F.2d 249, 251 (7th Cir. 1984) (orders issued in violation of automatic 
stay provisions of Bankruptcy Code ordinarily are void); In re Benalcazar, 283 B.R. 
514, (Bankr.N.D.Ill. 2002) (same); Garcia v. Phoenix Bond Indem. Co. (In re Garcia), 
109 B.R. 335, 340 (N.D.Ill. 1989) (“[T]he fundamental importance of the automatic 
stay to the purposes sought to be accomplished by the Bankruptcy Code requires that 
acts in violation of the automatic stay be void, rather than voidable. Concluding that 
acts in violation of the automatic stay were merely voidable would have the effect of  
encouraging disrespect for the stay by increasing the possibility that violators of the 
automatic stay may profit from their disregard of the law, provided it goes undiscovered 
for a sufficient period of time.”). See also Hood v. Hall, 321 Ill.App.3d 452, 254 Ill.
Dec. 470, 747 N.E.2d 510, 512 (2001) (“There is no question that judgments entered 


1 Exhibit F1-2015-Baudin_FeeAgreement.pdf
2 Fabrication 1 Walgreens RX receipts
3 Exhibit 65_2013-10-22_offer from Mast to Barch_POP000192.pdf
4 Fabrication 1 Walgreens RX receipts
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in violation of the automatic stay in bankruptcy are void ab initio . . . and that void 
judgments may be attacked at any time.”); Concrete Prod, Inc. v. Centex Homes, 308 Ill.
App.3d 957, 242 Ill.Dec. 523, 721 N.E.2d 802, 804 (1999) (“[A]cts in violation of the 
section 362(a) automatic stay are void ab initio.”) 


25. Upon reviewing Dulberg’s case against Gagnon, W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin 
knew or should have known that on February 1, 2013 a counterclaim1 was filed against Gagnon 
by the McGuires on February 1, 2013.  W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin knew or should 
have known:


a)  that Gagnon has never filed an answer to the McGuires’s counterclaim.


b)  that because Gagnon did not answer the counterclaim filed on February 1, 2013, 
Gagnon was effectively admitting the facts stated in the counterclaim were true.  The 
Baudins never told this to Dulberg.


c)  that documents such as “Gagnon deposition exhibit 1” were highly questionable and 
showed evidence of being manipulated.2  The Baudins never told this to Dulberg.


d)  that Gagnon never filed answers to the interrogatories sent by Popovich and Mast.3   
The Baudins never told this to Dulberg.


26. W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin never asked Gagnon’s counsel for the answers 
to interrogatories.  The Baudins never informed the judge that they never received Gagnons 
answers to interrogatories.


F I RST  M O V EM EN T S T O W ARD BI N DI N G M EDI AT I O N  ARE T AK EN  BY  AL L ST AT E 
AN D BAU DI N S T O GET H ER WI T H O U T  AN Y  K N O WL EDGE O R CO N SEN T  O F  
T H E BAN K RU PT CY  T RU ST EE O R BAN K RU PT CY  JU DGE AN D WI T H O U T  AN Y  
K N O WL EDGE O R CO N SEN T  O F  DU L BERG


27. On June 13, 2016, in violation of the automatic stay, in the Circuit Court Allstate attorney 
Reddington stated that she and the Baudins are considering this case as a possible ADR candidate 
without Dulberg’s knowledge or permission. The Baudins were representing Dulberg in the 22nd 
Judicial Circuit Court without Dulberg having standing as plaintiff, the case under automatic 
stay and without being hired as special counsel or receiving leave from the 7th Circuit United 
States Bankruptcy Court for the Northern District of Illinois, Western Division. Allstate attorney 
Reddington stated in the 22nd Judicial Circuit Court, “I have four motions up this morning. 
Plaintiff’s attorney and I are working on the case to see if it’s a possible ADR candidate. He 
asked that we get our motions entered and continued. They’re for an IME.” Allstate attorney 
Reddington also said, “And honestly, if I get a decision sooner, that -- well, I don’t know if this 
is a case we -- we probably wouldn’t be able to enter a dismissal order if we went to ADR until 


1 Exhibit 54_2013-02-01_CROSS CLAIM FOR CONTRIBUTION AGAINST CODEFENDANT DAVID GAG-
NON_CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE_Barch-McGuires copy-OCR.pdf


2 Fabrication 2 Gagnon deposition exhibit 1
3 Exhibit 1:  Chapter 2, Count 1, Section F
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after the ADR was done.”1


28. On June 13, 2016 the following exchange took place in the 22nd Judicial Circuit Court:2


THE COURT: Dulberg versus Gagnon?


(Whereupon the afore-captioned cause was recalled.)


SPEAKER: Judge, I’m here on Dulberg versus Gagnon.


THE COURT: Yeah.


SPEAKER: I have four motions up this morning. Plaintiff’s attorney and I are working on 
the case to see if it’s a possible ADR candidate. He asked that we get our motions entered 
and continued. They’re for an IME.


THE COURT: Okay.


SPEAKER: They’re to continue the trial, they’re to bar one of his witnesses, and they’re 
to compelhis expert.


THE COURT: Okay.


SPEAKER: For a dep. Randy Baudin and I have been talking all last week. And I said, 
What do you want to do about today? He’s working with a client who’s on his third 
attorney, so.


THE COURT: I had an extensive pretrial, so.


SPEAKER: Yes. And I’m new to it, but I’m like, Okay, we’re going to, you know, get it 
ready for trial if that’s what we’re going to do.


THE COURT: When did Mr. Baudin want to come back?


SPEAKER: He didn’t say. But I know, like myself, he’s going to a volleyball tournament 
with his daughters in Florida.


THE COURT: Okay.


SPEAKER: At the end of the month.


THE COURT: So --


SPEAKER: I don’t want to --


THE COURT: We’ll get into July. Why don’t we go 30 days. What’s a day that works for 
you?


SPEAKER: And honestly, if I get a decision sooner, that -- well, I don’t know if this is 
a case we -- we probably wouldn’t be able to enter a dismissal order if we went to ADR 
until after the ADR was done.


1 Exhibit F2-2016-06-13_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 2_24_2022 -  - - REOP -  -.pdf (page 2 lines 7-11 & page 3 
lines 12-16)


2 Exhibit F2-2016-06-13_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 2_24_2022 -  - - REOP -  -.pdf
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THE COURT: Yeah.


SPEAKER: Based on the history. I am gone the first week of July. So after that, I am here 
July 11th.


THE COURT: Let’s come back July 11th.


SPEAKER: Are you comfortable with leaving the trial date until that time?


THE COURT: Yeah.


SPEAKER: Because the trial date’s out in September.


THE COURT: Yeah.


SPEAKER: Okay. All right.


THE COURT: It’s not like it’s extra work for me.


SPEAKER: Well, I just -- you know, for purposes of your calendar.


THE COURT: You’re -- you’re the number one case, so everybody else will be happy if 
you go away.


SPEAKER: I’m sure they will. Okay. Thank you, Judge.


THE COURT: All right. Thank you.


29. On July 11, 2016 the following exchange took place in the 22nd Judicial Circuit Court:1


THE COURT: Dulberg. Do we have -- When do you want to come back?


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We’re entering continuing the motions, is that what we’re 
doing?


THE COURT: Yes.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay. When’s your next available date, Judge?


THE COURT: For a hearing?


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Or a brief.


THE COURT: Are we briefed? Has it been briefed?


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: No. They’re just motions that I presented as emergencies 
and then we continued them pending discussions.


THE COURT: Well, when -- if it goes into mediation, the motions become moot. Or do 
we have


to address them regardless? I don’t know what they are.


1 Exhibit 129_2016-07-11_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 3_2_2022 -  - - REOP -  - (1).pdf
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I think the type of mediation we would do, it would be 
moot because --


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yeah, other than, possibly, an IME. But, you know, we can 
certainly work -- we’ve worked well together so far, so we could certainly see if we can 
work things out.


THE COURT: Speaking generally, I’d probably grant an IME. I haven’t seen your 
motion, though, so I don’t know. I mean, I could put this over to July 21st, and that 
should give you enough time to decide what you want to do with mediation.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I can be here.


THE COURT: Okay. All right. And that will be just at 9:00 o’clock for presentation of the 
motion, and then we’ll figure out what we’re going to do.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Thank you for your time.


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Thank you. Appreciate it.


30. On July 15, 2016 at 2:22 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:1  “Kelly and I would like speak with you and your mom Monday night at 630”


31. On July 15, 2016 at 2:27 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Okay, Monday the 18th at 6:30 pm. Do we need to bring anything?”


32. On July 15, 2016 at 2:29 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:3   “Maybe the social security report if you have it? We will Jameson’s Charhouse 
crystal lake at 630 in meeting room there.”


33. On July 18, 2016 at 4:26 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “Still on for tonight?”


34. On July 18, 2016 at 4:26 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:5  “Yes sir.”


35. On July 18, 2016 W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin invited Dulberg and his mother, 
Barbara Dulberg, to dinner at Jamison Charhouse


36. At the dinner... 


37. On July 18, 2016 at 8:54 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:6   “Would we be in a better position if the SSDI decision was already in and 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 41)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 41)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 41)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 42)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 42)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 43)
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would that make a difference in the amount the arbitration judge would award?”


38. On July 18, 2016 at 8:56 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:1  “No we have the dr reports. You can tell the judge about it in mediation as 
well. More informal and you can get more info in without being restricted by rules of evidence. 
And I can’t promise in a trial they won’t bring the felony drug charges up. Believe me the 
binding mediation is the best route.  We are in the best spot now with the momentum on our side 
and being able to present your case in mediation without any new testimony from defendant”


39. On July 18, 2016 at 9:00 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:2  “We are in the best spot now with the momentum on our side and being able to 
present your case in mediation without any new testimony from defendant”


40. On July 18, 2016 at 10:09 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:3   “If we went to trial I’m not worried about those drug charges. I’ve had to 
explain myself about that for decades. It’s pretty simple, I screwed up at a young age, was honest 
about it, admitted my wrong and took my punishment. Then I moved on with life, worked hard 
for 17 years for many employers in this county who all have nothing but good things to say about 
my time with them while at the same time I created a legitimate business that lasted 12 years till 
this incident. I believe my past felony will be a non issue because it actually shows a lot about 
my character, being honest when I’m in the wrong is something most people won’t do even if 
being honest cost me a few years. If Allstate does bring it up, their own client did the same thing 
only worse, he and his whole family was caught dealing drugs only to underage kids and he was 
the ringleader. They were just lucky that when they got caught it was before mandatory sentences 
for those offenses were in place. but it doesn’t change what they did, exploiting underage 
children with drugs for money is far worse than my simple possession charge. I have the actual 
police reports if we need them. If this does go to trial, Allstate lawyers had better read the 
depositions of their client and his family. if they do I don’t believe their going to put their client 
or anyone from his family on the stand just to purger themselves over and over again in front of 
a jury unless the want to lose. All they have is possibly some dr who isn’t impartial questioning 
the results of the dr’s I was sent to see. In the end after the Dr’s have it out on the stand all that 
remains is me who nearly died, had 40% of my arm severed and the edges turned to hamburger 
by a chainsaw then just stitched back together with a few threads with hope that I might get some 
use yet. Well I do have limited use but it’s not enough to do the daily functions we all need to do 
in order to take care of ourselves and it doesn’t take a Ph.D. to see or understand that a chainsaw 
does that. Ok, I realize I just ranted a lot but its all good. I’ll let you know in the morning”


41. On July 18, 2016 at 10:12 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:4  “So sorry came in garbled. Are you taking our recommendation as to 
the binding mediation?”


42. On July 18, 2016 10:13 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 43)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 44)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 44)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 45)
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Baudin II stating:1  “You will have an answer tomorrow”


43. On July 19, 2016 at 12:23 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Sorry but I want to get this to you while its fresh Please answer this in the 
morning How are costs and attorney fees handled in binding arbitration? Do they come out of the 
award or are they in addition to the award like a trial?”


44. On July 19, 2016 at 3:57 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:3   “Both Handled the same as trail.”


45. On July 19, 2016 at 7:02 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “Does that mean your fees and costs are awarded separate from the award or 
do they still come out of the 300k cap?”


46. On July 19, 2016 at 7:06 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:5  “If at trial and win 300 max Costs not above that. Same as mediation. We can 
ask for judge to award costs in both. Up to judge to award. Also costs mean filing fee service fee. 
Not the costs like experts bills”


47. On July 19, 2016 at 7:54 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:6   “We are thinking that if we can get Allstate to agree in advance and in writing 
to cover your % (fee) and all the costs including deposition fees, expert witness fees and medical 
above and beyond any award the arbiter sees fit then we would be willing to go forward. Let’s 
just see if they are open to it”


48. On July 19, 2016 at 7:56 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:7   “They won’t. The judge will decide what the award is and that is the award. 
We again urge you to do the binding mediation.”


49. On July 19, 2016 at 8:10 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:8   “I just read the statute on arbitration and it seems to me that your fees and all 
the costs can be agreed to in advance with the exception of fees for the arbitration itself. I need 
to feel that there is something covered. Particularly the monies we already laid out otherwise just 
the momentum in our favor isn’t enough because the momentum has always been in our favor. It 
doesn’t hurt to ask Allstate if they would agree to pay these separate from the award”


50. On July 19, 2016 at 8:18 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:9  “In essence Allstate is already setting terms on us not to go after their clients 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 45)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 45)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 46)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 46)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 46)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 46)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 46-47)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 47)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 47)
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personal assets. Irregardless if their are any assets. So I think it’s only fair that they cover fees 
and costs in advance”


51. On July 19, 2016 at 8:40 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:1  “They are the ones pushing for arbitration correct? Why?”


52. On July 19, 2016 at 8:47 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “I have to run to the dr’s appointment. I’d tell Kelly to ask that Allstate wait 
till possibly Thursday for their answer. It’s not like it cost them anything”


53. On July 19, 2016 at 10:07 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “I told you they don’t care if we arbitrate. We as your lawyers say that 
it is the best that you do the binding mediation. We are deciding this based on facts and odds as 
to give you the best outcome. It appears to me that you are still looking for some justification or 
rationalization to carry on as if it will make it better. It won’t. This will give you the best possible 
outcome.”


54. On July 19, 2016 at 1:46 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “Randy, Yes arbitration is appealing because it saves a few thousand dollars 
and maybe a few years but I don’t like the idea of being blindly boxed in on their terms alone 
without any assurances as to your fees, medical expenses or even what we spent out of pocket in 
costs to get here. I want some assurances/concessions on their part prior to walking in or it’s no 
deal. Going in blind with no assurances, I can’t help but to feel like a cow being herded thinking 
its dinner time but it’s really slaughter time. They need to give somewhere prior to arbitration or 
it’s a good indication as to how they will negotiate once we start. In other wards, if they won’t 
concede anything prior to arbitration then they won’t negotiate or concede anything once the 
arbitration starts and if that’s the case, what’s the point. We need something to show they are 
sincere in trying to resolve this. Up the lower limits from 50k to 150k, concede on the medical 
portion, out of pocket expenses, attorneys fees or how about just resolving their portion and 
leave their chainsaw wielding idiot open to defend himself in this lawsuit. Perhaps they can give 
on something I haven’t thought of yet, Anything will do but giving on nothing prior to walking 
in there spells out what I’m going to get and if that’s the case then I’ll spend money and roll the 
dice. Convince me I’m not going being lead to slaughter and I’ll agree To do it”


55. On July 19, 2016 at 4:28 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:5  “So sorry your texts come in out of order. Binding mediation or no.”


56. On July 20, 2016 at 8:43 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:6   “Ok, I have to ask about rules of evidence in a trial vs. arbitration I know that 
you said it gives me the personal ability to talk with the arbiter about things that would not be 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 47)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 47)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 47-48)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 48-49)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 49)  
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 49)
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allowed at a trial. My question is, is that a two way street, can the defense pull crap that would 
never be allowed at trial?”


57. On July 20, 2016 at 10:00 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “They have no ammo. We have dr opinion unscathed and tree expert 
unscathed bad guy won’t be there you will. So we have advantage”


58. On July 20, 2016 at 10:21 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to W. Defendant Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Will there be some sort of gag order on me? In other wards does this stop 
me from talking about it in the future?”


59. On July 20, 2016 at 10:56 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to W. Defendant Randall 
Baudin II stating:3   “Yes, no?”


60. On July 20, 2016 at 11:03 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:4  “I doubt there will be any type of confidentiality clause as a part of 
the settlement”


61. On July 20, 2016 at 11:05 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to W. Defendant Randall 
Baudin II stating:5  “Can depositions be used?”


62. On July 20, 2016 at 11:06 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:6   “Yes”


63. On July 20, 2016 at 11:07 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:7   “Can phone, text, emails,videos or audio recordings be used?”


64. On July 20, 2016 at 11:09 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:8   “There aren’t any restrictions on what we say or do with the judge 
when we are with him in private. He will give it as much weight or credibility as he sees fit, but 
we can do or say whatever we want to him when we meet. Unlike a trial”


65. On July 20, 2016 at 11:11 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:9  “Can video or phone calls be used by us or the defense to reach outside the 
proceeding to clarify or substantiate any claims made by us or them” 


66. On July 20, 2016 at 11:20 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 50)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 51)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 51)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 51)
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Baudin II stating:1  “Correction; can video or phone calls be made during the proceedings that 
can Clarify, substantiate or rebuke any claims made? You know what I mean Like you want to 
call somebody during the preceding”


67. On July 20, 2016 at 11:22 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:2  “will be of greatest importance is the nature extent and permanence of 
your injury”


68. On July 20, 2016 at 11:23 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “And just so you understand, as far as the judges concerned I feel that 
he is going to attribute very little if any negligence to you the matter that he”


69. On July 20, 2016 at 11:25 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “From my understanding, they can have an army of professional witnesses 
ready at the touch of a button ready to tell the judge anything they wish? Is this a possibility?”


70. On July 20, 2016 at 11:31 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:5  “If we go to trial they sure will. They have no IME they have no rebut 
to tree expert. Again we are in the best position now to get the maximum recovery”


71. On July 20, 2016 at 11:34 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:6   “Yes but they can call anyone or produce in writing anything they wish with 
no restrictions at the arbitration correct”


72. On July 20, 2016 at 11:41 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:7   “They could. But we will be there to refute anything. Again, the actual 
person, you. Not a document.”


73. On July 20, 2016 at 11:44 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg  stating:8   “All right, Kelly called and we have Cole show Sean in the next hour 
or so. Kelly had promised her we were calling yesterday, they have to know what’s going on and 
make arrangements regarding additional counsel. Again, as your attorneys we are strongly urging 
you to participate in the binding mediation. It is your best opportunity for the greatest possible 
recovery and the guarantee that you would at least walk away with something if you got 0. 
Again, this gives us the most control of the situation.”


74. On July 20, 2016 at 11:45 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:9  “So they can bring the defendants in via phone, video, text etc... Even if they 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 51)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 52)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 52)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 52)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 52)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 52-53)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 53)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 53)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 54)
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are not in the physical location nor listed as anyone attending?”


75. On July 20, 2016 at 11:47 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “Show Sean will be there in an adjuster will be there either by 
telephone or in person. She will present a submission to the judge laying out there view of the 
case. Then she will speak their behalf and argue from the depositions that have already been 
presented. There’s not going to be any testimony given”


76. On July 20, 2016 at 11:47 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Also, if they’re in a separate room and we are not privy to anyon their 
conversation how can we refute what’s going on?”


77. On July 20, 2016 at 11:47 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “during this proceeding. We can talk to him in private but there’s no 
questioning no answers no cross-exam. You’re really overthinking this. Just stop and listen to 
your lawyers’ advice that’s why you hire us.”


78. On July 20, 2016 at 11:48 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:4  “The judge will tell us what their arguments are and he will tell them 
what our arguments are. Did we tell the judge why we think that’s not true, and conversely they 
do the same”


79. On July 20, 2016 at 11:51 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:5  “I’m going into a meeting. I will have about five minutes coming up 
in an hour, during that time I have to have an answer. I ask that you believe in us and what we’ve 
done for you so far, we haven’t misled or put you down the wrong path, just have faith.”


80. On July 20, 2016 at 1:04 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:6   “Yes binding mediation?”


81. On July 20, 2016 at 1:24 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:7   “Randy, I truly appreciate yours and Kelly’s honest advice and I hope I 
continue to receive it in the future. Please don’t take this personal because it’s not. I value 
everything you have to offer more than you know. I  will be moving forward with litigation 
at this time. However, should Allstate consider a full settlement with no strings attached in 
the future so they can save the cost of litigation or a humiliating defeat I’m not opposed to 
entertaining it and most likely will accept it. This is too important to me and my family. I just 
cannot give up the protections of a public trial with the possibility of review should something 
be handled wrongly in the hopes of saving a few thousand dollars and time. Thank you both 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 54)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 54)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 54)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 55)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 55)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 56)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 56)
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for your honest advice now let’s move forward together and enjoy winning this case together.” 
[Emphasis added]


82. On July 20, 2016 at 1:49 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:1  “Was that response garbled broken up text or did it go through ok?”


83. On July 20, 2016 at 3:59 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:2  “You available to talk with your mother as well on the phone in a half hour or 
so”


84. On July 20, 2016 at 3:59 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:3   “Tomorrow morning, 9am, judge Meyers?”


85. On July 20, 2016 at 4:00 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to Plaintiff 
Dulberg stating:4  “Yes but on the phone in a half hour”


86. On July 20, 2016 at 4:02 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:5  “Yes on the phone in a half hour is ok but mom is off with grandkids”


87. On July 21, 2016 the following exchange took place in 22nd Judicial Circuit Court:6


APPEARANCES:


THE BAUDIN LAW GROUP LTD., by: MS. KELLY N. BAUDIN, on behalf of the Plaintiff;


LAW OFFICE OF STEVEN A. LIHOSIT, by: MS. SHOSHAN E. REDDINGTON, on behalf of 
the Defendant David Gagnon.


MS. BAUDIN: Kelly Baudin on behalf of the plaintiff. Mr. Dulberg is present and 
approaching.


MS. REDDINGTON: Good morning, Judge. Shoshan Reddington for the defendant.


THE COURT: Good morning.


MS. REDDINGTON: We talked last night. We’ve got some things agreed to, so I would 
like to just give us a moment to discuss that and step back up.


THE COURT: Okay. I will pass.


MS. BAUDIN: Thank you.


MS. REDDINGTON: Thank you.


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 56)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 56)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 56-57)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 57)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 57)
6 Exhibit 130_2016-07-21_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 3_2_2022 -  - - REOP -  - (2).pdf
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THE COURT: All right. Thank you.


(Whereupon, the above-entitled cause was passed and subsequently recalled.)


MS. BAUDIN: Okay, Judge. As you know, we had previously been discussing binding 
mediation. We came to a semi-agreement, --


THE COURT: Okay.


MS. BAUDIN: -- but we would like probably two weeks to just see if we can figure out 
the details and see if we can reach an agreement on how that is going to proceed. So I 
think we’re looking at an August 4th date for that.


THE COURT: Can’t do August 4th --


MS. BAUDIN: Oh, okay. I just was looking at two weeks, Your Honor.


THE COURT: -- because that’s when I’m not here.


MS. BAUDIN: Oh, I see on the calendar. I apologize.


THE COURT: Any day after that.


MS. REDDINGTON: The following week, anything?


MS. BAUDIN: Grab my -- Let’s say either the 8th or the 10th are probably the best.


THE COURT: Either’s fine?


MS. REDDINGTON: My calendar’s currently crashed on my -- so I can’t answer that, 
but --


MS. BAUDIN: Why don’t we do the 10th, just so it’s --


THE COURT: Is there a date you know you’re going to be here?


MS. REDDINGTON: No.


THE COURT: Okay.


MS. REDDINGTON: Judge, and I have several motions, and what I’d like to do is get the 
trial stricken which is on 9/- --


MS. BAUDIN: 27th I believe or 22nd?


MS. REDDINGTON: -- the 26th, and then to set it for the status instead on the 8/10, and 
then I also had a motion on an IME. I’m a little stymied right now because my claim rep 
is out this week and there’s a couple of issues that I can’t answer for counsel, but if we do 
get the agreement in place, what we’d like to do is do the mediation and then come back 
for a status to dismiss it once the mediation is done, if that’s agreeable.


THE COURT: First off, with respect to the motion to strike the trial date, any objection?


MS. BAUDIN: No.


THE COURT: All right. I will -- I will strike the trial date for September 26, as well as 
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the pretrial date of the 23rd.


MS. REDDINGTON: Okay.


THE COURT: I will enter and continue your other motions until we’re certain what’s 
going to happen.


MS. REDDINGTON: Okay.


THE COURT: The removal of the trial date pretty much means we can do anything.


MS. REDDINGTON: Takes care of that. Okay.  And hopefully we’ll come back with 
everything in place and then we’ll just even set a date and then get a status for after that 
date to be able to come back and say it’s done; we’re willing to dismiss with prejudice 
because mediation’s binding and it’s done.


THE COURT: All right. However you want to do it, it is fine.


MS. REDDINGTON: Thank you.


THE COURT: All right. Take care.


MS. BAUDIN: Thank you


88. On July 21, 2016 at 12:41 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:1  “Think you two can get me that copy of the policy soon?”


89. On July 21, 2016 at 6:28 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Randy, please read page 1 coverage cushion of the gagnon policy. It extends 
coverage to 120% That’s 60k more”


90. On July 21, 2016 at 6:37 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:3   “Page 2 guest medical may be an extra 1k”


91. On July 21, 2016 at 7:00 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “Please let Kelly know that I want the high end of the Adr policy limit 
increased by 20% along with adding 20% to and judgement below the high end limit”


92. On July 21, 2016 at 7:09 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:5  “Oh yeah, your thoughts of him being dropped is a joke. His Gold coverage 
says he cannot be dropped no matter how many claims are made. Just thought you’d like to know 
that. You really should read the policy”


93. On July 27, 2016 at 11:14 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “Just so you know, just received a letter from the Social Security 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 57)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 57)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 57-58)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 58)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 58)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 59)
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Administration and its a Notice of Affirmation and order of Appeals Council Remanding Case 
back to the Administrative Law Judge”


94. On July 27, 2016 at 11:14 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “Great”


95. On July 27, 2016 at 11:21 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:2  “Thank goodness that I kept the right to review by an appeal”


96. On July 28, 2016 at 6:17 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:3   “Morning Randy, If there was some sort of business contract between 
Gagnon and his Parents why couldn’t any of them even come close as to what the terms were? 
Secondly, where are the cashed checks or contract? I was there the day this happened. I didn’t 
hear anything that sounded like it was more than a son doing work for his parents as a favor. 
Nothing more. This seems to me to be yet anything that sounded like it was more than a son 
doing work for his parents as a favor. Nothing more. This seems to me to be yet another ploy to 
negate their financial responsibility and was conceived of after the fact.”


97. On July 28, 2016 at 6:24 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. Randall 
Baudin II stating:4  “If I remember correctly, David said in his dep that he was elected to do the 
work. Why say elected if he was contracted?”


98. On July 28, 2016 at 6:47 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:5  “Sorry, I’m driving and it looks garbled again. But it says if there’s 
an agreement or contract so I’m guessing, if he knows what is not going to give you coverage, 
he will testify that way. But he has already testified that he was receiving $15 an hour, and that 
you were going to get the same. What you get is a relevant or what you got, and I know you 
didn’t get paid. It’s also irrelevant whether or not he actually got paid, especially in light of how 
it turned out, I guess it’s just whether or not there was an agreement and it didn’t have to be in 
writing. If at trial, they all say that there was some agreement or in an action to exclude coverage 
before trial, i’m guessing they’re all going to be on the same page. The issue as to whether or not 
there is coverage, is different from the trial. That’s a trial before the trial and that is something 
that we would have to win.”


99. On July 28, 2016 at 6:53 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “Since they didn’t think enough ahead of the dep to get their 
storylines straight as to the payment/terms for this supposed agreement I believe that is enough 
to show there was no agreement and this is just another fabrication. Not unlike the other 
fabrications created throughout their deps. It is an obvious pattern. Expose it and their done even 
in front of a conservative jury or a trained judge acting as an bait or or mediator”


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 59)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 59)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 59-60)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 60)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 60)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 61)
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100. On July 28, 2016 at 6:54 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:1  “Bait means arbiter”


101. On July 28, 2016 at 6:56 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:2  “This issue will not come to fruition and biding mediation. The 
Allstate in-house lawyers have not put two and two together”


102. On July 28, 2016 at 6:57 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:3   “They have to prove this claim and they can’t.”


103. On July 28, 2016 at 7:00 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “Am I allowed to make erroneous claims without proof? If not, why 
would their erroneous claims without proof be allowed?”


104. On July 28, 2016 at 7:02 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:5  “It would be something called dec action which would be brought by 
ALLSTATE. Yes evidence would be presented but there aren’t any guarantees regarding what the 
judge would decide”


105. On July 28, 2016 at 7:06 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “I’m sure any experienced judge would see this for what it is. 
A fraudulent attempt to negate any and all financial responsibility for the wreck less actions 
committed that day. They have no proof other than the words of those who already lied under 
oath”


106. On July 28, 2016 at 7:06 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:7   “Dozens of times”


107. On July 28, 2016 at 7:11 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:8   “I’m sure a rational experience judge would think so, but those are 
few and far between. That’s why the law books are full of appeals. The legal system is not fair, 
and not rational. Otherwise things could just be input into a computer and the answer would spit 
out.”


108. On July 28, 2016 at 7:13 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:9  “If someone hits you with their car does it matter if they were being 
paid to drive that car? If not how is this any different?”


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 61)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 62)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 62)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 62)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 62)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 62-63)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 63)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 63)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 63)
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109. On July 28, 2016 at 7:14 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “Actually that does, a lot of car policies exclude paid for hire. 
Also, every type of policy affords different types of coverage and has different exclusions so 
homeowners policies are different than car policies”


110. On July 28, 2016 at 7:18 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:2  “I have a question that’s related but different. Why were the 
defendants privy to my deposition prior to giving their own? Carol slipped in her dep and said 
things she couldn’t have known unless someone coached her and gave her inside information 
about my deposition. If this happened, and clearly it is, what’s to say they weren’t coached to 
claim this was a contract just so he insurance company had an out?”


111. On July 28, 2016 at 7:20 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “I’m not sure who would’ve coached them because if this was an 
issue that ALLSTATE realized it would’ve been dealt with a long time ago”


112. On July 28, 2016 at 7:21 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “When it smells foul, it’s foul”


113. On July 28, 2016 at 7:23 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “Defendants certainly are foul.”


114. On July 28, 2016 at 7:23 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “Look, they claim it’s a contract but when asked the details non of 
the parties supposedly involved with the contract can get any of the details even remotely the 
same. Like I said this is a ploy and nothing more”


115. On July 28, 2016 at 7:25 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:7  “Yeah I’m not sure I don’t know. Could be dabbing if they have a 
canceled check or something from previous work to say hey look we’ve paid him for doing stuff 
around the house before. But even if not you would have testimony that they had an agreement. 
Whether or not it’s true is another story”


116. On July 28, 2016 at 7:26 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:8   “Ploy means rouse”


117. On July 28, 2016 at 7:28 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:9  “If they had a check it should have been entered into evidence by 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 63-64)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 64)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 64)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 64)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 64)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 65)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 65)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 65)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 65)
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now. Since they don’t too bad for them.”


118. On July 28, 2016 at 7:29 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “That would be a separate action. Nobody has even raised the issue of 
payment whether he’s liable or not is”


119. On July 28, 2016 at 7:29 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:2  “One issue. Whether or not there is coverage is a separate completely 
separate action that would be between ALLSTATE and him”


120. On July 28, 2016 at 7:30 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:3   “Since when is it ok to entertain unsubstantiated claims this far along 
with no evidence any of it it remotely true”


121. On July 28, 2016 at 7:42 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “I just had to go back to carols dep. she claimed she gave money to 
David so he had something to claim on his taxes, not for the work being performed. David claims 
an hourly wage and the father, Bill claimed Carol gave him a pair ago pants. Probably a gift as a 
thank you. None of these things are even close to being the same but all are suggestive and not 
proof of anything because their so vastly different”


122. On July 28, 2016 at 7:53 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “I am more curious who Carol hired to remove the tree and would be 
more interested questioning that company they were hired prior to the day of the incident. This 
would go a long way to putting David’s claim of a contract to rest”


123. On July 28, 2016 at 7:57 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:6   “It’s not even a contract it was just an agreement that doesn’t have to 
be something formal written it’s like hey I’ll pay you some money to take the tree down. Headed 
into a meeting. I’ll keep you up-to-date on any new information”


124. On July 28, 2016 at 8:25 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:7   “If Carol, as she claimed, had previously entered into a contract with 
a real professional tree removal company why would she also agree to pay her son to remove 
the same tree? Unless, this is some sort of afterthought in an attempt to find ways of not paying 
for the damage they caused. They cannot play both sides of the street at the same time. They 
lied about this just as they lied about other things that happened that day all attempts to lessen 
the amount of damage done to me and lessen their responsibilities and misdirect blame and 
responsibility”


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 65-66)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 66)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 66)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 66)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 66)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 66-67)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 67)
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125. On July 28, 2016 at 8:26 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:1  “The patterns are obvious and easily proven to be lies”


126. On July 28, 2016 at 9:37 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:2  “From Carol knowing what I said in my Deposition, claiming the 
hospital and doctors gave her my personal medical information to the claims that she entered into 
some sort of verbal agreement with her son for business purposes sounds more like insurance 
company lawyers entering into an verbal agreement with their clients to skew the truth so they 
have some sort of out in exchange for representation in court.”


127. On July 28, 2016 at 9:40 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:3   “If that’s the case almost any claim made against an insurance policy 
can be thrown out based on verbal agreements with no proof to back up the story or lies being 
told”


128. On July 28, 2016 at 9:42 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “I see this a a malicious attempt to get away with little or or no 
consequences and just makes me want to expose all of this to a jury even more”


129. On July 29, 2016 at 9:17 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “Any chance Myrna can send me that asset report today? Also, there 
may be another asset that won’t show up on his report. Rumor has it that David Gagnon had an 
auto accident and had to undergo some sort of surgery on his back and is in the process of suing 
for his injury.”


130. On August 2, 2016 at 3:47 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “What is a bad faith letter?”


131. On August 2, 2016 at 5:30 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:7   “Has one been sent to the Allstate adjusters?”


132. On August 8, 2016 at 8:29 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:8   “What is happening this Wednesday in court now that Allstate is 
getting their independent medical exam in September or October?”


133. On August 10, 2016, in violation of the automatic stay, the Baudins and Reddington 
moved to enter into binding mediation on August 10, 2016, The date of the Binding Mediation 
hearing was already set for December 8, 2016 by the time the following exchange took place on 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 67)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 67-68)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 68)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 68)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 68)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 68)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 68-69)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 69)
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August 10, 2016 in the Circuit Court:1


MS. REDDINGTON: Number one, Dulberg vs. Gagnon. Shoshan Reddington for the 
defendant. We have (indiscernible) scheduled for 12-8.


THE COURT: Okay.


MS. REDDINGTON: We’d like to have a status date after that date.


THE COURT: What date works for you? You said December 8?


MS. REDDINGTON: December 8.


THE COURT: Okay. How about the following Monday, the 12th? Or do you want to go 
out further? The 16th, Friday?


134. On August 10, 2016, in violation of the automatic stay, Judge Meyer of the 22nd Circuit 
Court entered an ‘Agreed Order’ that stated “This case is continued on Motion of  ‘by agreement’ 
to 12/12, 2016 at 9:00am for Status on binding Mediation.”. The order also stated “Defendants 
appear by attorney Reddington”. Reddington represented Allstate. The Baudins were not 
present.2


135. Allstate and the Baudins misrepresented Dulberg’s wishes to the 22nd Judicial Circuit 
Court and claimed they had an agreement to enter into binding mediation on August 10, 2016. 
Judge Meyer entered the order and pushed the next status date to December 12, 2016, which is 
4 days after the scheduled binding mediation date of December 8, 2016. All this was done in 
violation of the automatic stay.


136. Table 1 shows what happened on August 10th, 2016 is the 4th time Allstate teamed up 
with with Dulberg’s own attorneys to place an upper cap on the value of case 12LA178


T ABL E 1:


4 DI F F EREN T  EF F O RT S T O  PL ACE AN  U PPER CAP O N  T H E V AL U E O F  PI  CASE 
12L A178
1st attempt 2014-10-03 Popovich-Mast Apply pressure through “expiring lien”3


(low ‘upper cap’) 
2nd attempt 2015-02-14 Popovich-Mast Pre-trial settlement conference4


($50,000 ‘upper cap’)
3rd attempt 2015-06-10 Balke Pre-trial settlement conference5


($50,000 ‘upper cap’)
4th attempt 2016-08-10 Baudins Binding Mediation ($300,000 ‘upper cap’)


1 Exhibit 131_2016-08-10_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 3_3_2022 -  - - REOP -  - (4).pdf (lines 2-10)
2 Exhibit F5-2016-08-10_CC-Civil - 12LA000178 - 3_3_2022 -  - - REOP -  - (4).pdf
3  Exhibit 1
4 Exhibit 1
5 Exhibit 2
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137. On August 12, 2016 at 9:22 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:1  “Morning Randy, Ok, it’s driving me bananas over here, I’d like to 
know exactly what it is about the medical that’s the issue in my case? Please call me with the 
details soon and let’s discuss what’s best. Thanks, Paul”


138. On August 16, 2016 at 7:42 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:2  “Randy, I have to ask again, why is it wise to agree to mediate before 
permanent disability is determined by social security since the permanent disability rating would 
(be a large factor in determining what the insurance adjuster is willing to give? Both mom and 
myself need a real answer to this question”


139. On August 31, 2016 Trustee Megan Heeg resigned.3


140. On August 31, 2016 U.S. Trustee Patrick S. Layng appointed Joseph Olsen as Trustee of 
the Bankruptcy Estate of Paul Dulberg.4


141. On September 6, 2016, Megan G. Heeg filed a “MOTION TO APPROVE ATTORNEYS 
FEES AND COSTS AS AN ADMINISTRATIVE CLAIM”5


“2.  Previously, Megan G. Heed, had been the Chapter 7 case Trustee of the above-
referenced case, but this case was recently assigned to a new trustee.”


“3.  The employment of the law firm Ehrmann Gehlbach Badger Lee & Considine, LLC 
was approved by the Court on May 27, 2015.”


“8.  The time period covered by this application is from November 26, 2014 through 
September 28, 2016.”


142. On September 27, 2016, W. Randall Baudin II signed an affidavit “AFFIDAVIT 
OF W.RANDALL BAUDIN, II PURSUANT TO RULES 2014(a), 2016(b) and 5002 TO 
EMPLOYEE BAUDIN LAW GROUP, LTD. AS SPECIAL COUNSEL FOR THE TRUSTEE”.6


143. The affidavit is an agreement between the bankruptcy trustee and the Baudin Law Group, 
Ltd. signed by W. Randall Baudin on behalf of the Baudin Law Group.


144. Section 1 states:  “I am a member of the law firm of Boudin Law Group, Ltd. located 
at 304 South McHenry Avenue, Crystal Lake, IL 60014 and in that capacity I have personal 
knowledge of, and authority to speak on behalf of the firm of Baudin Law Group, Ltd. with 
respect to the matters set forth herein.  This Affidavit is offered in support of the Applicationb 
of the Trustee for Authorization to Employ Baudin Law Group, Ldt. as special counsel for 
the Trustee.  The matters set forth herein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 69)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 69)
3 Exhibit 234_2016-08-31_bkcy Heeg Notice of Resignation_DUL 002668.pdf
4 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition 14-83578/25-0_OCR.pdf
5 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
6 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







24
ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST KELLY N BAUDIN AND WILLIAM RANDALL BAUDIN II


    


Exhibit CA
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/2023 -10-3 1_ARDC Complaint_K EL L Y  N  BAU DI N -W I L L I AM  RAN DAL  BAU DI N  I I .pdf N


ot
e:


 D
ue


 to
 th


e 
re


m
ov


al
 o


f a
ll 


Ac
tiv


e 
H


yp
er


lin
ks


 (U
nd


er
lin


ed
 T


ex
t i


n 
B


lu
e)


 w
he


n 
fil


ed
 w


ith
 th


e 
C


ir
cu


it 
C


ou
rt


 th
e 


on
ly


 w
ay


 to
 v


ie
w


 th
is


 
ex


hi
bi


t a
s i


t w
as


 o
ri


gi
na


lly
 p


ro
vi


de
d 


to
 th


e 
A


R
D


C
 is


 to
 c


op
y 


an
d 


pa
st


e 
th


e 
lin


k 
at


 th
e 


bo
tto


m
 o


f t
hi


s p
ag


e 
in


 a
 w


eb
 b


ro
w


se
r.


information and belief.


145. Section 5 of the affidavit states:  “To the best of my knowledge, information and belief, 
Baudin Law Group, Ltd. does not hold or represent a party that holds an nterest adverse to the 
Trustee nor does it have any connection with the Debtor’s creditors, or any party in interest or 
their respective attorneys and accountants with respect to the matters for which Baudin Law 
Group, Ltd.  is to be employed, is disinterested as that term is used in 11 U.S.C. & 101(14), 
and has no connections with the United States Trustee or any person employed in the Trustee’s 
office. except that said firm has represented the Debtor’s pre-petition with respect to the subject 
personal injury claim.”


146. Section 6, part A states:  “My firm and I are obligated to keep the Trustee fully informed 
as to all aspects of this matter, as the Bankruptcy estate is my client until such time as the claim 
in question is abandoned by the Trustee, as shown by a written notice of such abandonment.”


147. Section 6, part D states:  “No settlements may be entered into or become binding without 
the approval of the Bankruptcy Court and the Trustee, after notice to the Trustee, creditors and 
parties of interest.”


148. Setion 6, part E states:  “All issues as to attorneys fees, Debtor’s exemptions, the 
distribution of any recovery between the Debtor and the Trustee or creditors, or any other issue 
which may come to be in dispute between the Debtor and the Trustee or creditors are subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Bankruptcy Court.  Neither I nor any other attorney or associate of the 
Firm will undertake to advise or represent the Debtor as to any such matters or issues.  Instead, 
the Firm will undertake to obtain the best possible result on the claim, and will leave to others 
any advice or representation as to such issues.”


149. Section 6, part F states:  “The Firm is not authorized to grant any “physician’s lien” upon, 
offer to protect payment of any claim for medical or other services out of, or otherwise pledge or 
encumber in any way any part of any recovery without separate Order of this Court, which may 
or may not be granted.”


150. On October 4, 2016 bankruptcy trustee Olsen filed 2 motions with the bankruptcy court.1


2  


151. On October 4, 2016 Dr Craig Phillips issues report.  He wrote:3   “He states he is not sure 
of the exact date, but on the date in question he was holding a tree branch at his neighbor’s house 
to help David, his neighbor’s son, cut the tree branch with a chainsaw. He stated he was holding 
a pine tree branch, which was a few inches thick, s!ill_attachedto the tree.and while David was 
cutting the branch”, be inadvertently cut Mr. Dulberg’s right forearm.”


152. On page 6 Dr Craig Phillips wrote:4


1 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition # 14-83578
2 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition # 14-83578
3 Exhibit 13_DUL 001617-1632, 4148-4163, 4164-4179, 6480, 6487-6501
4 Exhibit 13_DUL 001617-1632, 4148-4163, 4164-4179, 6480, 6487-6501
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“Dr. Talerico:
According to the medical records from MidAmerica Hand to Shoulder, Mr. Dulberg was 
seen by Dr. Talerico on December 2, 2011. His history is a 41-year-old male, right hand 
dominant, referred by Dr. Levin, MD, neurologist, for evaluation of an injury sustained 
to the right medial forearm in June 2011. He was using a chainsaw chainsaw when 
he accidentally struck the volar medial aspect of his right forearm in roughly the mid 
forearm range with a chain saw. He had a large open wound down to muscle.”


153. Sometime in the first half of October W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin informed 
Dulberg that the binding mediation process will take place even though Dulberg does not 
approve of the process and refused to sign the arbitration agreement.  W. Randal Baudin II and 
Kelly Baudin informed Dulberg that the bankruptcy judge had the authority to order the process 
into a mediation agreement without Dulberg’s consent, and the judge had already ordered the 
case into mediation.


154. On October 18, 2016 at 10:50 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:1  “Hi Randy, since we haven’t received the IME report in 10 days as 
the Dr stated we would, I’d like to move back the date of the mediation thingy I’m being forced 
into so we have more than only a few weeks to deal with whatever the report may show. At least 
2-3 months should do it considering the defense has already had the treating Dr’s reports and 
depositions for months and years already. Let me know”


155. On October 21, 2016 at 1:47 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:2  “Hi Randy, looks like that board certified dr is quite the fabricator. 
He Should have a degree in creative writing rather than Dr.ing. Wish we had videotaped that 
because I’d post the video on the web right along side his report and let his patients see what he 
really is”


156. On October 21, 2016 at 1:54 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:3   “Myrna said your forwarding the report to dr Kujawa. That’s good 
but I don’t think we need it to prove Phillips an outright liar who can’t pay attention to details. 
Hmmm... Makes me wonder who the hell passed him in med school”


157. On October 21, 2016 at 1:58 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:4  “Where did he come up with that line that the branch was still 
attached to the tree?”


158. On October 21, 2016 2:02 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “That’s not from anyone’s deposition and you were there so you 
know I gave absolutely no details other than to say that basically a man walked over and used a 
chainsaw on me.”


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 69-70)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 70)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 70)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 70)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71)
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159. On October 21, 2016 at 2:03 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:1  “He has quite the imagination claiming I said any of the crap in his 
report”


160. On October 21, 2016 at 2:05 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:2  “I have to look up what board certified Phillips because they deserve 
to know what a liar this guy is.”


161. On October 21, 2016 at 2:06 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:3   “Ok enough ranting for now. Let’s get together and go over this 
report”


162. On October 21, 2016 at 2:08 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “While the memories are still fresh”


163. On October 21, 2016 at 2:15 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to W. Defendant 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “Why write a history at all if it’s all fabricated? Why say I told him 
stuff when I did not? Why Lie? This is about as unprofessional as it gets. Phillips should be made 
an example of. Sure you don’t want the chance to cross examine this guy? I sure do”


164. On October 31, 2016 Trustee Olsen appeared before the Honorable Thomas M. Lynch 
and the following exchange took place:6


 MR. OLSEN: Good morning, Your Honor. Joseph Olsen, trustee. This comes before the 
Court on two motions. One is to authorize the engagement of special counsel to pursue 
a personal injury litigation, I think it’s in Lake County, involving a chainsaw accident of 
some sort. And then, presumably, if the Court grants that, the second one is to authorize 
the estate to enter into -- I’m not sure what you call it, but binding mediation. But there’s 
a floor of $50,000, and there’s a ceiling of $300,000.
And I guess I’ve talked with his attorney. He seems very enthusiastic about it. There may 
be some issues about the debtor being a good witness or not, I guess. It had to do with a 
neighbor who asked him to help him out with a chainsaw, and then I guess the neighbor 
kind of cut off his arm, or almost cut off his arm right after that. There’s some bitterness 
involved, understandably, I guess. But I don’t do personal injury work at all, so I’m not 
sure how that all flows through to a jury, but he didn’t seem to want to go through a jury 
process. He liked this process, so...


THE COURT: Very well. Mr. Olsen, first of all, with regard to the application to employ 
the Baudin law firm, it certainly appears to be in order and supported by affidavit. Their 
proposed fees are more consistent with at least what generally is the market than some of 
the fees you and I have seen in some other matters. One question for you: Have you seen 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 71-72)
6 Exhibit A6-DULBERG 10-31-16-1.pdf (Dulberg first obtained this transcript on 09-26-2022)
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the actual engagement agreement?


MR. OLSEN: I thought it was attached to my motion.


THE COURT: Okay.


MR. OLSEN: If it’s not, it should have been. It’s kind of an interesting -- actually, this 
is kind of a unique one. The debtor actually paid them money in advance, and then he’s 
going to get a credit if they actually win, which I guess enures, now, to my benefit, but 
that’s okay. And there’s a proviso for one-third, except if we go to trial, then it’s 40 
percent. So these are getting more creative by the PI bar as we plod along here, I guess, 
but...


THE COURT: It’s a bar that’s generally pretty creative. And my apologies. I saw the 
affidavit, but you did have the agreement attached, and one was in front of the other. And 
the agreement is just as you describe it. It appears to be reasonable, and so I’ll approve 
the application. Tell me about this binding mediation. It’s almost an oxymoron, isn’t it?


MR. OLSEN: Well, I guess the mediators don’t know there’s a floor and a ceiling. I’m 
not sure where that comes from, but that’s -- yeah. And whatever number they come back 
at is the number we’re able to settle at, except if it’s a not guilty or a zero recovery, we 
get 50,000, but to come back at 3 million, we’re capped at 300,000. 


THE COURT: Interesting.


MR. OLSEN: A copy of the mediation agreement should also be attached to that motion.


THE COURT: And I do see that. That appears to be in order. It’s one of those you wish 
them luck


MR. OLSEN: I don’t want to micromanage his case.


THE COURT: But that, too, sounds reasonable. There’s been no objection?


MR. OLSEN: Correct.


THE COURT: Very well. I will approve -- authorize, if you will, for you to enter into the 
binding mediation agreement, see where it takes you.


MR. OLSEN: Thanks, Your Honor.


165. In the exchange Olsen said:1 “Well, I guess the mediators don’t know there’s a floor and 
a ceiling. I’m not sure where that comes from, but that’s -- yeah. “  The evidence presented with 
this complaint demonstrates that the “floor “of $50,000 and the “ceiling” of $300,000 could have 
come from only one source: from Allstate and the Baudins (without Dulberg’s or the bankruptcy 
trustee’s or bankruptcy judge’s knowledge or consent in violation of the automatic stay before 
Olsen was appointed Trustee).  There can be no other source for the “low” and “high” limits.  
When the Baudins made this decision they represented nobody since Dulberg had no standing 
as plaintiff, there is no evidence that trustee Heeg was ever informed or ever entered into any 
agreement with the Baudins, and Olsen was not yet appointed trustee.


1 Exhibit A6-DULBERG 10-31-16-1.pdf
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166. On October 31, 2016 an order was issued by the Honorable Thomas M. Lynch:1


“ORDER  THIS CAUSE coming on to be heard on this 31st day of October, 2016 upon 
the Trustee’s Motion for Authority to Enter into a “Binding Mediation Agreement”, the 
Court after considering the Motion, the statements of counsel, pleadings on file and being 
fully advised in the premises: IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Joseph D. Olsen, Trustee 
herein, is authorized to enter into a “Binding Mediation Agreement” as described in 
the Trustee’s Motion, and the Trustee may execute such documents as are necessary to 
accomplish the matters set forth herein.”


167. Order to employ Special Counsel order here2


168. On October 31, 2016 at 10:41AM trustee Olsen sent an email to Randall Baudin II 
stating:3   “Randy- The Court authorized your appointment this morning, as well as entry into that 
“Binding Mediation Agreement”; Do you want the debtor to /s/ the form, or me as trustee?  Let 
me know, thanks.”


169. On October 31, 2016 at 10:50AM Randall Baudin II sent an email to Trustee Olsen 
stating: 4 “You can good ahead sign it.”


170. Sometime in November the Baudins told Dulberg (during a telephone conversation) 
that even though he does not want the binding mediation to take place, he should attend the 
hearing anyway because the judge will look down on a person that doesn’t attend as if they are 
uninterested in their own case.


171. On December 8, 2016, Dulberg attended the binding mediation with his mother, Barbara 
Dulberg,  even though he did not agree to the process, did not want it to happen, and refused to 
sign any agreement or consent to the process.


172. Dulberg believed at the time that the Bankruptcy Judge was the person who ordered the 
case into binding mediation and Dulberg believed the Bankruptcy Judge had the legal authority 
to make that decision without anyone else’s consent.  Dulberg beleived this because W. Randall 
Baudin II told him it was true.


173. When Paul Dulberg and Barbara Dulberg were sitting alone in a room waiting, Dulberg 
read a document left on the table.  The document was written by Lanford.5


174. The document contained this comment:  “...”6


175. The Binding Mediation Judge ordered an award of $560,000.7


1 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition # 14-83578:  37-0_Binding Mediation OrderOCR (2).pdf
2 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition # 14-83578: 37-0_OCR.pdf
3 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
4 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
5 Exhibit 13 Lanford letter here
6 Exhibit 13
7 Exhibit 13
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176. W. Randall Baudin II informed Dulberg and Barbara Dulberg that the opposing attorney 
was angry because she was told the case would be settled for $50,000.


177. Dulberg asked W. Randall Baudin II if the document by Lanford was true.  W. Randall 
Baudin II said, “That’s what it says”.


178. Dulberg mentions Malpractice against Popovich to Baudin (for the first time?)


179. W. Randall Baudin II responded, “...”.


180. On December 12, 2016 the following exchange took place in the 22nd Judicial circuit 
Court:1


APPEARANCES:


(NO APPEARANCES GIVEN)


UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Number five, Dulberg. I talked to Baudin & Baudin this 
morning -- or Baudin Law Group, and Randy Baudin indicated to me he’s going to 
be in another county and his wife’s out of state, but they’re agreeable with me getting 
a dismissal with prejudice based on the fact that we’ve had a binding mediation on 
Thursday and we’re expecting an award.


THE COURT: Wonderful. All right.


UNIDENTIFIED VOICE: Thank you.


THE COURT: I’ll be curious what the award was. All right. Thank you.


181. Dulberg was informed that the trustee would receive the $300,000 arbitration award, but 
the money would not be issued unless he signed a document, which he signed in order to have 
the money issued to the bankruptcy trustee to pay his creditors.2  


182. On December 21, 2016 at 11:14 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:3   “Myrna says I’m to meet you in McHenry, when and where?”


183. On December 21, 2016 at 11:16 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg stating:4  “I’m just heading to Panera to meet with a client on the route 31. 
You’re welcome to come in anytime and I can tell the gentleman I have to run out to the car and 
have you sign something I can meet you too at your car so come at your leisure I should be here 
for at least A half hour”


184. On December 21, 2016 at 11:20 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 


1 Exhibit 235_2016-12-12_12LA178_Report of Proceeding_UNIDENTIFIED VOICE_ Stacey A Collins.pdf
2 Exhibit 236_ Filed Dulberg’s Affidavit v Allstate 09202023 Affi.pdf
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 72)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 72)
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W. Randall Baudin II stating:1  “Will be there in approx 15 min”


185. On December 21, 2016 at 11:39 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:2  “You here?”


186. On December 21, 2016 at 11:41 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “Here”


187. On December 21, 2016 at 1:02 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “Why would Allstate need a signed release when they agreed to let 
the arbitrator decide what is final and not this afterthought of an agreement?”


188. On December 21, 2016 at 1:02 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:5  “Or I mean release?”


189. On December 21, 2016 at 1:04 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:6   “The arbitrator did not set these terms. Why are they modifying our 
original agreement”


190. On December 21, 2016 at 1:04 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg  stating:7   “That’s just typically what they do is have the release even though 
there’s an award. I have a call into Gooch he’s in depositions”


191. On December 21, 2016 at 1:06 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:8   “Ok, but don’t send in that document till we get this worked out. As 
of now I’m withdrawing my signature till we have something that works.”


192. On December 21, 2016 at 1:08 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg stating:9  “If I get the go ahead from Tom, we should be fine, is the one 
handling that case. I think it has no effect, but he’s the one prosecuting the other case while wait 
to hear what he says”


193. On December 21, 2016 at 1:10 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:10  “Allstate has no business extending letting their client off to letting 
everyone off. What if I find out one of the surgeons left something inside me? This should just 
release the policy they represented at the ADR. Nothing more”


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 72)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 73)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 73)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 73)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 73)
6 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 73)
7 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 74)
8 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 74)
9 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 74)
10 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 74)
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194. On December 21, 2016 at 1:12 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg stating:1  “It’s boiler plate, fill in the blank language. They didn’t write this 
specifically for you it’s just what they use in all cases”


195. On December 21, 2016 at 1:14 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:2  “Anyone agreeing to their fill in the blank form after the ADR 
agreement is nuts. I expect them to fulfill their ADR agreement with or without this release”


196. On December 21, 2016 at 1:15 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:3   “If they wanted this as part of the agreement it should have been 
done prior to the binding ADR mediation”


197. On December 22, 2016 at 7:17 AM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant W. 
Randall Baudin II stating:4  “Morning Randy, I’ll be at your office to sign the release sometime 
between 9-10 am. Wish you could just add the changes Thomas gooch suggested and save the 
trip but I’ll show up just to put my initials on it.”


198. On December 22, 2016 at 8:57 AM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message 
to Plaintiff Dulberg  stating:5  “I will be stuck in court MyrnA has a release”


199. According to the U.S. Bankruptcy Code, Section 726 – Distribution of property of the 
estate


(a) Except as provided in section 510 of this title, property of the estate shall be 
distributed—


(1) first, in payment of claims of the kind specified in, and in the order specified in, 
section 507 of this title, proof of which is timely filed under section 501 of this title or 
tardily filed on or before the earlier of—


(A) the date that is 10 days after the mailing to creditors of the summary of the trustee’s 
final report; or


(B) the date on which the trustee commences final distribution under this section;


(2) second, in payment of any allowed unsecured claim, other than a claim of a kind 
specified in paragraph (1), (3), or (4) of this subsection, proof of which is—


(A) timely filed under section 501(a) of this title;


(B) timely filed under section 501(b) or 501(c) of this title; or


(C) tardily filed under section 501(a) of this title, if—


(i) the creditor that holds such claim did not have notice or actual knowledge of the case 


1 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 74-75)
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 75)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 75)
4 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 75)
5 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 75)
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in time for timely filing of a proof of such claim under section 501(a) of this title; and


(ii) proof of such claim is filed in time to permit payment of such claim;


(3) third, in payment of any allowed unsecured claim proof of which is tardily filed under 
section 501(a) of this title, other than a claim of the kind specified in paragraph (2)(C) of 
this subsection;


(4) fourth, in payment of any allowed claim, whether secured or unsecured, for any fine, 
penalty, or forfeiture, or for multiple, exemplary, or punitive damages, arising before the 
earlier of the order for relief or the appointment of a trustee, to the extent that such fine, 
penalty, forfeiture, or damages are not compensation for actual pecuniary loss suffered by 
the holder of such claim;


(5) fifth, in payment of interest at the legal rate from the date of the filing of the petition, 
on any claim paid under paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4) of this subsection; and


(6) sixth, to the debtor.


200. Dulberg, as the debtor, was the Sole Residuary Beneficiary of the bankruptcy estate.  If 
the first 5 types of claimants listed in section 726 are paid in full, Dulberg becomes the sole 
claimant to any remaining money and therefore the sole Sole Residuary Beneficiary of what 
remains of the bankruptcy estate.


201. Randall Baudin II and Kelly Baudin and The Baudin Law Group were retained by the 
trustee to represent the bankruptcy estate and Dulberg was the Sole Residuary Beneficiary of all 
funds in the estate once the first 5 types of claimants listed in section 726 have been paid in full.  
Therefore Randall Baudin II, Kelly Baudin and The Baudin Law Group acting as legal counsel 
for the estate owed a duty of due care to Dulberg when acting in this capacity. 


202. On December 16, 2016 Dulberg hired legal malpractice attorney Thomas Gooch.1   


203. Dulberg told Gooch that he was forced into binding mediation and he refused to sign any 
binding mediation agreement.2


204. On January 3, 2017, Trustee Joseph Olsen filed “NOTICE TO CREDITORS AND 
OTHER PARTIES OF INTEREST” which contains the of binding mediation award and notice of 
motion to disburse $117,000 to W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin and $15,000 to Dulberg 
and to pay certain attorneys and medical liens.3


205. Baudins profited $117,084.634 from Dulberg’s bankruptcy estate plus a non-refundable 
retainer fee of $3,331.33 paid directly by Dulberg to the Baudins totaling $120,415.96. 


206. The Baudins received an overpayment of $21,085.96 according to provisions found in the 


1 Exhibit 4
2 Exhibit 4
3 Group Exhibit 38_Olsen notice to creditors
4 Group Exhibit 37-bankruptcy_docket_Petition # 14-83578/
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fee agreement.1


H O W  DU L BERG F I RST  DI SCO V ERED F RAU DU L EN T  ACT S BY  BAU DI N S


207. On October 25, 2019 the Clinton Law office issued a subpoena to Olsen.2


208. On December 2, 2019 Olsen responded “informally” to the Clinton subpoena and emailed 
documents.3   


209. On February 10, 2020 Clinton sent Dulberg Olsen’s response to the subpoena.4 Dulberg 
noticed the following emails between Olsen and Randall Baudin:


On October 31, 2016 at 10:41 AM Olsen < jolsenlaw@comcast.net> wrote: Randy- The 
Court authorized your appointment this morning, as well as entry into that “Binding 
Mediation Agreement”; Do you want the debtor to /s/ the form, or me as trustee? Let me 
know, thanks.5


On October 31, 2016 at 10:50 AM Randy Baudin II <randybaudin2@gmail.com> 
responded, “You can good ahead sign it. Thank you so much.”6


210. When Dulberg read Baudin tell Olsen to sign the proposed Binding Mediation 
Agreement, this seemed reasonable to Dulberg since Dulberg was told by the Baudin Defendants 
that it was the Bankruptcy Judge, who forced Dulberg’s personal injury case into the Binding 
Mediation Agreement and it was Olsen who had standing and was approved to enter into 
binding mediation. As anyone would, Dulberg assumed Olsen signed the ADR agreement from 
the conversation and the resulting Binding Mediation that took place on 12/8/2016 at ADR 
SYSTEMS OF AMERICA, LLC.


211. However this exchange shows something entirely different:


a. Trustee Olsen is asking Baudin if Baudin wants the asset/claim to revert back to the 
DEBTOR or remain part of the ESTATE by asking “Do you want the debtor to /s/ the 
form, or me as trustee?”.


b. Baudin’s response is, “You can good ahead sign it.” meaning the ESTATE.


212. In Fact:


a) The executed Binding Mediation agreement does not have Trustee Olsen’s signature.


b) Trustee Olsen did not act and sign on the advice of his special counsel the Baudins.


1 Exhibit F1-2015-Baudin_FeeAgreement.pdf
2 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response_
3 Key Clinton Folder 1_Dulberg Master File/Dulberg Emails 2020 August 19/Fwd Re Paul Dulberg 1483578 


12LA178-2.pdf
4 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
5 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
6 Group Exhibit 39-Olsen subpoena and response
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c) Trustee Olsen did not “pursue” and “exercise control “over the claim as the Baudin 
Defendants assert.


d) The personal injury asset appears to be and is abandoned by Trustee Olsen.


e) Abandoned assets reverts back to the DEBTOR.


f) The DEBTOR was represented by attorney David Stretch and not the Baudin 
Defendants.


g) The Baudin Defendants were approved and hired as Special Counsel for the Estate 
and in such a capacity had no standing to execute a Binding Mediation Agreement for the 
DEBTOR.


h)  The only party with standing over abandoned assets is now the DEBTOR.


i) The signature page on the Executed Binding Mediation Agreement does not belong to 
the other pages in the executed Binding Mediation Agreement.


j) ADR SYSTEMS OF AMERICA, LLC. facilitated fraud by failing to take the necessary 
steps to ensure the signers had standing.


k) Trustee Olsen and the Baudins collected the monies paid out by Allstate after 
ABANDONING the ASSET that reverted back to the DEBTOR.


213. On September 26, 2022 4:21 PM Dulberg received the 10/31/2016 Bankruptcy Courts 
Report of Proceeding. Dulberg forwarded the report of proceeding to his attorney Alphonse 
Talarico stating: “Lets talk after you digest what happened in this one.” Dulberg discovered that 
Trustee Olsen misled the the Honorable Judge Thomas M. Lynch in the transcript.1


214. On October 28, 2022 Dulberg received a copy of the executed Binding Mediation 
Agreement2 on file with ADR SYSTEMS OF AMERICA, LLC. expecting to see the Trustee 
Olsens’ signature. Instead Dulberg saw his own signature on the executed Binding Mediation 
Agreement and he knew he never signed the Binding Mediation Agreement. This is when 
Dulberg first knew:


a) Dulberg’s signature is on the executed Binding Mediation Agreement on file with ADR 
SYSTEMS OF AMERICA, LLC. and Dulberg knew he refused to sign the contract and 
did not sign the contract. (Discovered on October 28, 2022)


b) Trustee Olsen misled the bankruptcy Judge, “There may be some issues about the 
debtor being a good witness or not”, “he didn’t seem to want to go through a jury 
process”, “he liked this process” basically that Dulberg was in agreement with the 
Binding Mediation Agreement (Discovered on September 26, 2022)


215. On October 28, 2022 Dulberg launched a full scale investigation into the signature’s 
found in the executed Binding Mediation Agreement and quickly found that the signature page 
does not belong to the rest of the body of the executed Binding Mediation Agreement but is an 


1 Group Exhibit 40_Group Exhibit 40-Dulberg’s discovery of fraud in BK Court on 9-26-2022/
2 Exhibit 237_2023-12-08_Filed Complaint December 8 2022 DisplayFromAWS_OCR.pdf
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exact match to the proposed Binding Mediation Agreement approved by the Bankruptcy court.1


216. Dulberg first learned that (a) his signature was fraudulently placed on the ADR contract 
(Discovered on October 28, 2022) and (b) the Bankruptcy Trustee misrepresented Dulberg’s 
consent to the Bankruptcy Judge (discovered on September 26, 2022) and Dulberg believes the 
discovery of his signature on the ADR contract is when the statute of limitations should be tolled.


217. In order to understand the context of Dulberg’s 12/12/2016 statement “Yeah, you two did 
good, real good, and I thank both of you sincerely. I just can’t help it, what I see here is a gift of 
$261,000 given to those responsible for my injuries.“ it is important to know the history behind 
it.


a. On 1/22/2014 When Dulberg was represented by Hans Mast and the Law Offices of 
Thomas J. Popovich P.C., the co-defendants (McGuires) in 12LA178 were inexplicably 
dismissed with prejudice even though the McGuire’s employed their son/step-son 
Gagnon and were vicariously liable for anything Gagnon could not pay.


b. On 12/12/2016 When Dulberg learned of the Binding Mediation Award and how 
much he could not collect, his mind instantly went back to the dismissed defendants 
(McGuire’s) that would have been vicariously liable for any monies Gagnon could not 
pay if they were still in the case. Dulberg realized the pecuniary injury the Popovich law 
firm caused. Dulberg talked with Randall Baudin II about the issue of the McGuire’s 
release and Randall Baudin told Dulberg to call his office in the morning and his 
secretary Myrna would provide Dulberg with the contact of a Legal Malpractice Attorney 
the Baudins have used in the past and Dulberg could go see.


c. On 12/16/2016 Dulberg met with Thomas Gooch, the Legal Malpractice Attorney the 
Baudins recommended Dulberg see.


d. On 11/28/2017 Thomas Gooch filed suit (17LA377) against Hans Mast and the Law 
Offices of Thomas J. Popovich P.C for Legal Malpractice in 12LA178, specifically for 
the release of the McGuire defendants, that case is currently on appeal in the 2nd District 
Case No 2230072.


218. Dulberg was affixing the pecuniary injury of $261,000.00 to the previous firm and the 
release of the McGuire defendants in his statement when making the 12/12/2016 statement.


219. When on December 12, 2016 Dulberg told the Baudins, “Yeah, you two did good, real 
good, and I thank both of you sincerely. I just can’t help it, what I see here is a gift of $261,000 
given to those responsible for my injuries. “, he clearly did not know about the fraudulent acts 
the Baudins were committing toward him. Dulberg clearly did not know the following:


(a) That Dulberg’s signature was fraudulently placed on the Executed Binding Mediation 
Agreement executed 4 days earlier on December 8, 2016.


(b) That Trustee Olsen misrepresented Dulberg’s consent to the Bankruptcy Judge on 


1 Exhibit A6-DULBERG 10-31-16-1.pdf
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October 31, 2016.


(c) That Allstate, the Baudins and Trustee Olsen knew Dulberg had no standing to pursue 
the case 12LA178 while the case was under an automatic stay.


(d) That Allstate, the Baudins and Trustee Olsen all knew the case 12LA178 proceeded in 
the Circuit Court in violation of the automatic stay.


(e) That the Baudins by agreement with Allstate, in violation of the automatic stay, 
before the Baudins were approved to be hired as special counsel under Trustee Olsen, 
misrepresented Dulberg as agreeing to Binding Mediation in Circuit Court on August 10, 
2016 and asked Associate Judge Meyer to delay the next status hearing to December 12, 
2016 after the binding mediation was to take place on December 8, 2016.


(f) That the Baudins’ and Allstate’s acts in violation of the automatic stay, started laying 
the groundwork as early as June 16, 2016 and finally set the binding mediation date for 
December 8, 2016 on August 10, 2016 in the Circuit Court. This happened before Trustee 
Olsen was even appointed to the position on August 31, 2016 and before Trustee Olsen 
received permission from the Honorable Judge Thomas M. Lynch, to hire the Baudins’ 
as special counsel and permission to enter into the proposed capped Binding Mediation 
Agreement on October 31, 2016.


(g) That the Baudins filed their APPEARANCE as REGULAR COUNSEL in 12LA178 
on 11/6/2015 in violation of the automatic stay.


(h) That there is no APPEARANCE filed by the Baudin Defendants that is not VOID in 
case 12LA178.


(i) That the Baudin Defendants’ failed to file an APPEARANCE to represent the 
bankruptcy estate in case 12LA178 after being hired as special counsel by Trustee Olsen.


(j) That Trustee Olsen received permission from the Bankruptcy court to enter into the 
proposed Binding Mediation Agreement and later made a choice. Trustee Olsen did not 
act and sign on the advice of his special counsel the Baudins.


(k) That Trustee Olsen did not “pursue” and “exercise control “over the claim/asset and in 
doing so Abandoned the asset and it reverted back to the DEBTOR.


(l) The Baudin Defendants were approved and hired as Special Counsel for the Estate 
and in such a capacity had no standing to execute a Binding Mediation Agreement for the 
DEBTOR.


(m) The only party with standing over abandoned assets is now the DEBTOR.


(n) That there can be no agreement between Allstate and the Baudin Defendants acting as 
counsel for the bankruptcy estate to have the case dismissed with prejudice in the circuit 
court on December 12, 2016 since the Baudins failed to file any appearance anywhere 
that is not VOID and had no standing since they did not represent the DEBTOR.


(o) Trustee Olsen and the Baudins collected the monies paid out by Allstate after 
ABANDONING the ASSET that then reverted back to the DEBTOR.
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220. Dulberg did not know any of this fraud took place when he was awarded $660,000 in 
the capped Binding Mediation but Allstate, Trustee Olsen and the Baudins must have known. 
At that time Dulberg believed that the Bankruptcy Judge forced the case into a capped Binding 
Mediation without Dulberg’s consent because that is what the Baudins told Dulberg. Dulberg 
stating “Yeah, you two did good, real good, and I thank both of you sincerely. I just can’t help 
it, what I see here is a gift of $261,000 given to those responsible for my injuries.” just after 
learning of the capped Binding Mediation Award and that cannot be interpreted as Dulberg 
knowing about the fraudulent concealment listed as (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), (i), (j), (k), 
(l), (m), (n), (o) at that time. He was not happy about not being able to collect all that he was 
awarded, but that does not mean he knew or could have known about the fraudulent concealment 
listed as (a) through (o).


221. On December 8, 2016 Dulberg filed a complaint against the Baudins, Joseph Olsen, 
Allstate, ADR Systems,  1


APPEN DI X  A


222. On November 7, 2017 at 5:25 PM Plaintiff Dulberg sent a text message to Defendant 
W. Randall Baudin II stating:2  “hi Randy, its Paul Dulberg, just recieved a call from Randy Sr. 
Please call me. Thanks, Paul”


223. On November 7, 2017 at 5:48 PM Defendant W. Randall Baudin II sent a text message to 
Plaintiff Dulberg stating:3   “What did he want?”


224. Dulberg later took notes of the conversation from memory.  He intended to send the notes 
to Gooch.  He wrote an email to himself to record the notes.


225. On November 9, 2017 at 6:04:03 PM CST Dulberg wrote an email from the address 
pdulberg@comcast.net to Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net which states:4


226. To: “Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net” <paul_dulberg@comcast.net>
Reply-To: Paul Dulberg <pdulberg@comcast.net>


Hi Tom,


You wanted to know what Randy Baudin Sr was asking when he called and I said I would 
need a few hours to unpack what he covered in about a 45 minute call So This is my 
attempt to unpack it. I felt like i was interrogated.


Below are a few of the key points that stick out to me. they are in no particular order and 
the wording is not exact because his questions were fast and he was jumping from subject 
to subject, its just some of the things I remember him saying and asking as well as how I 
replied.


1 Exhibit 237_2023-12-08_Filed Complaint December 8 2022 DisplayFromAWS_OCR.pdf
2 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 75-76)
3 Exhibit 230_Baudin Text messages.pdf  (page 76)
4 Exhibit 227_2017-11-09_RBS.pdf
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Randy Baudin SR. was all over the board with his questions and this is my best 
recollection of the call. He did wake me from a dead sleep with the call and caught me 
completely off guard. In retrospect, I was not prepared for this and some of the questions 
I probably shouldn’t have answered. Particularly the ones about the Defendants Caroline 
and Bill McGuire and about Tom Popovich and Hans Mast.


RBS. Randy Baudin Sr. Introduced himself as the head of baudin and baudin law firm 
who handled my case and asked if i see its him on my caller id. He also said his assistant 
was there with him.


PD. I said if its on the caller id than i got it and would have to look later.


RBS. He than said that Thomas Gooch had contacted him and needed some documents 
and information and that in order to provide that information it is important for me to 
help fill in some of the blanks or he is in trouble. I said ok because I trusted the baudin 
firm and Thomas Gooch.


RBS. asked how it was that I came to his firm?


PD. I told him my Mom suggested him because he represented my brother a few decades 
earlier and that she swears by him because hes willing to fight for his clients


RBS. he asked what case he represented my brother in


PD. I told him that my brother was a passenger in a car that rolled over and that he had 
taken it to the appellate level


RBS. He asked how it was that Randy Jr took the case and why I didnt Meet with him


PD. I said im not sure why we didnt meet with you, its been a long time since then, all I 
remember was going to your office and being introduced to Randy Jr.


RBS He asked if it was at the office down near algonquin and lake in the hills


PD I said yes


RBS. Pressed me a few times as to the details of why I didnt meet with him rather than 
His son.


PD. I figured you were either busy or not in but for whatever reason Randy Jr met with 
my Mom and I instead. I just figured your all part of the same firm and my mom trusted 
you.


RBS thanked me and my mom for the high praise.


RBS asked if i had dealt with Kelly and Myrna as well


PD I said yes


RBS said something about his son, Randy JR, Randy JR’s wife and Myrna were stealing 
cases from him


PD I said what is all this about?
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RBS replied, oh now your asking me the questions now


PD I said well yeah is everything ok, whats wrong?


RBS said something about being involved in a 7 digit case and that Randy JR was taking 
cases that he didnt know about.


PD I said Im sorry about all that, I had no idea, is that what this is all about?


RBS asked did you and your mother come to see me?


PD I said at first yes but we ended up Meeting with his son Randy JR


RBS asked if i had met with Randy in Crystal lake and he gave a location


PD I said well yes they said they wanted to meet me at that office at times, why?


RBS asked if Myrna was at that location


PD I said well yes


RBS asked if my mom was doing well


PD I said yes


RBS asked if i liked village squire


PD I said yes


RBS told me to go there on either monday or tuesday because they have half price 
burgers


RBS gave me his phone numbers, had me write them down, said he would be in touch 
with me in the future and said he might take me to the village squire sometime.


RBS asked about the case alot


RBS wanted to know what happened, he started asking questions too fast, he asked if it 
was my dominate arm


PD I told him a basic version of what I knew. I was asked by David if i could use some 
wood from a tree he was cutting down at his mothers house. I told Dave i would stop by 
in the morning and see what he had. the next day I went there. His Mother and I got to 
talking about the people we used to work with while Dave and Bill worked at the tree. 
Bill got tired after a while and needed to quit. Dave started saying he needed help because 
he couldn’t do it by himself. His mother looked at me and asked if I could help, Dave 
said come on man help me your just sitting there and all i need you to do is hold branches 
so they dont move, its easy. besides I helped clean up at your dads when he redid his roof 
20 years ago. I said ok, I guess. I got up and helped. everything was going fine for a while 
then Dave did something stupid and hit the gas while he swung the chainsaw at me, I 
couldn’t get out of its way and he cut my arm in half. The Dr in the ER said I would Have 
died if I didnt get medical treatment. That is one emergency room trip you never want to 
take.
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RBS oh, im so sorry.


Was it your dominate arm, is it ok?


PD yes its my dominate arm, they put it back togeter but it doesnt work well


RBS how many surguries


PD 3


RBS who were the doctors?


PD do you mean the emergency room dr’s?


RBS uh whas it the... yes the er surgion


PD um i remember the name Dr. Ford


RBS ok Ill have a talk with him. who else?


PD um i remember Dr sagerman and Dr Kujawa, I still see her


RBS was it at northwestern?


PD um i dont remember that name but for some reason i remember northwest community 
but im...


RBS Dr. Kujawa where


RBS ok. Your ok or are you in pain?


PD I have pains


RBS are you on a drip?


PD no nothing like that


RBS You know i know some great Dr’s I could send you to see, and he went on about 
some indian dr and someone he sent there


PD no, no thats ok, ive seen what feels like an army of Dr’s already


RBS you sure, I can get you their names, hold on while i get...


PD no thats ok Im good with who im seeing


RBS well ok then but im just saying if you want it


PD Im good


RBS ok so i understand you had some sort of arbitration downtown (and he gave a 
description of the place in chicago)


PD yes it was um I think they called it a binding arbitration but im not sure


RBS it says here 600K no um 300K was it and it looks like its capped


PD um I dont remember any caps but...
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RBS


RBS I’m part native american


pd huh


RBS im just joking about that, i made it up


RBS started talking about his relationship with Tom Popovich said he and Tom go way 
back. He asked why I was suing Tom.


PD Because he had Hans Mast lie to me


RBS oh Hans, I know him, Good Guy


PD Thats debatable


RBS what happened with Hans?


PD Hans lied to me about many things. To start he lied about the Mothers homeowners 
insurance Policy. Hans Said they would file a summary judgement the next morning at 9 
AM and I would get absolutely nothing but if I signed this he could get me 5k on some 
part of the policy that pays that amount irregardless of who gets hurt on their property. 
We argued but He even showed me case law that he said was the law of the land and if I 
didnt take it I wouldnt get anything. something about 3rd party persons on the property. 
He also said if i didnt sign it his firm would drop me in the suit against the son David 
Gagnon. and later on he said you cant blame me i was just doing what the boss said to do 
and if I didnt like it i could take it up with big Tom the owner of the firm. well I’d hate to 
break it to Hans but just doing what the boss told me to do is not a valid excuse and never 
has been when its unethical.


RBS well now wait a minute Hans is a good guy I know Hans.


PD Im sure you do have a good relation with Hans but Good people do bad things all the 
time and Hans is no exception.


RBS This Gagnon Guy, um


His secretary said, he knew him


RBS you knew this Gagnon Guy


PD Yes


RBS Ok so your complaint is that Popovich had you sign a release against the Mothers 
Homeowners policy?


PD Thats one of my complaints yes


RBS what else


PD well I learned they never actually pulled either policy, lied to me about the limits 
which caused me to go over and file for bankruptcy which I would never would have 
done had they not lied. I lost everything.
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RBS They cant let one party go


PD what is that true


RBS there is case law that says you cant let one party go in a lawsuit and keep suing the 
other party involved if both are named.


PD i didnt know that but thats what they did. then to further the harm popovich dropped 
my case after they tried to get me to mediate for only 50k and i wouldnt do it.”


227. The original malpractice lawsuit, filed by Thomas Gooch on October, 2017, claimed 
damages in excess of $50,0001 against the Law Office of Thomas J. Popovich and against Hans 
Mast.2


a)  Gooch did not allow Dulberg to read the complaint before filing it with the Court. 


b)  Gooch did not include Thomas J. Popovich, individually as a Defendant.


c)  Thomas Gooch did not mention anything about the bankruptcy in the complaint


d)  Thomas Gooch did not mention that Dulberg never agreed to enter into binding 
mediation and never signed any agreement in the complaint. 


e)  Gooch never mentioned to Dulberg that W. Randal Baudin II and Kelly Baudin, the 
Baudin Law Group or Baudin & Baudin did anything inappropriate or that Dulberg has a 
malpractice claim against the Baudins.


228. Dulberg’s experiences with Thomas Gooch and Sabina Walczyk are described in “Exhibit 
4_Evidence of Fraud on the Court in 17LA377 During Gooch-Walczyk Representation”.


1 Exhibit 239_Rule 222 (FS) Affidaivt-1.pdf
2 Exhibit 111_2017-11-28_COMPLAINT AT LAW.pdf
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ATTORNEY REGISTRATION AND DISCIPLINARY COMMISSION
of the


SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS


One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500


Chicago, Illinois 60601-6219
(312) 565-2600  (800) 826-8625


Fax (312) 565-2320


3161 West White Oaks Drive, Suite 301
Springfield, IL 62704


(217) 546-3523  (800) 252-8048
Fax (217) 546-3785


MAINLIB_#1756632_v1


Paul Dulberg
Via Email: paul_dulberg@comcast.net


Chicago
J une 17, 2024


Re: William Randal Baudin, II
in relation to
Paul Dulberg
No. 2023IN03897


Dear Mr. Dulberg:


Attached is a copy of William Baudin, II’s response to your complaint, submitted by the 
attorney’s counsel, Allison Wood.


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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                                                                                               J une 7, 2024  


VIA EMAIL
Myrrha B. Guzman 
Senior Counsel 
ARDC Intake Division
Illinois Attorney Registration and
Disciplinary Commission
One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500 
Chicago, Illinois 60601-6219 


Re:         In Re William Randal Baudin, II in relation to Paul Dulberg  
  Commission No. 2023IN03897


Dear Ms. Guzman, 


First, let me thank you for the professional courtesy of additional time to provide you with 
the information you requ ested in relation to the above-referenced matter.  


The purpose of this letter is to provide a response to your letter wherein you seek 
information that relates to the matters raised in the complaint that was submitted to your office by 
Paul Dulberg. Please note that Mr. Dulberg is a former client of Mr. Baudin. 


This letter will provide you with background information about Mr. Baudin;  a brief 
description of the nature of the matters that involve Mr. Dulberg;  and a discussion about the claims 
raised by Mr. Dulberg and Mr. Baudin’s responses to his claims. This letter will conclude with a 
discussion as to why we believe this investigation should be closed. 


I.  
Brief Background on Mr. Baudin


Mr. Baudin obtained his law degree from The J ohn Marshall Law School (now the 
University of Illinois Chicago School of Law) in 1997 and received his Illinois license to practice 
law that same year. After obtaining his law license, Mr. Baudin j oined the Law Offices of Baudin 
& Baudin and he is still currently working at what is now known as the Baudin Law Group, Ltd., 


William Randal Baudin, II in relation to 


ARDC Intake Division


This letter will provide you with background information about
description of the nature of the matter
raised by Mr. Dulberg
discussion as to why we believe this investigation should be closed. 
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currently located at 820 E Terra Cotta Ave #138, Crystal Lake, Illinois 60014. The firm handles 
accidents and personal injury matters. Mr. Baudin was a former police officer with the Crystal 
Lake Park District Police Department. Since 2019, he has served as a police sergeant at the 
Oakwood Hills Police Department. Mr. Baudin is on the Board of Directors of Elite Veteran 
Outfitters, NFP., which serves the needs of disabled veterans. 


II. 
A Discussion About Mr. Dulberg’s Matters  


Paul Dulberg was a neighbor of Caroline McGuire and William McGuire (the 
“McGuires”), and David Gagnon (“David”). David is Caroline McGuire’s son and William 
McGuire’s stepson. On June 28, 2011, Mr. Dulberg visited the McGuire’s property when David 
was cutting down a tree. Mr. Dulberg offered to assist him and in return, he was offered wood to 
be used as firewood. While David was operating the chainsaw, it came in contact with Mr. 
Dulberg’s right arm causing him to sustain serious life threatening injuries.  


On December 1, 2011, Mr. Dulberg retained attorneys Hans Mast and Thomas J. Popovich 
to represent him in bringing a lawsuit against David and the McGuires, in a matter that was styled 
as, Paul Dulberg v. David Gagnon, Individually, and as agent of Caroline McGuire and Bill 
McGuire, and Caroline McGuire and Bill McGuire, individually, Case No. 12LA 178  (22nd


Judicial Circuit, McHenry County) (herein “the lawsuit”). It is our understanding that Mr. 
Popovich later determined that the claims against the McGuires would not succeed, particularly 
since David was not a minor. Mr. Popovich obtained a settlement with the McGuires for $5,000, 
which Mr. Dulberg agreed to and accepted. David would remain in the lawsuit. It is also our 
understanding that Mr. Popovich found Mr. Dulberg to be a difficult client and withdrew from 
the representation shortly thereafter.   


As a result of his inability to work and his mounting medical bills, Mr. Dulberg filed for 
Chapter 7 bankruptcy on November 26, 2014, in a matter styled as, In re Paul Dulberg, Case No. 
14 835 78 (herein “the bankruptcy case”). The Trustee handling the bankruptcy case was Joseph 
D. Olsen (herein “the Trustee). 


On March 19, 2015, Mr. Dulberg retained attorney Brad Balke, who initially indicated that 
he would be willing to take the case to trial against David. It is our understanding that after 
reviewing the file and engaging in discussions with opposing counsel, Mr. Balke concluded that 
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an offered settlement of $50,000 would be the best option for resolving the lawsuit. Mr. Dulberg 
declined the settlement offer and Mr. Balke withdrew from the case. 


III.  
A Discussion About Mr. B aud in’s R ep resentation of  Mr. Dulberg 


On September 22, 2015, Mr. Dulberg hired Mr. Baudin’s firm.1 Pursuant to the attorney 
agreement, Mr. Dulberg paid a non-refundable fee of $3 ,331.33. The Baudin firm would receive 
one-third of any recovery as a result of a settlement. If the matter went to trial, the Baudin firm 
would receive 40%  of any amount recovered.2


The parties agreed that the best way to bring the personal inj ury case to resolution was for 
the case to go to binding mediation. Mr. Baudin advised the Trustee that the parties had agreed to 
binding mediation and the Trustee agreed with this approach as well. On October 4, 2016, the 
Trustee filed a Motion to Employ the Baudin firm as Special Counsel to prosecute the lawsuit;  and 
a Motion for Authority to Enter into a Binding Mediation Agreement. 3  Both motions were granted 
by the court. 


  On December 8, 2016, the case was presented to a mediator. On December 18, 2016, the 
mediator awarded Mr. Dulberg a gross award of $ 660,000. The mediator found Mr. Dulberg to be 
15%  at fault and reduced the award to $561,000. 4  Because the Binding Agreement set forth the 
parties agreement that Mr. Dulberg would not receive less than $50, 000 and no more than 
$300,000, the $561 ,000 award was reduced to $ 300,000. The funds went into Mr. Dulberg’s 
bankruptcy estate. The Baudin firm received $1 17,084.63 from the bankruptcy estate for their 
attorney’s fees. The remaining funds, except for a statutory exemption of $15,000, were applied 
to the debts owed by Mr. Dulberg as set forth in his bankruptcy case. 5


1 Mr. Baudin and K elly Baudin worked on Mr. Dulberg’s case but since the instant complaint is against Mr. Baudin 
only, he will be referred to throughout even if certain services may have been provided by K elly Baudin or any other firm members.


2 A copy of the Fee Agreement is attached.
3 Both Motions, the Binding Agreement, and the Court Order are attached.   
4 A copy of the mediator’s findings is attached.
5 735 ILCS 5/ 12-1001(h)(4) provides that the debtor’s right to receive funds on account of a personal inj ury is limited 


to $ 15,000.
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IV .  


Mr. Dulberg’s C laim s Against Mr. B aud in and  Mr. B aud in’s R esp onse


On October 21, 2023, Mr. Dulberg filed a complaint against Mr. Baudin with your office, 
advancing multiple complaints about the representation he received from Mr. Baudin. From what 
we can discern from his 50 page complaint with reference to various documents that were not 
attached, his claims can be categorized as: (a) his objections to Mr. Baudin’s engagement with 
the Trustee of his bankruptcy case; and (b) his dissatisfaction with the outcome of his personal 
injury case. We will address these claims below. 


  
( a) Mr. Dulberg’s B ank rup tcy  F iling P ut th e T rustee In C h arge of  


   H is P ersonal Inj ury C ase. 


Mr. Dulberg filed for bankruptcy relief on October 4, 2016. Under the United States 
Bankruptcy Code, when a debtor files for bankruptcy an estate comprised of “all legal or equitable 
interests of the debtor,” with few exceptions, is created. 11 U.S. Code § 541(a). A trustee may be 
appointed to oversee the estate in the bankruptcy case any time after it has commenced, either for 
cause, like incompetence, or “ if such appointment is in the interests of creditors.” 11 U.S. Code 
§ 1104. The bankruptcy filing also triggers the placement of an automatic stay of certain collection 
actions against the individual. 11 U.S. Code § 362. This automatic stay prevents most creditors 
from collecting from the filer’s bankruptcy estate during proceedings. Contrary to assertions made 
by Mr. Dulberg in his complaint, the automatic stay did not prevent his personal injury lawsuit 
from going forward.  


Under 11 U.S.C. 541(a) (1), Mr. Dulberg’s property, including his legal claims and causes 
of action, became part of the bankruptcy estate. The bankruptcy code is explicit that the trustee in 
a bankruptcy case “is the representative of the estate” and has the “capacity to sue and be sued.” 
11 U.S.C. 323(a) & (b). A bankruptcy trustee is required to “collect and reduce to money the 
property of the estate for which such trustee serves” and “examine proofs of claims and object to 
the allowance of any claim that is improper.” 11 U.S.C. 704(a)(1) & (5). The claim by Mr. Dulberg 
that the Baudin firm inappropriately represented him knowing that he didn’t have standing 
demonstrates a misunderstanding of the bankruptcy process. It is the Trustee who had standing to 
pursue the personal injury case. Mr. Baudin recognized that the Trustee became the person making 
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decisions about what would be in the best interest of the estate. Mr. Baudin discussed the lawsuit 
with the Trustee and the Trustee decided to make Mr. Baudin Special Counsel so that Mr. Baudin 
could move forward with the personal inj ury case. The Trustee filed a Motion to Employ Mr. 
Baudin for this reason and this Motion was granted by the Court. Certainly, if the Bankruptcy 
Court thought the employment of Mr. Baudin was improper, it would not have granted the motion.
Further, the Trustee has the discretion to enter into agreements or settlements to resolve the case 
and to use the proceeds to settle Mr. Dulberg’s debts. See 11 U.S.C. 323. In sum, there was nothing 
improper about the Trustee employing Mr. Baudin to pursue Mr. Dulberg’s personal inj ury case.


( b) Mr. Dulberg’s Dissatisf action w ith  th e O utcom e of  th e P ersonal Inj ury  C ase 
Does N ot Mean th at Mr. B aud in Did  Anyt h ing Wr ong.   


Mr. Dulberg claims that he didn’t agree to binding mediation, that he didn’t understand 
the high/ low provisions that would reduce his award to $300,000, and that it is Mr. Baudin’s fault 
that he did not recover a greater award from the mediator. None of these claims have merit.


Mr. Dulberg agreed to the binding mediation and the high/ low provisions were explained 
to him. Mr. Baudin encouraged Mr. Dulberg and his mother to enter into a binding mediation. H e 
explained the benefits this approach had to his case and the nature of the proposed agreement. 
The parties would agree to place a $ 50,000 floor and a $300,000 ceiling on Mr. Dulberg’s 
potential award. Notably, Mr. Dulberg had been offered $50,000 so making this figure the floor 
ensured that he would receive at least that much if the case went to mediation, even if the mediator 
awarded a sum less than $50,000. T he ceiling of $ 300,000 represented the maximum amount the 
defendants would have to pay, even if the mediator awarded a larger sum. This is a compromise 
where each side knows the stakes beforehand. On J uly 20, 2016, Mr. Dulberg advised Mr. Baudin 
that he wanted to proceed with the mediation.


As discussed herein, it was the Trustee who had standing to pursue the personal inj ury 
case and it was the Trustee who agreed to seek the court’s authority for the parties to enter into a 
Binding Mediation Agreement. Mr. Dulberg’s agreement or consent for this approach was not 
requi red. While Mr. Dulberg argues that he could have received more without the cap, the inverse 
is also true, he could have received less without the floor of $50,000. Submitting the case to a 
mediator was a risk for both parties. It was the zealous advocacy and hard work of Mr. Baudin 
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that ultimately resulted in an award of $300,000.  Mr. Dulberg’s dissatisfaction with the outcome 
has no bearing on the qu ality of the representation he received. 


V . 
Mr. Baudin F ul fil l ed H is  E t h ical  O b l igat ions


What happened to Mr. Dulberg was a tragedy. H e suffered serious inj uries such that he 
was no longer able to work. H e incurred a mountain of medical bills. H e wanted to go to trial to 
hold the McGuires and David accountable for his inj uries, and he likely expected a substantial 
recovery. H owever, because he filed for bankruptcy, he no longer had control over his case. The 
Trustee took over the case and made decisions that did not requi re Mr. Dulberg’s consent or 
agreement. The Trustee decided to employ the Baudin firm to pursue the case. The Trustee agreed 
that Binding Mediation was the most efficient way to bring a resolution to the case. The Court 
approved the Trustee’s decisions. As a result of Mr. Baudin’s zealous advocacy, he recovered an 
award of $3 00,000 for Mr. Dulberg’s personal inj ury claim, six times more than the offer of 
settlement that was obtained by his previous lawyer. As we have demonstrated, Mr. Baudin has 
done nothing wrong. H e fulfilled his ethical obligations to Mr. Dulberg;  and he worked with the 
Trustee to bring the personal inj ury case to a resolution.  


Dissatisfied with the resolution of his case, Mr. Dulberg has filed disciplinary complaints 
and/ or legal malpractice lawsuits against every attorney who handled his personal inj ury case, 
including Mr. Baudin. 6  In addition, he sued the Trustee of his bankruptcy matter as well as his 
law firm;  the ADR Systems of America in relation to the mediation of his personal inj ury case;  
and Allstate Property and Casualty Insurance, the insurer for one of the defendants in his personal 
inj ury case. None of these actions will change the outcome of his personal inj ury case or his 
bankruptcy case. 


Mr. Dulberg’s repeated and baseless attacks against Mr. Baudin are unj ust. H e provided 
Mr. Dulberg with qu ality representation and achieved for him a favorable resolution of his 
personal inj ury case. This matter should be closed.   


6 Mr. Dulberg filed a legal malpractice case against Mr. Baudin on December 8, 2022 in a matter styled as P aul  D ul b erg  
and T h e P aul  D ul b erg  R ev ocab l e T rust v . Baudin a/ k / a Baudin & Baudin et.al . Case No. 2022L 010905. Counsel for Mr. Baudin 
filed a Motion to Dismiss which was granted on August 29, 2023. A copy of the Motion and the dismissal order are attached. 
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C oncl us ion 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide this submission to you and we hope that we have 
addressed your concerns such that this investigation of Mr. Baudin can now be closed. 


Warm Regards.


        Allison L. Wood 


Enc:


Warm Regards.


        Allison L. Wood 


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0002


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0003


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0004


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0005


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0006


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0007


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0008


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0009


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 0


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 1


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 2


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 3


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 4


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 5


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 6


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 7


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 8


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 001 9


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0020


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0021


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0022


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0023


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0024


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0025


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0026


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0027


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0028


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 0029


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 0


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 1


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 2


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 3


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 4


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 5


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 6


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


FI
LE


D
 D


A
TE


: 1
2/


8/
20


22
 3


:5
0 


P
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5


Baudin 003 7


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit C B
www.fraudonthecourt.net/ardc/20 24 - 0 6-1 7 _B audin response to A R D C  com plaint.pdf


1


68 9 .2759 5 –  35/ 11          # 39 9 50


IN  T H E  C IR C U IT  C O U R T  O F  C O O K  C O U N T Y ,  IL L IN O IS
C O U N T Y  DE P AR T ME N T ,  L AW  DIV IS IO N


P AUL  R . DUL BE R G , IN DIV IDUAL L Y  AN D
TH E  P AUL  R . DUL BE R G  R E V OCABL E
TR UST,


P laintiff,


  vs. 


K E L L Y  N . BAUDIN  a/ k/ a BAUDIN  & 
BAUDIN , et al.


Defendants.


)
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 


Case N o.: 2022 L  01090 5 


  


  


B AU DIN  DE F E N DAN T S ’ S E C T IO N  2 - 619.1 MO T IO N  T O  DIS MIS S


N OW COME  Defendants, K E L L Y  N . BAUDIN , WIL L IAM R AN DAL  BAUDIN , II and 


K E L R AN  IN C. a/ k/ a TH E  BAUDIN  L AW G R OUP , L TD. a/ k/ a K E L R AN  IN C. (referred to 


collectively as the “Baudin Defendants”) by and through their attorneys, Tribler Orpett & Meyer 


P .C., and, move this Court, pursuant to 5/ 2- 619( a)(5) and (a)(9 ), 735 IL CS 5/ 2- 615, and 5/ 2-


619.1, to dismiss P laintiff’s Complaint at L aw. In support thereof, the Baudin Defendants state 


the following:


IN T R O DU C T IO N


The Baudin Defendants are two lawyers and a law firm. P laintiff, P aul R . Dulberg, 


instituted this action by filing a 107- paragraph Complaint at L aw (“Complaint”) arising from the 


Baudin Defendants’ representation of P laintiff and then of the trustee of P laintiff’s Chapter 7 


Bankruptcy E state (the “Bankruptcy E state”) in an underlying personal injury claim (the 


“P ersonal Injury Claim”). (See Complaint, attached hereto as Exhibit A.). Through his 


Complaint, P laintiff sued the Baudin Defendants for legal malpractice under a breach of 


FILED
4/25/2023 8:44 PM
IRIS Y. MARTINEZ
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2022L010905
Calendar, U
22448854
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fiduciary duty theory (Count 1) and for legal malpractice under a fraudulent misrepresentation 


theory (Count 2). P laintiff also sued multiple others: H e sued the bankruptcy trustee for 


P laintiff’s Chapter 7 Bankruptcy E state, as well as his law firm and a colleague, for legal 


malpractice- aiding and abetting a fraud (Count 3). H e sued ADR  Systems of America for breach 


of contract in connection with the mediation of the P ersonal Injury Claim (Count 4). And he sued 


Allstate P roperty and Casualty Insurance, which insured one of the individuals against whom 


P laintiff directed the P ersonal Injury Claim, for breach of contract (Count 5).  


P laintiffs’ claims against the Baudin Defendants are fatally flawed for multiple reasons.


First, P laintiff cannot prevail on the proximate cause element of his claims. P laintiff claims that 


the Baudin Defendants “forced” P laintiff into mediation at which the P ersonal Injury Claim was 


resolved for an amount less than what P laintiff believes the claim to have been worth, but 


P laintiff ignores that the Bankruptcy E state—not  P laintiff—ow ned and controlled the P ersonal 


Injury Claim, including any decision whether and on what terms to resolve the claim by 


mediation or otherwise.  


Second, P laintiff’s claims are barred by the two- year statute of limitations. P laintiff 


complains that the Baudin Defendants caused the P ersonal Injury Claim to proceed to mediation 


on terms with which P laintiff did not agree, but he waited to file suit until six years after the 


mediation that he attended and until just days short of six years after he acknowledges having 


learned of the result of the mediation, including the terms of which he now complains.  


Third, P laintiff’s claims suffer from general pleading deficiencies, including the fact that 


although P laintiff claims to have sued on behalf of the P aul R . Dulberg R evocable Trust, he 


pleads no allegation as to how he has the power to act for the trust, no allegations of any duty 


owed to the trust, and no allegations of damages allegedly incurred by the trust.  
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S T A T E ME N T  O F  F A C T S


This case arises from a personal injury lawsuit that Plaintiff filed against his neighbors in 


2012, in a matter captioned P aul  D ul b erg v . D av id Gagnon , et al ., Case No. 2012 LA 178, in the 


Twenty-Second Judicial Circuit, McHenry County, Illinois (the “Personal Injury Lawsuit”). (Ex. 


A, ¶ 19.) There, Plaintiff claimed to have been injured (the “Claimed Injury”) when his arm was 


struck with a chainsaw operated by the neighbor, David Gagnon.  


On November 26, 2014, Plaintiff filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy protection in the matter


of I n re:  P aul  D ul be rg , D ebt or, Case No. 14-bk-83578 in the Northern District of Illinois 


Bankruptcy Court (the “Bankruptcy Case”). (See Docket Report, No. 14-bk-83578, attached 


hereto as Exhibit B .1)  Dulberg eventually listed on an Amended Schedule B the personal injury 


suit as an asset in his Chapter 7 bankruptcy, claiming that $15,000 of the proceeds of the claim 


would be exempt pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/12-1001(h)(4). (See Plaintiff’s Amended Schedule B, 


line 21, attached hereto as Exhibit C .) Specifically, he identified the following among his 


personal property: 


Pending personal injury claim. Paul Dulberg, Plaintiff, v. David Gagnon, et al., 
Defendants. McHenry County, Illinois Case No. 12 LA 178 Estimate value of 
claim, $55,000.00, subject to medical liens and attorney fee. Contact: Hans Mast, 
Attorney, Law Offices of Thomas J. Popovich, P. C., 3416 West Elm Street,
McHenry, Illinois 60050, Telephone: 815-344-3797. 


(Id.) 


While the Bankruptcy Case remained pending, Plaintiff’s original attorney in the 


Personal Injury Lawsuit withdrew. On September 22, 2015, Plaintiff retained the Baudin 


Defendants to represent him in the Personal Injury Lawsuit. (Ex. A, ¶¶ 15-16; and Contingency 


Fee Agreement, attached as Ex. 7 to Ex. A.) The Baudin Defendants appeared as Plaintiff’s 


1 The Baudin Defendants ask this Court to take Courts judicial notice of the public bankruptcy records 
and other court records in accord with K opnick  v . J L W oode M g m t. C o., LLC, 2017 IL App (1st) 152054, 
¶ 26. 
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counsel in early November 2015. (See Appearance, attached hereto as Exhibit D .)  


In July 2016, the Baudin Defendants recommended to Plaintiff that they should mediate 


the PI Case subject to a high-low agreement, with a cap of $300,000. (Ex. A, ¶¶ 24-35.) 


According to Dulberg, he wanted a higher floor and rejected the mediation proposal. (Ex. A, ¶¶ 


42, 46.) Then, in late September 2016, the bankruptcy trustee reached out to the Baudin 


Defendants, instructing them not to settle the Personal Injury Claim without authoriz ation of the 


bankruptcy trustee and seeking to retain the Baudin Defendants to prosecute the Personal Injury 


Claim on behalf of the Estate. (September 27, 2016, letter from Bankruptcy Trustee, attached 


hereto as Exhibit E.) 


On October 4, 2016, the bankruptcy trustee filed two motions in the bankruptcy court. 


Through the first motion, the bankruptcy trustee sought authority to enter into a binding 


mediation agreement. (Ex. 4 to Ex. A.) Attached to the motion is an unsigned copy of the 


binding mediation agreement. (Id.) Relative to this motion, the bankruptcy trustee gave notice to 


creditors and other parties in interest, including Plaintiff at 4606 Hayden Court, McHenry, 


Illinois 60051.2 (Ex. 4 to Ex. A.) Through the second motion, the trustee sought leave to retain 


the Baudin Defendants to represent Plaintiff’s Bankruptcy Estate in pursuing the Personal Injury 


Claim, (See Ex. 5 to Ex. A.) Again, the bankruptcy trustee gave notice to creditors and other 


parties in interest, including Plaintiff at his Hayden Court address. (Id.) Neither Plaintiff nor 


anyone else objected to either motion. (See Ex. B and transcript of bankruptcy hearing, attached 


as Group Ex. 6A to Ex. A.) 


On or about October 9, 2016, the Baudin Defendants spoke with Plaintiff and informed 


him that the binding mediation would proceed with or without Plaintiff’s consent as “the 


2 In Paragraph 5 of his Complaint, Plaintiff alleges that he lives at 4606 Hayden Court, McHenry, Illinois, 
60051. 
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bankruptcy trustee and judge had the authority to order the process into a binding mediation 


agreement without [ Plaintiff’s]  consent.” (Ex. A, ¶ 50.)  


On October 31, 2016, the Bankruptcy Court heard the BK  Trustee’s motions and entered 


an order authoriz ing the Bankruptcy Trustee to retain the Baudin Defendants to represent 


Plaintiff’s bankruptcy estate in pursuing the Personal Injury Claim and for giving the bankruptcy 


trustee the power to execute any documents necessary to enter into a binding mediation 


agreement relative to the Personal Injury Claim. (Ex. 7 to Ex. A.) In its order, the Bankruptcy 


Court authoriz ed the bankruptcy trustee to adopt the contingency contract previously entered into 


between Plaintiff and the Baudin Defendants. (Id.) The Bankruptcy Court also authoriz ed the 


trustee to “execute such documents as are necessary to accomplish the matters set forth herein.” 


(Id.) As for the latter set of relief, the bankruptcy court stated: “I will approve – authoriz e, if you 


will, for you [ the BK  Trustee]  to enter into the binding mediation agreement, see where it takes 


you.” (Transcript of BK  hearing, pp. 2, 5, attached as Group Ex. 6A to Ex. A.)  


The mediation went forward on December 8, 2016. (Ex. A, ¶ 57.) Plaintiff attended with 


his mother. (Id.) The Baudin Defendants and the defense attorney executed the binding 


mediation agreement that day. (Ex. 11 to Ex. A, at p. 6.) The agreement also appears to bear 


Plaintiff’s own signature. (Id.) Pursuant to the binding mediation agreement, the minimum


recovery would be $50,000 with a cap of $300,000. (Ex. 11 to Ex. A, at p. 4.) 


On December 12, 2016, the mediator, who was not aware of the high-low agreement,


assessed Plaintiff’s damages at $660,000 and reduced that sum by 15%  for Plaintiff’s own 


comparative fault, resulting in a net award in Plaintiff’s favor of $561,000. (See Ex. 10 to Ex. A.) 


That day, the Baudin Defendants called Plaintiff to inform him of the award. (Ex. A, ¶ 65.) 


Plaintiff responded: “Y eah, you two did good, real good, and I thank both of you sincerely. I just 
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can’t help it, what I see here is a gift of $261,000 given to those responsible for my injuries.” 


(Ex. A, ¶ 67.) 


Plaintiff was informed that the bankruptcy trustee would receive the entirety of the 


award, which would be reduced to $300,000 pursuant to the binding mediation agreement, and 


that the funds would be delivered to the bankruptcy trustee to pay Plaintiff’s creditors. (Ex. 11 to 


Ex. A, at p. 6.) On January 26, 2017, the bankruptcy court entered an Order Approving Payments 


of the Personal Injury Proceeds, providing for payment of the Baudin Defendants’ contingency 


fees and costs, as well as distributions to medical lienholders, payments to the mediator, and a 


distribution to Plaintiff of the full $15,000 personal injury exception previously claimed by 


Plaintiff. (See Order of January 26, 2017, attached hereto as Exhibit F .) The bankruptcy estate 


closed in June of 2017. (See Ex. B.) 


Plaintiff filed the instant lawsuit on December 8, 2022 – exactly six years after the 


mediation was held in the Personal Injury Lawsuit. (See Ex. A.) 


In Count 1 of his Complaint, for “Legal Malpractice-Breach of Fiduciary Duty,” Plaintiff


alleges that he was damaged by the Baudin Defendants having breached their fiduciary in 


allegedly forcing Dulberg to proceed to mediation with a $300,000 cap against his will. (Ex. A, ¶ 


73.) Plaintiff alleges that he was damaged “in an amount in excess of $261,000,” which eq uals 


the sum awarded by the mediator less the $300,000 paid by the defendants to the Bankruptcy 


Estate. (Ex. A, ¶ 74.) 


In Count 2 of his Complaint, entitled “Legal Malpractice-Fraudulent Misrepresentation,” 


Plaintiff alleges that the Baudin Defendants misrepresented to him “that that the bankruptcy 


judge had the authority and did order that Plaintiff pursue his ongoing litigation in Civil Court 


through Binding Mediation,” and that Plaintiff relied on the alleged misrepresentation in 
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proceeding to the binding mediation subject to a $300,000 cap. (Ex. A, ¶¶ 76, 80.)  


In both counts against the Baudin Defendants, Plaintiff seeks not only compensatory 


damages and costs, but relief in the form of interest and attorneys’ fees. (See Ex. A, Counts 1 and 


2.)  


L E G A L  S T A N D A RD S


A motion to dismiss pursuant to challenges the legal sufficiency of a complaint.  735 


ILCS 5/2-615.  A complaint is properly dismissed when it fails to allege facts sufficient to state a 


cause of action upon which relief can be granted.  Marshal l v. Burger K ing Corp. , 222 Ill.2d 422, 


429 (2006).  Failure to allege sufficient facts is a deficiency that may not be cured by liberal 


construction of the pleadings or argument. E state of J oh nson v. Condell Mem orial H osp. , 119 


Ill.2d 496, 510 (1998). 


A motion to dismiss pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-619(a)(9) attacks the legal sufficiency of 


the complaint by raising affirmative matter which defeats the claim. Illinois Graphi cs v. N ick um ,


159 Ill. 2d 469, 485 (1994).  An “affirmative matter” is a defense that negates the cause of action 


completely or refutes crucial conclusions of law or conclusions of material fact contained in or 


inferred from the complaint. J ohn v . T ribune Co., 24 Ill. 2d 437 (1962). 


A motion to dismiss under 735 ILCS 5/2-619 admits well-pleaded facts in the complaint 


and reasonable inferences therefrom. S nyder v. H eidelberger, 2011 IL 111052, ¶ 8. Section 2-


619(a)(5) provides that a defendant may move for dismissal on the grounds that the action was 


not commenced within the time permitted by law. 735 ILCS 5/2-619(a)(5).  
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AR G U ME N T


I.  P L AIN T IF F ’S  C L AIMS  AG AIN S T  T H E B AU DIN  DE F E N DAN T S  S H O U L D B E  DIS MIS S E D
P U R S U AN T  T O  735 IL C S 5/ 2 - 619( A) ( 9 ) B E C AU S E T H E  P L AIN T IF F C O U L D N O T  H AV E  
S U S T AIN E D A DAMAG E  AS  A P R O X IMAT E  R E S U L T  O F  T H E  H AN DL IN G  O F  T H E  P E R S O N AL  
IN J U R Y  C L AIM W H E R E  T H E  P E R S O N AL  IN J U R Y  C L AIM W AS  O W N E D AN D C O N T R O L L E D 
B Y  T H E  B AN K R U P T C Y  E S T AT E , N O T P L AIN T IF F .


In both Counts 1 and 2, P laintiff claims to have been damaged as a result of the Baudin


Defendants’ prosecution of the P ersonal Injury Claim, including in presenting the claim for 


binding mediation and thereby allegedly limiting P laintiff’s recovery for his P ersonal Injury 


Claim. But P laintiff had no ability to recover anything from his P ersonal Injury Claim because he 


did not own it – the Bankruptcy E state did.  


Once P laintiff filed for bankruptcy protection, he lost standing to pursue any personal 


injury claims because, upon filing for bankruptcy, any such claims became part of the 


bankruptcy estate. When he exchanged his prospective right to pursue the P ersonal Injury Claim


for bankruptcy protection, P laintiff lost the ability to control the prosecution of the P ersonal 


Injury claim, either individually or through counsel. The bankruptcy trustee had the sole power 


to pursue and control the claim, which he exercised. As such, P laintiff possessed no claim to 


have been damaged as a proximate result of any actions taken while the bankruptcy estate, rather 


than P laintiff himself, owned and controlled the P ersonal Injury Claim. 


To prove legal malpractice, the plaintiff- client must plead and prove that the defendant-


attorney owed the client a duty of due care arising from the attorney- client relationship, that the 


defendant breached that duty, and that as a proximate result, the client suffered an injury. 


N orthe rn Illinois E m ergency Phy sicians v. L andau, O m ahana &  K opk a, L td., 216 Ill. 2d 294, 


306 (2005) (citing Se x ton v. Sm ith , 112 Ill. 2d 18 7, 193 (1986) ). “E ven if negligence on the part 


of the attorney is established, no action will be against the attorney unless that negligence 


proximately caused damage to the client.” N orthe rn Illinois E m ergency Ph ysicians, 216 Ill. 2d at 
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306- 07. 


When P laintiff filed for Chapter 7 bankruptcy protection, all of P laintiff’s legal property 


interests— including his interest in the P ersonal Injury Claim— became property of the 


bankruptcy estate and the bankruptcy trustee succeeded to P laintiff’s rights in the same. 11 


U.S.C. § 541(a); Wright v. Abbott Capital Corp., 79 Ill.App.3d 986, 990 (1st Dist. 1979) . The act 


of filing a petition for relief under the Bankruptcy Code commences a bankruptcy case and 


creates an estate in bankruptcy. See 11 U.S.C. §§ 301, 541. Upon commencement of the case, a 


debtor’s interests in property vest in the bankruptcy estate, and the debtor surrenders the right to 


control estate property because property of the estate falls under the exclusive jurisdiction of the 


bankruptcy court. See 28 U.S.C. § 1334(e). Because property of the estate in custodia legis by 


virtue of the bankruptcy filing, it is administered exclusively by a specifically designated 


fiduciary, a trustee. See, e.g., 11 U.S.C. §§ 323(a), 363, and 704. 


The foregoing principles relating to property of the debtor apply to pre- bankruptcy 


claims. P re- bankruptcy claims are part of the debtors’ estates and thus belong to the bankruptcy 


trustees, for the benefit of the debtors’ creditors. Biesek v. Soo Line R.R. Co., 440 F.3d 410, 413 


(7th Cir. 2006). A debtor’s bankruptcy estate includes claims and causes of action that belonged 


to the debtor on the petition date. Cannon–Stokes v. Potter, 453 F.3d 446, 448 (7th Cir. 2006); 


Cable v. Ivy Tech State College, 200 F.3d 467, 472- 73 (7th Cir. 1999 ). Thus, a legal claim 


arising out of events occurring before a debtor’s bankruptcy filings belongs to the debtor’s estate. 


In re Polis, 217 F.3d 899 , 901–02 ( 7th Cir. 2000). 


Once a debtor files for bankruptcy, any unliquidated lawsuits become part of the 


bankruptcy estate; regardless of whether such claims are scheduled, a debtor is divested of 


standing to pursue them upon filing his petition. See Wright, 79 Ill.App.3d at 9 90;  Board of 
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M anagers of 1120 Club Condom inium  Association v. 1120 Club, LLC, 2016 IL App (1st) 


143849, ¶ 41 (“once a bankruptcy action is initiated, all unliq uidated lawsuits [ in which the 


debtor has a potential claim]  become part of the bankruptcy estate,” thus, “if a party to a lawsuit 


files for bankruptcy, that party is divested of standing to pursue the claim” and only the 


bankruptcy trustee then has standing to pursue the suit.)  


Because a pre-bankruptcy claim does not belong to the debtor, the debtor “cannot pursue 


it in litigation.” Biesek, 440 F.3d at 414. A trustee’s statutory right to exclusivity ceases only if 


the property—i n this case, a cause of action— has been abandoned. See Cannon–Stokes v. Potter, 


453 F.3d 446, 448 (7th Cir. 2006) (if estate, through trustee, abandons a cause of action, then 


creditors no longer have an interest, and claim reverts to debtor' s hands); 11 U .S.C. § 554. 


Absent abandonment by the trustee, a debtor cannot pursue a cause of action for his or her own 


benefit. In re E nyedi, 371 B.R. 327, 333 (N.D. Ill. 2007). 


By filing for Chapter 7 bankruptcy, Plaintiff relinqui shed ownership over the Personal 


Injury Claim and thereby lacked standing to pursue the claim, including in mediation. Although 


Plaintiff need not have identified the Personal Injury Claim as among his personal property for 


the claim to have become part of the bankruptcy estate, he did in fact identify the claim on an 


Amended Schedule B. (See Ex. C.) The Bankruptcy Estate owned the Personal Injury Claim and 


the Bankruptcy trustee had exclusive power to pursue and control the Personal Injury Claim, 


including litigation of the Personal Injury Lawsuit. The Estate and Bankruptcy trustee never 


relinqui shed that ownership or power, but instead assumed control over the Personal Injury 


Lawsuit, including the decision whether to mediate and on what terms.  


Because Plaintiff lacked ownership of the Personal Injury Claim and standing to pursue 


the Personal Injury Lawsuit, he possesses no cogniz able claim to have been damaged as a 
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proximate result of any mal- or misfeasance in connection with the prosecution of the same. 


II.  P L AIN T IF F ’S  C L AIMS  AG AIN S T  T H E B AU DIN  DE F E N DAN T S  S H O U L D B E  DIS MIS S E D 
P U R S U AN T  T O  735 IL C S 5/ 2- 619( A) ( 5) B E C AU S E T H E Y  AR E  B AR R E D B Y  T H E S T AT U T E
O F  L IMIT AT IO N S  IN  735 IL C S 5 / 13- 214.3  


The statute of limitations applicable to suits against attorneys arising out of attorneys’ 


performance of legal services is found in 735 ILCS 5/13-214.3(b) (Section 214.3(b)”). Section 


13-214.3(b) provides that such suits must be brought within two years from the time that the 


plaintiff knew or should have known of an injury due to the alleged action or inaction of the 


attorney. Section 13-214(b) states, in pertinent part, as follows: 


An action for damages based on tort, contract, or otherwise (i) against an attorney 
arising out of an act or omission in the performance of professional services …  
must be commenced within 2 years from the time the person bringing the action 
knew or reasonably should have known of the injury for which damages are 
sought. 


735 ILCS5/13-214.3(b). 


The statute of limitations set forth in this Section 214.3(b) incorporates the “discovery 


rule,” “which serves to toll the limitations period to the time when a person knows or reasonably 


should know of his or her injury.” Blue Water Partners, Inc.,  v. E dw in D . M ason, F oley &  


Lardner, 2012 IL App (1st) 102165, ¶ 48 (quot ing H ester v. D iaz , 346 Ill.App.3d 550, 553 (5th 


Dist. 2004)). The two-year period begins when the legal malpractice plaintiff knows or should 


know facts that would cause him to believe that he was injured and that the injury was wrongfully 


caused. Racque t v. G rant, 318 Ill.App.3d 831, 836 (2d Dist. 2000); Butler v. M ayer,  Brow n and 


Platt, 301 Ill.App.3d 919, 922 (1st Dist. 1998). Although that time is normally a que stion of fact, 


a court may decide the issue as a matter of law where the facts are undisputed and only one 


conclusion may be drawn from them. J ackson J ordan, Inc. v. Leydig, V oit &  M ayer, 158 Ill. 2d 


240, 250 (1994). 


“The legal malpractice statute of limitations begins to run when the purportedly injured 
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party ‘ has a reasonable belief that the injury was caused by wrongful conduct, thereby creating an 


obligation to inqu ire further on that issue.’ ” Blue W ater Partners, 2012 IL App (1st) 102165, ¶ 


52 (quot ing SK  Partners I, L P v. Metro Consultants, Inc., 408 Ill.App.3d 127, 130 (1st Dist. 


2011)). Because the intent of the discovery rule is merely to delay the running of the statute of 


limitations until the plaintiff has reason to inq uire further, the statute of limitations begins to run 


when plaintiff had a reasonable belief that his injury was caused by wrongful conduct, not when 


he definitively knew he had an actionable legal malpractice claim. Butler II v. Mayer, Brow n and 


Platt, 301 Ill.App.3d 919, 923 (1st Dist. 1998). Although the discovery rule has been held to 


requi re that the client know or should know that he was injured and that it was wrongfully caused 


(see, e.g., R om ano v. Morrisroe, 326 Ill.App.3d 26 at 28 (2d Dist. 2001)), “actual knowledge of 


the alleged legal malpractice … i s not a necessary condition to trigger the running of the statute of 


limitations.” Blue W ater Partners, 2012 IL App (1st) 102165, ¶ 51.  


Stated another way, “ ‘ the phrase “wrongfully caused” does not mean knowledge of a 


specific defendant’s negligent conduct or knowledge of the existence of a cause of action.’ 


Rather, the term refers to when an injured party ‘ becomes possessed of sufficient information 


concerning his injury and its cause to put a reasonable person on inqui ry to determine whether 


actionable conduct is involved.’ ” Castello v. K alis, 352 Ill.App.3d 736, 744-45 (1st Dist. 2004) 


(internal citations and emphases omitted).


In this case, Plaintiff knew— even if he did not, he certainly should have known— of his 


alleged damages well over two years before he filed suit on December 8, 2022. Plaintiff claims 


that he did not want to proceed to mediation under the proposed terms of the binding mediation 


agreement and that he was damaged as a proximate result of the Baudin Defendants having 


caused the entry of a binding mediation agreement “with a $300,000 cap against [ Plaintiff’s]  
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stated desire and instructions for an uncapped jury trial. (Ex. A, ¶¶ 46, 50, 51, 73.) 


The mediation took place exactly six years before Plaintiff filed suit, on December 8,


2016. (Ex. A, ¶ 57.) Plaintiff attended the mediation in person. (Id.) He acknowledges that the 


Baudin Defendants informed him of the mediation award four days later, on December 12, 2016. 


(Ex. A, ¶ 67.) On that date, he told the Baudin Defendants that the arbitration award, reduced to 


$300,000 was “a gift of $261,000 given to those responsible for my injuries.” (Ex. A, ¶ 67.)  


Plaintiff knew or should have known well over two years before filing suit not only of the 


result of the mediation, but that the mediation award was reduced to the $300,000 cap by virtue of 


the binding mediation agreement. As such, the two-year statute of limitations expired long before 


Plaintiff filed her Complaint and dismissal is appropriate pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/13-214.3(b).  


III.  P L AIN T IF F ’S  C L AIMS  AG AIN S T  T H E B AU DIN  DE F E N DAN T S  S H O U L D B E  DIS MIS S E D 
P U R S U AN T  T O  735 IL C S 5/ 2- 615 B E C AU S E P L AIN T IF F  F AIL S  T O  S T AT E  A C L AIM U P O N  
W H IC H  R E L IE F  MAY  B E  G R AN T E D F O R  MU L T IP L E  R E AS O N S .


Plaintiff purports to have sued not only in his individual capacity, but on behalf of the Paul 


R. Dulberg Revocable Trust (the “Trust”). (See Ex. A.) Throughout his lengthy complaint, 


Plaintiff makes no allegation as to how he has the power to act for the Trust, as to how the Baudin 


Defendants owed or breached any duty to the Trust, or as to any damages sustained by the Trust. 


Absent all of the foregoing, Plaintiff has failed to state a claim on behalf of the Trust.  


This Court should also dismiss the claims against the Baudin Defendants, or at least strike 


certain elements of Plaintiff’s claimed damages, because Plaintiff improperly prays for relief in 


the form of, among other items, prejudgment interest and attorney’s fees. (See Ex. A, Counts 1 


and 2.) 3 Illinois adheres to the “American Rule” whereby a successful party generally is 


responsible for his or her own attorney fees in the absence of a statute or contractual agreement 


3 Although Plaintiff’s prayers for relief seek “interest” without specifying that Plaintiff is seeking 
prej udg m ent interest, it is clear that Plaintiff is seeking prejudgment interest, as post-judgment could not 
be awarded as part of a judgment –  post-judgment interest does not accrue until thereafter.  
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allowing the recovery of fees. Duignan v. L incoln T ow ers Insurance A gency, Inc., 282 Ill.App.3d 


262, 268 (1st Dist. 1996). No statute or contract allows the recovery of attorney fees in an action 


such as this, so Plaintiff’s reque st for attorney’s fees is improper and should be dismissed.  


Plaintiff’s req uest for prejudgment interest likewise has no basis in Illinois law. In Illinois, 


“[ i] t is well settled that interest is not recoverable absent a statute or agreement providing for it.”  


City of Spr ingfield v. A llph in, 82 Ill.2d 571, 576 (1980). See also Blak eslee' s St orage W arehous es, 


Inc. v. City of Chi cago, 369 Ill.480, 482- 83 (1938) (holding that interest may only be recovered 


when contracted for or when specifically authoriz ed by statute). Section 2- 1303 of the Code 


authoriz es the recovery of post- judgment interest in some cases. See 735 ILCS 5/ 2- 1303.  


However, there exi sts no corresponding statutory provision authoriz ing pre- judgment interest. As 


such, Plaintiff’s req uest for prejudgment interest is improper and should be dismissed.


C O N C L U S IO N


WHER EFOR E, Defendants, K ELLY  N. BAU DIN, WILLIAM R ANDAL BAU DIN, II 


and K ELR AN INC. a/ k/ a THE BAU DIN LAW GR OU P, LTD. a/ k/ a K ELR AN INC., respectfully 


reque st that this Honorable Court enter an order dismissing with prejudice all claims against such 


Defendants, including those contained within Counts 1 and 2 of Plaintiff’s Complaint at Law and 


for any other relief that is fair and just. 


R espectfully submitted,  


TR IBLER  OR PETT &  MEY ER , P.C. 


By:  / s/ J erem y N . Boeder    
One of the Attorneys for Defendants, K ELLY  N. 
BAU DIN, WILLIAM R ANDAL BAU DIN, II and 
K ELR AN INC. a/ k/ a THE BAU DIN LAW GR OU P, 
LTD. a/ k/ a K ELR AN INC.
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Michael J . Meyer (mj meyer@tribler.com) 
J eremy N. Boeder (j nboeder@tribler.com) 
TRIBLER ORPETT &  MEYER, P.C. 
225 West Washington, Suite 2550  
Chicago, Illinois 60606  
Telephone: (312) 201-6400  
docket@tribler.com


S E RV IC E  V IA  E - MA IL  W IL L  BE  A C C E P T E D  A T  DOCK ET@TRIBLER.COM
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From: Paul Dulberg at Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
�omas Kost at tkost999@gmail.com


To: �eresa Bulatovic at tbulatovic@iardc.org
Myrrha B. Guzman, at mguzman@iardc.org


RE: 2023IN03897 


July 2, 2024


Ms. Guzman,


REPLY TO BAUDINS ARDC RESPONSE


Our position is stated clearly and in extreme detail and is available to the public in 8 series of videos.  �e videos 
are available here:


www.fraudonthecourt.net/video


How the videos are arranged into 8 groups can be seen here:


Visual Aid 55 - Video presentation layout.png


�e reason why we began presenting this information in audio-video form and our previous experiences with 
�ling ARDC complaints in written form are described in the series ‘Illinois response to being informed of 
attorney network’ videos 1 to 23.


Our current reply to the June 7, 2024 response William Randall Baudin II submitted to the ARDC is contained 
in of the video series ‘Illinois response to being informed of attorney network’ videos 24 to 27. Direct links to our 
current reply are given below:


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 24- Baudin ARDC response is intentionally engineered to deceive the reader.
mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 25- Baudins intentionally delete trustee Heeg and invent sole trustee Olsen.
mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 26- 7 intentional deceptions the Baudins make to the Illinois Supreme Court.
mp4
Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 27-Evidence of collaboration between Talarico and Baudins to sabotage 
Dulbergs complaint �led on 12-8-2022.mp4


/s/Paul Dulberg 
Paul Dulberg
(847) 497-4250
Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
4606 Hayden Ct. McHenry, IL 60051


/s/�omas Kost
(847) 553-4404
tkost999@gmail.com
423 Dempster St. Mt. Prospect, IL 60056
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T his additional page is intentionally ad ded so that all H y perlink s ( O riginally u nderlined and Blue now here in bold font)  
listed in the reply t o the ARDC may b e copied and pasted into any w eb browser to view the originals using the correspondong 
http: //... ( in plain font) .


V isual Aid 55 - V ideo presentation lay out.png
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/V isual Aid 55 - V ideo presentation layout.png


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  24- Baudin ARDC response is intentionally  engineered to deceive the reader.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 24-  Baudin ARDC response is intentionally engineered to deceive the reader.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  25- Baudins intentionally  delete trustee H eeg and invent sole trustee O lsen.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 25-  Baudins intentionally delete trustee Heeg and invent sole trustee Olsen.mp4


I llinois response to being informed of attorney  network  26 - 7  intentional deceptions the Baudins mak e to the I llinois Supreme Court.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 26- 7 intentional deceptions the Baudins make to the Illinois Supreme Court.mp4


Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 27-(vidence of collaboration between Talarico and Baudins to sabotage Dulbergs complaint filed on 12-8-2022.mp4
http://www.fraudonthecourt.net/video/Illinois response to being informed of attorney network 27-Evidence of collaboration between Talarico and Baudins to sabotage Dulbergs complaint filed on 12-8-2022.mp4
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FILED
10/19/2023 8:36 PM
IRIS Y. MARTINEZ
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2022L010905
24869576
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Access All Products


T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


T Kost, thank you for your order.
GoDaddy <donotreply@godaddy.com> Fri, Oct 13, 2023 at 10:08 AM
To: tkost999@gmail.com


Need help? Contact us.
Customer Number: 570055129


Thanks for your order, T.


Here's your confirmation for order number 2747085125. Review your
receipt and get started using your products.


Order Number: 2747085125


Product Quantity Term Price


.NET Domain Registration
fraudonthecourt.net


1 Domain 1 Year $17.17


Websites + Marketing Premium


US Free Trial


1 Plan 1 Month $0.00


Subtotal: $17.17


Tax: $0.00


Gmail - T Kost, thank you for your order. https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...


1 of 3 11/11/2023, 11:52 AM


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit CG
www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Group Exhibit 47 _2023 -09-25_timeline of website creation/2023 -10-13 _Gmail - T  K ost, t hank  y ou for y our order..pdf


View Full Receipt


Total: $17.17


NOTE: Your purchase includes enrollment in our automatic renewal service. This


message confirms that during the checkout process, you agreed to GoDaddy's


Universal Terms of Service Agreement, Privacy Policy and all other agreements


applicable to your purchase. You can obtain a list of all agreements and policies to


which you agreed by contacting GoDaddy customer service and visiting the


GoDaddy Legal Agreements and Policies page. Your use of the purchased products


is governed by the terms of these agreements and policies. If you wish to cancel


your purchase, please learn more about our Refund Policy. This message also


confirms that during the checkout process, you agreed to enroll your products in our


automatic renewal service. This keeps your products up and running, automatically


charging then-current renewal fees to your payment method on file, with no further


action on your part. If you do not wish to continue using our automatic renewal


service, you can cancel by visiting the Renewals and Billing page in your account. If


you selected an installment payment option during checkout, the option applies to a


product's current term only and you will pay the then-current full amount upon


automatic renewal. You may, however, select an additional installment payment


option, if available, for a product by visiting the Renewals and Billing page in your


account and manually renewing a product.


�n�oy ���� off ne� �rodu�ts �hen you order no�.


Use promo code ORDERNOW2 in your cart when you order.


Gmail - T Kost, thank you for your order. https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...


2 of 3 11/11/2023, 11:52 AM


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5







Exhibit CG
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Get Started


Set my Support PIN


*Offer good towards new product purchases only and cannot be used on product renewals. Cannot be used in


conjunction with any other offer, sale, discount or promotion. Not applicable to ICANN fees, taxes, transfers,


premium domains, premium templates, cloud server plans, WP Premium Support services, any marketing or


design services performed by our Professional Web Services team, gift cards or Trademark Holders/Priority Pre-


registration or pre-registration fees. After the initial purchase term, discounted products will renew at the then-


current renewal list price. Offer may be changed without notice.


Prices are current as of 10/13/2023 and may be changed without notice.


Please do not reply to this email. Emails sent to this address will not be answered.


Copyright © 1999-2023 GoDaddy Operating Company, LLC. 2155 E. GoDaddy Way, Tempe, AZ 85284 USA. All


rights reserved.


Start Shopping


Activate your products today.
You have new products or services in your account waiting to be activated. You've


paid for them – now put them to work.


6045478257
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T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Online file access
3 messages


T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com> Thu, Oct 5, 2023 at 8:00 AM
To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>


I'll explain how to use this by phone.


password for www.sharpprintinginc.com/Exhibits


un: alphonse
pw:  vi;n12?FYC~+


T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com> Sat, Oct 14, 2023 at 8:00 AM
To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>


The location of online information has been changed.  It is now at:


www.fraudonthecourt.net


Same username and password:


un: alphonse
pw:  vi;n12?FYC~+


On Thu, Oct 5, 2023 at 8:00 AM T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com> wrote:
I'll explain how to use this by phone.


password for www.sharpprintinginc.com/Exhibits


un: alphonse
pw:  vi;n12?FYC~+


T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com> Thu, Nov 2, 2023 at 12:00 PM
To: Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net>


---------- Forwarded message ---------
From: T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Oct 14, 2023 at 8:00 AM
Subject: Re: Online file access
To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>


The location of online information has been changed.  It is now at:


www.fraudonthecourt.net


Gmail - Online file access https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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Same username and password:


un: alphonse
pw:  vi;n12?FYC~+


On Thu, Oct 5, 2023 at 8:00 AM T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com> wrote:
I'll explain how to use this by phone.


password for www.sharpprintinginc.com/Exhibits


un: alphonse
pw:  vi;n12?FYC~+
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T Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Retainer - Multiple cases
1 message


Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Tue, Sep 26, 2023 at 8:08 AM
To: Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>
Cc: Tom Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Dear Mr Talarico,


Today I have mailed you a check in the amount of $10,000.00 as a retainer for the multiple upcoming cases we are to
file.


The cases are based on but not limited to the following subjects:
Fraud on the court
Civil rights violations
Reopening the bankruptcy
Etc…


This in no way stops your continued representation in any of the other cases (and their various appeals) that you were
previously retained for but rather is an addition of new cases that will be filed and added to the current cases you
currently are retained for..


Thank you,
Paul


Gmail - Retainer - Multiple cases https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...
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Date : 10/24/2023 9:32:43 AM
From : "Paul Dulberg" 
To : "Law Office Of Alphonse Talarico" 
BCc : "Paul Dulberg" 
Subject : Re: JIB form conversion from pdf to word
Attachment : Binder87.docx; Binder87.pdf; 


> On Oct 24, 2023, at 9:17 AM, Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com> wrote:
> 
> <Judicial Inquiry Board  Complaint against a Judge Form e5957f94-3060-4172-a2bb-25cbab9a0815.pdf>
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Date : 8/23/2023 1:46:52 PM
From : "Alphonse Talarico" 
To : "Paul Dulberg" , "Paul Dulberg" , "T Kost" 
Subject : Discussion with ARDC


Gentlemen
 please remove any direct statement regarding the ARDC Complaints, all exhibits labelled and 
turned over to the ADRC or will be turned over, and all references to the ARDC, from draft sur 
responses and Response to Motion for summary Judgment.
Respectfully,
Alphonse A. Talarico
Ps: The Response to Allstate's Motion for Summary judgement is due tomorrow.
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� �ost �t�ost			
g�ail.co��


Fwd: Prior Recusal
Paul �ul�erg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net> Thu, Feb 17, 2022 at 11:08 AM
To: Tom Kost <tkost999@gmail.com>


Begin forwarded message:


�ro�� Alphonse Talarico <contact@lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com>
�u��ect� Prior Recusal
�ate� February 17, 2022 at 10:56:46 AM CST
�o� Paul Dulberg <Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net>


Please see the a�ached


Alphonse A. Talarico


Judge Meyer's Recusal friends with Popovich.pdf
3520K


Gmail - Fwd: Prior Recusal https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=2922385df5&view=pt&search=a...


1 of 1 2/2/2024, 12:09 PM


FI
LE


D
 D


AT
E:


 7
/1


4/
20


25
 1


2:
00


 A
M


   
20


22
L0


10
90


5





		DULBERG’S RESPONSE TO TALARICO’S MOTION TO UNSEAL…

		A.  TALARICO INTENTIONALLY AND SYSTEMATICALLY LIED TO THE ARDC THROUGHOUT HIS RESPONSE TO THE ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST HIM

		B.  ARDC RECORDS (SEALED OR UNSEALED) DID NOT PREVIOUSLY ADJUDICATE ON TALARICO’S ACTIONS BECAUSE THE ARDC COMPLETELY AVOIDED AND SIDESTEPPED ADDRESSING (1) TALARICO’S ACTIONS AND (2) TALARICO’S INTENTIONAL AND SYSTEMATIC LIES IN HIS RESPONSE TO THE ARDC LISTED IN SECTION A. 

		C.  JUDGE SWANAGAN ALSO DID NOT ADJUDICATE ON TALARICO’S ACTIONS IN HIS  RULINGS OF DECEMBER 17, 2024 AND APRIL 22, 2025 AND SUPPORTING COMMENTS.

		D.  THERE ARE CONFLICTS OF INTEREST WHICH ENCOURAGE THE ILLINOIS BENCH (INCLUDING THE ARDC)  TO AVOID ADMITTING (1) WHAT TALARICO DID AND (2) WHY TALARICO DID IT.

		E.  THERE ARE CONFLICTS OF INTEREST THAT ENCOURAGE THE ILLINOIS BENCH (INCLUDING THE ARDC) TO AVOID ADMITTING THE REASONS FOR TALARICO’S ACTIONS, BECAUSE THIS MAY “OPEN A WHOLE NEW CAN OF WORMS” REVEALING “MORE SKELETONS IN THE CLOSET”

		F.  ANOTHER EXAMPLE OF AN ARDC FINAL DECISION, THIS TIME CONCERNING DEFENDANT BAUDINS. IN WHICH THE ARDC (1) COMPLETELY AVOIDED AND SIDESTEPPED ADDRESSING THE BAUDINS’S ACTIONS AND (2) THE ARDC COMPLETELY AVOIDED THE FACT THAT THE BAUDINS INTENTIONAL AND SYSTEMATIC LIES IN THEIR RESPONSE TO THE ARDC

		G.  ILLINOIS JUDICIAL BRANCH CLAIMS EXCLUSIVE POWER OF SELF-REGULATION AND SELF-POLICING OVER ATTORNEYS BUT THEN REFUSES TO POLICE THEMSELVES IN THE CASES OF CERTAIN ATTORNEYS AND ATTORNEY NETWORKS

		H.  CONCLUSIONS CONCERNING TALARICO’S MOTION TO UNSEAL DOCUMENTS

		Exhibit 252 - A Lawyers Duty to Report Another Lawyer’s Misconduct: The Illinois Experience by Mary T. Robinson

		Exhibit 256 - ALL PHONE CALLS BETWEEN TALARICO AND THOMAS KOST

		Exhibit 262 - The Special Commission on the Administration of Justice in Cook County Final Report

		Exhibit BR - Quotes of Judge Swanagan Explaining the December 17, 2024 and April 22, 2025 ORDERS

		Exhibit BS - SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION SUBMITTED TO THE ARDC OF DULBERG’S EFFORTS TO

		Exhibit BT - ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ILLINOIS ATTORNEY ALPHONSE TALARICO

		Exhibit BU - SUPPLEMENT TO ARDC COMPLAINT AGAINST ALPHONSE TALARICO, PART 1

		Exhibit BV - SECOND SUPPLEMENT TO ARDC COMPLAINTAGAINST ALPHONSE TALARICO, PART 1

		Exhibit BW - 2024-04-10_Gmail - Updated Supplement to ARDC Complaints

		Exhibit BX - 2024-04-18_Gmail - Updated Supplement to ARDC Complaints

		Exhibit BY - 2024-04-30_Talarico response to ARDC complaint

		Exhibit BZ - 2024-05-13_Reply to Talarico ARDC response_2024IN00264-1

		Exhibit CA - 2023-10-31_ARDC Complaint_KELLY N BAUDIN-WILLIAM RANDAL BAUDIN II

		Exhibit CB - 2024-06-17_Baudin response to ARDC complaint

		Exhibit CC - 2024-07-02_Reply to Baudins ARDC response_2023IN03897-1

		Exhibit CD - 2024-09-06_Re W R Baudin ARDC No 2023IN03897-Guzman

		Exhibit CE - 2025-01-14_IARDC Letter_2024IN00264_Talarico

		Exhibit CF - (Former Exhibit 261)_Filed Notice of Appeal Joining SCR 301 NOA

		Exhibit CG - 2023-10-13_Gmail - T Kost, thank you for your order

		Exhibit CH - 2023-10-13_Gmail - Online file access

		Exhibit CI - 2023-09-26_Gmail - Retainer - Multiple cases

		Exhibit CJ - 2023-10-24_0932-43__Paul Dulberg_ _pdulberg@icloud.com__Re_ JIB form conversion from pdf to word

		Exhibit CK - 2023-08-23_1346-52__Alphonse Talarico_ _contact lawofficeofalphonsetalarico.com__Discussion with ARDC

		Exhibit CL - 2022-02-17_Gmail - Fwd Prior Recusal







