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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.

From the December 17, 2024 Report of Proceedings:

(QUOTE 1: page 13, line 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.”

(QUOTE 2: page 17, line 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.”

(QUOTE 3: page 13, line 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.”

(QUOTE 4: page 18, line 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.”

(QUOTE 5: page 19, line 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?”

(QUOTE 6: page 14, line 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.

(QUOTE 7: page 14, line 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.”



Exhibit BR 
www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Exhibit 261_Filed Notice of Appeal Joining SCR 301 NOA.pdf



Exhibit BR 
www.fraudonthecourt.net/exhibits/Exhibit 261_Filed Notice of Appeal Joining SCR 301 NOA.pdf

From the April 22, 2025 Report of Proceedings:

(QUOTE 8: page 3 line 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.”

(QUOTE 9: page 7 line 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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