
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS

PAUL R. DULBERG, INDIVIDUALLY  
AND THE PAUL R. DULBERG  
REVOCABLE TRUST
	 Plaintiffs,

vs.
THOMAS W. GOOCH, SABINA SERSHON, 
EDWARD X. CLINTON, JULIA WILLIAMS, 
ALPHONSE TALARICO, GEORGE FLYNN, 
THOMAS J. POPOVICH, HANS MAST, THE 
GOOCH FIRM, CLINTON LAW FIRM, 
LLC., LAW OFFICE OF ALPHONSE A. 
TALARICO  
	 Defendants,

)
)
)
)
)
)
)	 CASE NO. 25LA360
)
)
)
)
)
)

1

PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE FOR CAUSE 
(735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3); Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63)

	 NOW COME Plaintiffs, Paul R. Dulberg and the Paul R. Dulberg Revocable Trust, 

appearing pro se, and pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3), Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63, and 

controlling Illinois precedent, respectfully move this Court for entry of an order substituting 

Judge Joel D. Berg for cause and staying all proceedings, deadlines, and time limitations in 

this matter pending assignment of a non-conflicted judge. In support thereof, Plaintiffs state as 

follows:

A.	 INTRODUCTION

1.	 This motion is based not on dissatisfaction with adverse rulings, but on objective, record-

based facts demonstrating that Judge Berg’s continued participation in this matter:

a.	Creates, at minimum, an appearance of impropriety; and

b.	Poses a substantial risk that Judge Berg is or may become a material witness in this 
case.

2.	 Under Illinois law, these circumstances mandate disqualification for cause.

3.	 These concerns were raised on the record at the January 20, 2026 hearing, where Judge Berg 

acknowledged prior recusals involving Defendant Popovich, admitted presiding over hundreds 
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of cases involving that defendant, and nevertheless ruled after Plaintiffs objected on the ground 

that he is a witness to the underlying proceedings. (Plaintiffs do not assert that judicial familiarity 

alone constitutes bias. The relevance of Judge Berg’s extensive prior involvement lies in its 

interaction with his prior recusals and potential witness status under Rule 63.)

B.	 FACTUAL BACKGROUND

4.	 This action, Case No. 25LA360, arises from claims of prima facie negligent conduct (legal 

malpractice), fraud against Dulberg, fraud on the court, civil conspiracy to commit fraud against 

Dulberg and civil conspiracy to commit fraud on the court by officers of the court in connection 

with the underlying legal malpractice action, Case No. 17LA377.

5.	 Defendant Thomas J. Popovich was a central party in Case No. 17LA377.

6.	 Judge Joel D. Berg presided over dispositive proceedings in 17LA377, including motions for 

summary judgment granted in favor of Defendant Popovich.

7.	 The Complaint in this action places Judge Berg’s conduct, knowledge, and participation in the 

underlying proceedings directly at issue, including the circumstances under which dispositive 

rulings were entered.

8.	 The present action alleges a conspiracy to commit fraud and fraud on the court arising from 

representations made to, relied upon by, and acted upon by the court in Case No. 17LA377, 

including during motion practice and dispositive proceedings. These allegations necessarily place 

at issue whether material facts were withheld or misrepresented to the court and whether judicial 

rulings were procured through fraudulent means.

9.	 This action is not procedurally isolated but arises from a procedurally successive but legally 

interrelated sequence of litigation originating with Case No. 12LA178 (filed May 15, 2012 and 

dismissed December 12, 2016) and resulting Case No. BK 14-83578 (filed November 26, 2014). 

Those matters directly gave rise to subsequent legal malpractice actions, including Case No. 

17LA377 (filed November 28, 2017 and dismissed February 1, 2023) and Case No. 22L010905 

(filed December 8, 2022 and presently ongoing), each predicated upon the same underlying 

factual and legal determinations emanating from 12LA178. The instant case, Case No. 25LA360, 
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filed December 4, 2025, remains legally interlinked to those prior proceedings and to the original 

action from which they derive. This chronology is stated solely to establish continuity and present 

relevance for purposes of recusal analysis and not to suggest that elapsed time, case volume, or 

judicial familiarity alone constitutes bias.

C.	 GOVERNING LAW

10.	Substitution of judge for cause is required where a judge is prejudiced, personally interested, 

or where circumstances exist such that a party cannot receive a fair and impartial hearing. (735 

ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3)).

11.	Disqualification is mandatory where a judge:

a.	Has personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts;

b.	Is or may become a material witness;

c.	 Has previously recused himself in matters involving the same party; or

d.	Would be required to adjudicate allegations that directly implicate the integrity of 
proceedings over which the judge presided.  
Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63 (Code of Judicial Conduct), Rule 2.11(A)(1), (A)(5).

12.	Where disqualification is structural, actual bias need not be shown. The test is whether a 

reasonable person, fully informed, would question the judge’s impartiality.

13.	A judge must disqualify himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality might 

reasonably be questioned, and a motion for substitution for cause must be determined by a judge 

other than the challenged judge. Ill. S. Ct. R. 63(C)(1).

14.	Illinois courts have repeatedly held that even the appearance of impropriety is sufficient to 

require disqualification to preserve public confidence in the judiciary. People v. Bradshaw, 171 Ill. 

App. 3d 971, 976–77 (1988); In re Marriage of O’Brien, 2011 IL 109039, ¶ 45; People v. Patterson, 

192 Ill. 2d 93, 111 (2000); People v. Thompson, 238 Ill. 2d 598, 608–09 (2010).

D.	 RECORD ADMISSIONS BY THE CHALLENGED JUDGE

15.	Prior Recusal Involving Defendant Popovich

On January 20, 2026, Judge Berg acknowledged on the record that he previously entered a 

substitution-of-judge/recusal in a case involving Defendant Thomas J. Popovich, stating:
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“My eight- or nine-year-old SOJ on a case involving Mr. Popovich and his ex-wife … 
that was the basis of the recusal on a case involving Mr. Popovich.” 
(Tr. Jan. 20, 2026, at Page 4 Lines 18–24; Page 5 Lines 1–2).

16.	Admission of Extensive Judicial Involvement With Defendant Popovich

During the same proceeding, Judge Berg further admitted:

“I have before and since heard hundreds of cases involving him.” 
(Tr. Jan. 20, 2026, at Page 5 Lines 2–3).

17.	Existence of File-Stamped Recusal Orders

Judge Berg has executed at least two file-stamped recusal orders in matters involving 

Defendant Popovich, including Case No. 15LA78 (Sept. 15, 2015) and Case No. 16CV265 (Apr. 4, 

2017). True and correct copies are attached as Exhibit BI-9 and Exhibit BI-10.

18.	Acknowledgment That Substitution Is the Proper Procedural Vehicle

Judge Berg advised Plaintiffs on the record that substitution of judge was the appropriate 

mechanism for resolving the disqualification issue, stating:

“If you wish to file a motion for substitution … you have every right to do so.” 
(Tr. Jan. 20, 2026, at Page 5 Lines 4–6).

19.	Objection Based on Judge’s Status as a Witness

At the January 20, 2026 hearing, Plaintiffs expressly objected to Judge Berg ruling on any 

matter on the ground that he is a witness to the underlying proceedings, stating:

“The objection is you sitting here ruling on it.” 
(Tr. Jan. 20, 2026, at Page 7 Lines 12–13).

20.	Ruling After Witness Objection

Notwithstanding the objection described in ¶ 19, Judge Berg proceeded to rule on the pending 

motion. 

“the motion to extend time is heard. It is allowed as prayed.” 
(Tr. Jan. 20, 2026, at Page 7 Lines 17-18).

E.	 ARGUMENT

21.	Judge Berg Is a Likely Material Witness 

As set forth in ¶¶ 15–20 above, Judge Berg has admitted prior recusals involving Defendant 

Popovich, extraordinary prior judicial involvement with that defendant, and has ruled after 
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Plaintiffs objected on the ground that he is a witness to the underlying proceedings. These 

undisputed admissions establish that Judge Berg is, at minimum, a likely material witness 

concerning disputed factual and procedural matters central to this case. Rule 63 does not require 

certainty of testimony, only a reasonable likelihood that the judge’s knowledge may be relevant to 

disputed facts.

22.	Legal Consequences of Judge Berg’s Witness Status

Based on the admissions summarized in ¶¶ 15–20 above:

a.	This action directly implicates proceedings over which Judge Berg presided;

b.	His testimony may be required to establish the existence, timing, and scope of his 
prior recusals and conflicts; and

c.	 A judge may not simultaneously serve as adjudicator and witness without violating 
Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63 (Code of Judicial Conduct), Rule 2.11(A)(1), (A)(5)., 
and fundamental due process.

23.	Structural Defect After Notice

As demonstrated in ¶¶ 19–20 above, Judge Berg was placed on contemporaneous notice that 

his own conduct, knowledge, and prior rulings were alleged to be part of the disputed factual 

record, yet continued to exercise judicial authority. Once such notice is given, continued 

participation constitutes a structural defect not subject to harmless-error analysis. The nature of 

the ruling is immaterial once notice of disqualification is given.

24.	Institutional Conflict Independent of Witness Status.

Independently of the judge-as-witness defect, this action requires adjudication of whether 

proceedings conducted before Judge Berg were compromised by fraud on the court. Continued 

assignment would require Judge Berg to sit in judgment of the integrity, fairness, and legal effect 

of proceedings over which he presided, a circumstance that creates an inherent institutional 

conflict and an appearance of impropriety under Rule 63 even absent any testimony.

25.	Appearance of Impropriety.

As set forth in ¶¶ 15–17 above, Judge Berg’s acknowledged recusals and extraordinary 

volume of prior judicial involvement materially contextualize the appearance of impropriety only 
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in conjunction with his admitted recusals and potential witness status. While volume alone does 

not establish bias, it amplifies the objective concerns arising from those admitted recusals and 

the reasonable likelihood that Judge Berg may be required to testify concerning disputed matters 

central to this case.

26.	Judge of His Own Case.

A reasonable person, fully informed of the relevant facts, would question the impartiality of a 

court asked to adjudicate claims that necessarily implicate the correctness, fairness, and 

procedural integrity of its own prior rulings. Such circumstances create an unavoidable 

appearance that the court is acting as judge of its own case, which Illinois courts have repeatedly 

held to be incompatible with neutral adjudication.

27.	Continuity of Underlying Matters

As reflected in the continuous litigation history set forth in ¶ 9 above, the relevance of Judge 

Berg’s prior recusal does not turn on the passage of years alone, but on the uninterrupted legal 

propagation of the same underlying matters into the present case.

28.	Due Process Requires Immediate Substitution

Given the undisputed admissions set forth in Section D and the continuity described in ¶ 9, 

Plaintiffs cannot receive a fair and impartial hearing so long as Judge Berg continues to preside. 

Substitution is the only appropriate remedy.

F.	 FACTS ESTABLISHING CAUSE FOR SUBSTITUTION

29.	This case involves claims for prima facie negligent conduct (legal malpractice), fraud against 

Dulberg, fraud on the court, civil conspiracy to commit fraud against Dulberg and civil 

conspiracy to commit fraud on the court by officers of the court arising from proceedings in Case 

No. 17LA377.

30.	Judge Berg presided over dispositive proceedings in Case No. 17LA377, the integrity of 

which is directly challenged in this action.

31.	As established by the record admissions summarized in ¶¶ 15–20 above, Judge Berg 

possesses personal knowledge of disputed evidentiary facts and may be required to testify 
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concerning matters central to Plaintiffs’ claims.

32.	The combination of Judge Berg’s prior recusals, extraordinary judicial involvement with 

Defendant Popovich, continued rulings after a witness objection, institutional conflict, and 

the ongoing legal continuity of the underlying matters constitutes objective grounds requiring 

substitution for cause under 735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3) and Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63.

G.	 JURISDICTIONAL PRESERVATION AND NOTICE OF POTENTIAL 
EXTRAORDINARY REVIEW

33.	Nothing herein shall be construed as requesting advisory relief from this Court regarding the 

availability or merits of extraordinary writs, which Plaintiffs expressly reserve to the reviewing 

courts.

34.	Plaintiffs expressly preserve all jurisdictional, procedural, and substantive rights to seek 

immediate interlocutory, mandamus, or supervisory relief from the Illinois Appellate Court or 

Supreme Court in the event this Motion is denied, not promptly referred to a non-conflicted judge 

for determination, or otherwise adjudicated by the challenged judge.

35.	Plaintiffs expressly preserve their position that orders entered after notice of disqualification 

constitute structural error and are void or voidable as a matter of law, and request vacatur to 

ensure due process and appellate clarity.

36.	Plaintiffs previously filed a formal Notice of Judicial Disqualification and Objection on 

January 8, 2026, expressly preserving all mandamus, interlocutory, appellate, and supervisory 

rights concerning Judge Berg’s disqualification. The subsequent hearing on January 20, 2026 

confirmed that Judge Berg had actual knowledge of his prior recusals, his extensive judicial 

involvement with Defendant Popovich, and his potential status as a material witness. Any judicial 

action taken by Judge Berg after January 8, 2026 constitutes structural error, is void or voidable 

as a matter of law, and supports vacatur or reassignment to a non-conflicted judge to ensure due 

process and appellate clarity.

37.	Plaintiffs assert that the admissions set forth in ¶¶ 15–20 establish a structural 

disqualification under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63 (Code of Judicial Conduct), Rule 2.11(A)

(1), (A)(5)., and that any orders entered after notice of such disqualification are void or voidable 



8

and incapable of adequate remedy by appeal.

38.	Plaintiffs acknowledge that judicial immunity may limit the availability of claims against a 

judge acting in a judicial capacity; however, judicial immunity does not abrogate the 

requirements of Illinois Supreme Court Rule 63. The appearance-of-impartiality standard applies 

regardless of immunity, and disqualification is required where a judge’s prior conduct or rulings 

are placed at issue in a manner that would cause a reasonable observer to question impartiality.

H.	 RELIEF REQUESTED

WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs respectfully request that this Court:

1.	 Enter an order disqualifying and substituting Judge Joel D. Berg for cause;

2.	Transfer this matter to the Chief Judge for reassignment pursuant to applicable 
local rules;

3.	 Stay all substantive proceedings pending reassignment;

4.	Vacate any substantive orders entered in this matter by the disqualified judge 
and, upon reassignment, direct that such orders be reviewed de novo by the 
newly assigned non-conflicted judge, who may re-enter such orders with identical 
language, modify them, or set them aside, solely to preserve due process and 
appellate clarity, as justice requires; and

5.	Grant such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper.

Respectfully submitted pro se for Plaintiffs 
By: /s/ Paul R. Dulberg 
Paul R. Dulberg
4606 Hayden Ct.  
McHenry, Illinois 60051  
(847) 497-4250  
Paul_Dulberg@comcast.net
 
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
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   IN THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT 
   McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


PAUL R. DULBERG, INDIVIDUALLY, 
AND THE PAUL R. DULBERG REVOCABLE 
TRUST, 


Plaintiffs, 
vs.


THOMAS W. GOOCH, SABINA SERSHON, 
EDWARD X. CLINTON, JULIA WILLIAMS, 
ALPHONSE TALARICO, GEORGE FLYNN, 
THOMAS J. POPOVICH, HANS MAST, 
THE GOOCH FIRM, CLINTON LAW FIRM, 
LLC, LAW OFFICE OF ALPHONSE A. 
TALARICO,


Defendants. 


)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)


No. 2025 LA 360 


REPORT OF PROCEEDINGS of the hearing 
before the Honorable JUDGE JOEL BERG, commencing on 
January 20, 2026.


APPEARANCES:


PAUL R. DULBERG, (via Zoom)


Appearing pro se; 


ATTORNEY CAMILLE EVANS, (via Zoom)


On behalf of Edward Clinton and 
Julia Williams;


ATTORNEY ROBERT MERLO, (via Zoom)


On behalf of Thomas Popovich and 
Hans Mast.  


RECORDING TRANSCRIBED BY:  


Kathleen Strombach, CSR, RPR
Official Court Reporter


IL License No. 084.003755 
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THE COURT:  Dulberg against Gooch, et al., 


please. 


MR. MERLO:  Good morning, your Honor.  Robert 


Merlo for defendants Popovich and Mast. 


THE COURT:  Good morning. 


MS. EVANS:  Good morning, your Honor.  Camille 


Evans on behalf of -- 


THE COURT:  Ma'am, I cannot hear a word you are 


saying.  You must please turn up your microphone. 


MS. EVANS:  Can you hear me now?  Better?  


THE COURT:  No.  What is your name, please?  


MS. EVANS:  Camille Evans for Julia Williams and 


Edward Clinton.  My mic is all the way turned up. 


THE COURT:  Good morning.  Who else is here, 


please?  


MR. DULBERG:  Paul Dulberg, your Honor. 


THE COURT:  Good morning.  


MR. DULBERG:  Good morning.  I have a thing that 


I'd like to start off with before we proceed.  I 


have a brief request, asking for a reasonable 


accommodation under Title II of the Americans with 


Disabilities Act and the Illinois Human Rights 


Act.  


I'm stating for the record that I am a 
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qualified individual with a disability that 


substantially limits my ability to speak at length.  


Prolonged speaking causes severe coughing and/or 


physical distress.  Basically, sir, I had a couple 


of tumors removed out of my throat -- 


THE COURT:  Sir.  Sir.  Whoa, whoa, whoa.  You 


do not have to in any way, shape or form explain any 


of your medical history or give me any of your 


medical history.  


All you need to do is please tell me what 


accommodation I can make for you to make this doable 


for you.  That's all I need to know.


MR. DULBERG:  I have my brother here, my 


sibling.  He -- can he be my voice?  


THE COURT:  So long as both of you are there and 


I'm quasi-convinced that he is speaking your words 


and not his, Mr. Dulberg.  That's the important 


part, okay?  


MR. DULBERG:  Okay.  Absolutely. 


THE COURT:  All right.  So we are before the 


Court this morning on this matter.  Let me get my 


book back open.  Thank you.  


We've got a motion to extend time.  


Mr. Dulberg has filed a motion questioning this 
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Court's ability to hear the case, but the motion is 


not a motion for substitution in any way, shape or 


form.  


Mr. Dulberg, have I missed something?  Have 


you filed a motion for substitution of judge, either 


as a matter of right or for cause?  


MR. KOST:  No.  What we did -- and I'm -- my 


name is Thomas Kost.  I'm speaking for Paul, 


according to what he just stated to the Court.  


No.  What we -- what we've placed in the 


record is placed in the record in writing.  We 


didn't add anything else other than what we've 


already filed. 


THE COURT:  Thank you.  Then you need to -- if 


you don't want this Court to hear this case, you 


need to file an appropriate motion.  You have not 


yet done so.  You have not done anything to trigger 


my regret over keeping this case.  My eight- or 


nine-year-old SOJ on a case involving Mr. Popovich 


and his ex-wife, in other words, their divorce, is 


not a grounds for me to be -- is not a grounds for 


me to step aside from this case.  


As a matter of fact, about two-thirds of 


the judges in this building stepped aside from that 
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case.  That was the basis of the recusal on a case 


involving Mr. Popovich.  I have before and since 


heard hundreds of cases involving him.  


But if you wish to file a motion for 


substitution, Mr. Dulberg, you have every right to 


do so.  But you must file a clear motion for 


substitution.  Merely raising the matter of record 


is insufficient.  So -- 


MR. KOST:  One of the issues we have is we -- 


THE COURT:  Sir.  Sir.  Stop right now.  I am 


not convinced that you are speaking on behalf of 


your brother.  And I'm going to tell you why I'm not 


convinced that you are speaking on behalf of your 


brother is because I keep hearing the words, One of 


the issues we have.  


And also, the other issue I have is it is 


one thing for you to speak for your brother if I 


believe you are truly speaking for your brother, but 


you're literally speaking without any opportunity in 


any way, shape or form to give your brother an 


opportunity to communicate with you as to what he 


wishes communicated to the Court.  


That means that you are acting as his 


mouthpiece as opposed to translator.  You are not 
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allowed to act as his mouthpiece, absent a law 


license.  I'm sorry, but those are the rules.  


So my question is simple.  Mr. Dulberg, 


they have filed a motion asking for more time.  I 


have already explained to you why the Court, at this 


time, can and will rule on outstanding matters 


unless and until such time as you have filed the 


appropriate motion.  So the motion that is 


appropriately before this Court at this time is a 


motion to extend time.  


What is your position, please?  Do you 


agree or disagree?  And you can just say that word.  


MR. DULBERG:  Your Honor, he -- he is speaking 


with -- for me.  We talked about what to say prior. 


THE COURT:  Good.  Do you agree or disagree, 


Mr. Dulberg?  


MR. DULBERG:  I disagree with your signing of 


the hearing, because you are a witness in the 


underlying case.  You sat over it. 


THE COURT:  Mr. Dulberg, I've spoken as much as 


I'm going to on the matter.  If you wish to file a 


motion, you may file a motion.  


I'm asking one more time, do you have an 


objection to their motion to extend time?  
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MR. DULBERG:  I stand by what we wrote. 


THE COURT:  Motion to extend time is heard and 


allowed.  Tell me what you're asking. 


MR. MERLO:  Your Honor, I requested until 


February 12th in the motion.  That's a Thursday.  To 


make things cleaner, I would request the deadline be 


the 13th.  So February 13th. 


THE COURT:  Any objection anywhere?  


MR. DULBERG:  Clearly. 


THE COURT:  Is the objection on the motion or is 


the objection on the Court ruling on it?  


MR. DULBERG:  The objection is you sitting here 


ruling on it. 


THE COURT:  Watch your language and watch your 


tone, Mr. Dulberg.  I've given you very clear 


direction, and the fact that you wish to go forward 


is your issue.  But at this time the motion to 


extend time is heard.  It is allowed as prayed.  


I have literally given you the blueprint on 


how to accomplish what you wish to accomplish.  You 


need only open your ears and close your mouth.


MR. DULBERG:  Yes, sir. 


THE COURT:  Please select a date. 


MR. MERLO:  For the responsive pleading, your 
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Honor, or to come back?  


THE COURT:  Come back.  You want a responsive 


pleading to 213.  You've got it.  It's not an 


unreasonable request.  I'd be reverse if I didn't 


grant it.  


Tell me when you want to come back.  Is 


your responsive pleading going to be a motion or is 


it going to be an answer?  


MR. MERLO:  A motion. 


THE COURT:  All right. 


MR. MERLO:  So I'd request either February 17, 


18, 19 or 24, 25, 26. 


THE COURT:  Mr. Dulberg, to you.  They have 


indicated that they will probably be filing a motion 


to dismiss.  I think it's probably going to be a 


little better to give you more time to look at it 


rather than less.  


They have suggested February 17, 18, 19, 


24, 25, or 26.  I suggest you pick one of the three 


latter dates, because that gives a lot more time to 


look at it and, if you wish, to speak with legal 


counsel, or if you wish to prepare one of the 


motions regarding substitution of judge that I've 


repeatedly referenced.  Tell me, please, which date 
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works for you.


MR. DULBERG:  The last date. 


THE COURT:  February 26th, 2026, at 0900 hours, 


everyone?  That's what we're doing.  Thank you all 


very much.  Thanks, counsel.  


MR. DULBERG:  There is one other item that we 


have.  I had -- I had filed a motion and the 


Clerk -- there's no way to -- I don't know -- it's 


different than the ones I did in Cook County.  They 


don't say how to schedule the date when you file it 


in the online e-file, and if a request for a service 


-- by certified mail to Defendant Flynn and Sabina 


Sershon. 


THE COURT:  Okay.  So that's a 2-203.1 motion.  


And you can submit -- you can file a 2-203.1 motion 


and submit a proposed order to the proposed orders 


portal at exactly the same time.  If you do that, 


what will happen is is the order will get put into 


my computer queue.  When I see the order, I will go 


into your file, read your motion.  If everything is 


in order, I will enter the order automatically.  It 


usually occurs the exact same day.  If there is a 


problem with it, I have our civil division secretary 


reach out to you and tell you there is a problem 
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with the order.  All right?  


I do have a standing order that is 


available online on the Court's website under 


Judge Joel Berg, standing order.  It walks you right 


through how to submit a 2-203.1 special service 


motion, okay?  


MR. DULBERG:  Yes, sir. 


THE COURT:  Thank you very much.  


MS. EVANS:  Your Honor?  


THE COURT:  Yes.  


MS. EVANS:  I'm sorry.  Before we go, we also 


filed a motion for extension of time.  Can we have 


the same briefing schedule as our co-defendant?  


THE COURT:  That is what I was ruling on, and 


yes, that was --  


MR. FRANKS:  Oh. 


THE COURT:  -- the purpose of my ruling, ma'am, 


and that is what I had thought I did.  To make 


clear, that is what I did.  


I thank you all.  Please give me orders.  


Have a great day and stay safe.


(End of proceedings.) 
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IN THE TWENTY-SECOND JUDICIAL CIRCUIT COURT


McHENRY COUNTY, ILLINOIS 


I, KATHLEEN STROMBACH, an Official 


Court Reporter for the Twenty-Second Judicial 


Circuit of Illinois, do hereby certify that the 


foregoing Report of Proceedings was electronically 


recorded and is a true, correct, and complete 


transcript so taken at the time and place 


hereinabove set forth to the best of my ability 


based on the quality of the electronic recording.  


                            
Kathleen Strombach, CSR, RPR 
Official Court Reporter
IL License No. 084-003755 


Dated this 21st day of January, 2026.
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IN THE ~CUIT COURT OF~ 22Nn JUDL CIRCUIT 


McHENRY COUNTY, JLLINOIS 


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


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


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


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


~ecusal/Judicial Conflict (Reason): ___________________ _ 


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


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


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


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


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


XAssigned to the Honorable 


f 


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












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


. 
KIMBERLY POPOVICH ) 


vs ) 
ZUKOWSKI, ROGERS, FLOOD ) 


and McARDLE, ET AL ) 


Case No. 15LA 78 


SEP 16 2015 
~THERINE M. ICE!:fE 


ENRY CJY. CIR, CUC. 


ORDER OF RECUSAL OR ORDER FOR SUBSTITUTION OF JUDGE 


Reason for Reassignment: 


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


~ecusaVJudicial Conflict (Reason): _____________________ _ 


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


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


Dated: -~,__/'t_l.5_-/_l_.5_-_· _ 


ORDER OF REASSIGNMENT 


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


D Assigned to the __________________ Division, Courtroom ___ _ 


(Judge . currently assigned to that division/courtroom) 


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


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


Dated: 1/; s:k 


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









