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NATURE OF THE ACTION 

This appeal arises from a civil domestic relations proceeding in the Circuit Court 

of the Eighth Judicial Circuit, Cass County, Illinois (Case No. 2022-DC-15). 

Respondent-Appellant, Luke A. Thomas, appeals from the trial court's June 23, 

2026 Order. That Order denied Respondent’s verified Motion for Substitution of Judge 

for Cause filed pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3), and sua sponte imposed monetary 

sanctions against Respondent under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 137. The amount of the 

Rule 137 sanctions was subsequently fixed by Petitioner’s Affidavit of Costs filed on 

July 1, 2026. 

No jury trial intervened in this matter. No questions are raised on the pleadings 

other than the procedural and legal errors regarding the denial of the Motion for 

Substitution of Judge and the sua sponte imposition of Rule 137 sanctions. 
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ISSUES PRESENTED FOR REVIEW 

1. Whether the trial court erred as a matter of law by denying Respondent’s May 

20, 2026 Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause under 735 ILCS 5/2-

1001(a)(3) where Respondent submitted a verified, sworn affidavit detailing 

specific facts of prejudice, and neither the opposing party nor the presiding judge 

filed a counter-affidavit, thereby requiring the trial court to accept Respondent’s 

well-pled facts as true. 

2. Whether the trial court erred as a matter of law in applying the doctrine of 

res judicata to bar Respondent's May 20, 2026 Motion for Substitution of Judge, 

given that the motion and supporting affidavit alleged new, independent factual 

instances of prejudice. 

3. Whether the trial court abused its discretion and/or erred as a matter of law 

in imposing sanctions against Respondent pursuant to Illinois Supreme Court 

Rule 137, where the Respondent's motion was legally grounded and raised newly 

occurring factual allegations not barred by res judicata, and where the trial court 

imposed sanctions sua sponte without providing notice, without conducting an 

evidentiary hearing, and without setting forth with specificity the reasons and 

basis for the sanction. 
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STATEMENT OF JURISDICTION 

The jurisdiction of the Appellate Court of Illinois, Fourth District, is invoked  

 

pursuant to Article VI, Section 6 of the Illinois Constitution of 1970 and Illinois Supreme  

 

Court Rules 301 and 303. 

A. The Order Appealed From is Final 

 The order appealed from is the Order entered by the Honorable J. Frank McCartney 

on June 23, 2026, which denied Respondent's Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause 

and sua sponte imposed Rule 137 sanctions [R. C7, E 1]. The trial court explicitly ruled 

in Paragraph E of that Order: "This is a final and appealable order with respect to the 

Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause" [R. C7, E 1]. Furthermore, the order imposed 

Rule 137 sanctions, the amount of which was subsequently fixed by Petitioner's Affidavit 

of Costs filed on July 1, 2026 [R. C7, E 2]. This fixed the monetary amount of the 

sanction, resolving all issues addressed in the June 23, 2026 Order. 

B. The Notice of Appeal was Timely Filed. 

 Illinois Supreme Court Rule 303(a)(1) requires that a notice of appeal be filed within 

30 days after the entry of the final judgment. The final amount of the Rule 137 sanction 

was fixed on July 1, 2026 [R. C7, E 2]. Respondent filed a timely Notice of Appeal from 

the June 23, 2026 Order and subsequent sanctions calculation on July 23, 2026 [R. C7, E 

3]. 

C. The Appeal was Properly Docketed  

The Notice of Appeal was received and docketed by the Appellate Court of Illinois, 

Fourth District, on July 23, 2026, as General No. 4-26-0842 [R. C7, E 4]. 
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STATUTES INVOLVED 

A. Illinois Compiled Statutes 

735 ILCS 5/2-1001. Substitution of judge.  

(a) A substitution of judge in any civil action may be had in the following 

situations, subject to the following conditions: ...  

(3) Substitution for cause.  

(i) Each party shall be entitled to a substitution or substitutions of judge 

for cause. 

 (ii) Every application for substitution of judge for cause shall be made by 

petition, setting forth the specific cause for substitution and praying a substitution 

of judge. The petition shall be verified by the affidavit of the applicant.  

(iii) Upon the filing of a petition for substitution of judge for cause, a 

hearing to determine whether the cause exists shall be conducted as soon as 

possible by a judge other than the judge named in the petition. The judge named 

in the petition need not testify but may submit an affidavit if the judge wishes. If 

the petition is allowed, the case shall be assigned to a judge not named in the 

petition. If the petition is denied, the case shall be assigned back to the judge 

named in the petition. 

B. Illinois Supreme Court Rules 

Illinois Supreme Court Rule 137. Signing of Pleadings, Motions and Other 

Documents—Sanctions: 

(a) Every pleading, motion and other document of a party represented by 

an attorney shall be signed by at least one attorney of record... A party who is not 

represented by an attorney shall sign his pleading, motion, or other document and 

state his address. ... The signature of an attorney or party constitutes a certificate 

by him that he has read the pleading, motion or other document; that to the best of 

his knowledge, information, and belief formed after reasonable inquiry it is well 

grounded in fact and is warranted by existing law or a good-faith argument for the 

extension, modification, or reversal of existing law, and that it is not interposed 

for any improper purpose, such as to harass or to cause unnecessary delay or 

needless increase in the cost of litigation. ...  

(b) If a pleading, motion, or other document is signed in violation of this 

rule, the court, upon motion or upon its own initiative, may impose upon the 

person who signed it, a represented party, or both, an appropriate sanction, which 

may include an order to pay to the other party or parties the amount of reasonable 
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expenses incurred because of the filing of the pleading, motion or other document, 

including a reasonable attorney fee. ...  

… 

(d) Where a sanction is imposed under this rule, the judge shall set forth with 

specificity the reasons and basis of any sanction so imposed either in the judgment order 

itself or in a separate written order.” 

C. Illinois Code of Judicial Conduct  

Illinois Supreme Court Rule 2.9: Ex Parte Communications 

 (A) A judge shall not initiate, permit, or consider ex parte communications or 

consider other communications made to the judge outside the presence of the parties or 

their lawyers concerning a pending or impending matter, except as follows:  

(1) When circumstances require it, ex parte communication for 

scheduling, administrative, or emergency purposes, which does not address 

substantive matters, is permitted, provided:  

(a) the judge reasonably believes that no party will gain a 

procedural, substantive, or tactical advantage as a result of the ex parte 

communication; and 

(b) the judge makes provision promptly to notify all other parties 

of the substance of the ex parte communication and gives the parties an 

opportunity to respond. ...  

(B) If a judge inadvertently receives an unauthorized ex-parte communication 

bearing upon the substance of a matter, the judge shall make provision promptly to notify 

the parties of the substance of the communication and provide the parties with an 

opportunity to respond.  
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STATEMENT OF FACTS 

A. Procedural Background and Context  

This appeal arises from post-judgment proceedings in a dissolution of marriage action 

filed by Petitioner-Appellee, Gwendolyn M. Thomas ("Petitioner"), on September 12, 

2022, in the Circuit Court of Cass County, Illinois, Case No. 2022-DC-15. A Judgment 

for Dissolution of Marriage was entered on January 18, 2024.  (C.897). 

Long preceding the January 2024 judgment, Respondent-Appellant, Luke A. Thomas, 

established of record his status as a person with a disability under the Americans with 

Disabilities Act (ADA), 42 U.S.C. § 12102, and 28 C.F.R. § 35.104. (C 319, C401-404, 

C717-721; C.950; C954; C1644-1646). 

Specifically, Respondent's medical history—documented through formal submissions 

of record—includes a 2019 diagnosis of Stage IIIb Rectal Cancer requiring extensive 

treatment and surgery, which inflicted profound, lasting physical and cognitive tolls, 

alongside diagnoses of ADHD & PTSD. (C.954; C.1644-1646). 

While Respondent may have attempted to navigate these hurdles prior to his 2019 

cancer diagnosis, the compounding long-term cognitive consequences of his cancer care, 

ADHD, and PTSD made a reliable written record and adequate notice absolute medical 

necessities. As Respondent expressed to the trial court and as acknowledged, proceeding 

without sufficient notice or without the availability of transcripts severely impaired 

Respondent's ability to recall complex information and prepare for hearings which served 

as the basis of the trial court formally granting ADA accommodations on August 22, 2025 

as more fully discussed below.  (C.1648) 
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B. Formal Request and Grant of ADA Accommodations  

Following the entry of the dissolution judgment, post-judgment proceedings 

continued before the Honorable Holly J. Henze. Recognizing that the history of 

unrecorded proceedings and sudden "emergency" hearings exacerbated his medical 

conditions, Respondent formally requested reasonable accommodations under the ADA 

and Illinois Supreme Court Policy M.R. 25307 on August 13, 2025. (C.1644-1646). 

Respondent's medical records and need for accommodations were already known to 

Judge Henze, who did not require any consultation, evaluation, interactive process or 

additional medical proofs before reviewing and ruling upon Respondent’s requests. 

(C.1648). 

 On August 22, 2025, Judge Henze issued a written order formally granting three core 

accommodations: (1) that all proceedings be officially recorded; (2) that all evidentiary 

hearings be conducted in person in Cass County; and (3) that Respondent be afforded the 

full statutory time allowed by law to respond to motions and prepare for hearings. 

Though Respondent requested to have all email communications between the court and 

parties to be contemporaneously filed as part of the official record given the stress and 

uncertainty caused by such matters being outside of the record and inability to recall the 

same, Judge Henze denied this request without explanation. Id. 

C. Pending Motions and Uncontroverted Structural Challenges 

As more fully detailed below, in October 2025, Respondent filed three distinct 

threshold structural challenges regarding the fundamental integrity of the proceedings, 
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none of which received a responsive pleading or counter-affidavit from Petitioner. 

(C.1263). 

On October 3, 2025, Respondent filed a Motion to Stay Proceedings, pleading that he 

was being actively denied necessary court-ordered ADA accommodations while facing 

ongoing retaliation. (C.1337-1344). On October 6, 2025, Respondent filed a Motion to 

Compel Disclosure of All Ex Parte Communications, citing direct record evidence of an 

undisclosed May 19, 2023 ex parte conference between the Guardian ad Litem and Judge 

Henze that resulted in an adverse ex parte order. (C.1345-1349). 

 On October 14, 2025, Respondent filed a Petition for Relief from Judgment pursuant 

to 735 ILCS 5/2-1401 seeking to vacate the January 18, 2024 dissolution judgment. (C. 

1352-1362). Petitioner failed to file an answer, responsive pleading, or counter-affidavit 

by the November 13, 2025 deadline, or at any time thereafter, leaving these foundational 

structural challenges dormant and unadjudicated on the docket. (C 1263-1266). 

On November 14, 2025, Respondent filed an additional Motion to Compel Disclosure 

of Ex Parte Communications (C.1460-1465), supported by a Memorandum of Law. 

(C.1470-1475). 

On December 1, 2025, Judge Henze emailed a list of pending pleadings remaining to 

be heard, which included Respondent’s Motion for Disclosure of Ex-Parte 

Communications, among others.  (C.1525). 

Following scheduling discussions in early 2026, Judge Henze emailed the parties on 

March 9, 2026, offering multiple hearing dates and explicitly stating she would "set aside 

all day so all motions and petitions can be heard and disposed of". Based on the premise 
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that the entirety of the pending docket would be addressed, Respondent agreed to the 

May 22, 2026 date. (C.1526) 

However, on March 23, 2026, the trial court entered an Order setting the May 22 

hearing, noting that only Petitioner's Petition for Indirect Civil Contempt and 

Respondent's Petition for Permanent Modification of Allocation of Parenting 

Responsibilities were set "by agreement". The March 23 Order failed to address 

Respondent's outstanding structural motions, including the Motion for Disclosure of Ex 

Parte Communications. (C.1515) 

Upon learning the Order limited the scope of the hearing, Respondent promptly filed 

a Motion to Vacate Order and Strike Hearing Date on May 4, 2026. Respondent's motion 

clarified that only the hearing date had been discussed, and that he never communicated, 

conferred, or agreed to limit the May 22 hearing exclusively to those two specific 

petitions or to bypass his pending threshold motions. Respondent sought to correct the 

record regarding the scope of the agreement and strike or convert the hearing. (C.1522-

1527). 

This  "fluid docket" and bypass of Respondent’s unanswered, defaulted structural 

pleadings and bypass of Respondent’s Motions served as the direct catalyst for 

Respondent's subsequent substitution motion. (C.1546-1576). 

D. Respondent's Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause  

On May 20, 2026, Respondent filed a verified Motion for Substitution of Judge for 

Cause pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3) supported by a 42-paragraph sworn affidavit 

and Group Exhibit B. Id. The matter proceeded to a hearing on June 15, 2026, and the 
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record confirms that neither Petitioner nor the presiding judge filed a counter-affidavit or 

evidence in opposition. (C.1265) 

E. The June 23, 2026 Order 

On June 23, 2026, the Honorable J. Frank McCartney entered the Order Denying 

Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause and Imposing Rule 137 Sanctions.  

The Order relied upon prior November 2025 rulings and applied res judicata, concluding 

that the Motion for Substitution rested upon the same nucleus of operative facts 

previously adjudicated. The Order stated that any new allegations raised after November 

2025 were "baseless and only used to delay these proceedings again," and found Judge 

Henze's scheduling emails entirely appropriate. (C.2152-2155) 

Alternatively, the Order found the motion failed on its merits and imposed sua 

sponte sanctions under Rule 137, determining the motion was "not warranted by existing 

law, is not supported by a good-faith argument for an extension or modification of 

existing law and has unreasonably multiplied proceedings". Id. The Order directed 

Petitioner to submit an affidavit of costs and declared the order final and appealable 

regarding the substitution motion. Id. 

F. Finality of Order  

On July 2, 2026, Petitioner filed an Affidavit of Costs requesting $148.35, thereby 

fixing the amount of the sanctions under the June 23rd Order. (C.2156-2157).  On July 23, 

2026, Respondent filed a timely Notice of Appeal from the June 23, 2026 Order, 

docketed in the Appellate Court of Illinois, Fourth District, as General No. 4-26-0842. 

(C.2333-2345). 
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ARGUMENT 

I. The Trial Court Erred as a Matter of Law by Denying the Motion for Substitution 

of Judge Where Respondent’s Sworn Facts Were Uncontroverted. 

 

A.  Standard of Review 

 

A trial court’s compliance with statutory procedure and its application of the law 

to uncontroverted facts present questions of law subject to de novo review. 

B. Argument 

Under 735 ILCS 5/2-1001(a)(3), a party is entitled to a substitution of judge for cause 

if they can establish actual prejudice. When a motion for substitution is supported by a 

sworn affidavit and no counter-affidavit is filed by the opposing party or the named 

judge, the well-pled facts within the movant’s affidavit must be taken as true. F.H. 

Paschen/S.N. Nielsen, Inc. v. Burnham Station, L.L.C., 372 Ill. App. 3d 89 (1st Dist. 

2007). 

On May 20, 2026, Respondent filed a verified Motion for Substitution of Judge for 

Cause, supported by a 42-paragraph sworn affidavit detailing specific, newly occurring 

instances of actual prejudice. (C.1546-1576). The record definitively establishes that 

neither Petitioner nor the presiding judge filed a counter-affidavit prior to or during the 

June 15, 2026 hearing. (C.1265). By failing to file a counter-affidavit, the facts 

demonstrating actual prejudice—specifically the trial judge's May 5, 2026 directive 

forcing an unaccommodated "fluid docket"—were admitted as true as a matter of law. 

Therefore, the trial court's denial of the Motion for Substitution in its June 23, 2026 Order 

was legally erroneous and must be reversed. 
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II. The Trial Court Erred as a Matter of Law in Applying the Doctrine of Res 

Judicata to Bar Claims Based on Newly Occurring Facts. 

 

A. Standard of Review  

"The applicability of res judicata is a question of law that we review de novo." 

Piwowar v. Carlisle, 2021 IL App (1st) 200625, ¶ 20. See also Nowak v. St. Rita High 

School, 197 Ill. 2d 381, 389 (2001).  

B. Argument 

The trial court’s June 23, 2026 Order summarily concluded that Respondent’s May 20, 

2026 Motion was barred by res judicata, resting upon the "same nucleus of operative 

facts" adjudicated in November 2025 (C.2152-2155). This application of res judicata is a 

legal impossibility. 

The doctrine of res judicata bars the re-litigation of claims that were or could 

have been raised in a prior proceeding. It cannot bar claims predicated on facts that did 

not exist at the time of the prior judgment. The record clearly demonstrates that the May 

20, 2026 Motion was triggered by new, independent factual events occurring six months 

after the November 2025 orders. Specifically, Respondent's motion cited the trial court’s 

May 5, 2026 email directive refusing a pretrial hearing and forcing a "fluid docket" 

ambush of Respondent's previously defaulted, unanswered structural pleadings (including 

a Section 2-1401 Petition (C.1546-1547). 

Because these factual catalysts occurred in May 2026, they could not have been 

adjudicated in 2025. The trial court's reliance on res judicata was therefore a 

misapplication of the law.  
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III. The Trial Court Abused Its Discretion by Imposing Rule 137 Sanctions Sua 

Sponte Without Notice, Without an Evidentiary Hearing, and Without Specific 

Factual Findings. 

 

A. Standard of Review  

Decisions on Rule 137 sanctions are usually reviewed for an abuse of discretion. Lake 

Environmental, Inc. v. Arnold, 2014 IL App (5th) 130109, ¶ 31. However, a trial court's 

failure to follow the procedural requirements of Rule 137 constitutes an abuse of 

discretion requiring reversal. U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. v. Burnett, 2021 IL App (1st) 200502, 

¶ 30.  

B. Argument 

The trial court’s sua sponte imposition of sanctions under Illinois Supreme Court 

Rule 137 must be reversed because it was procedurally defective and substantively 

unsupported by the record. 

1. Failure to Conduct an Evidentiary Hearing.  

A trial court's authority to impose sanctions sua sponte does not extinguish the 

fundamental due process requirement of an evidentiary hearing. In re Marriage of 

Johnson, 2011 IL App (1st) 102826. A hearing is mandatory to provide the sanctioned 

party an opportunity to present evidence substantiating their claim or to rebut the court's 

position.  

Respondent appeared at the June 15, 2026 hearing solely to argue the merits of the 

substitution motion (C.1581). The trial court provided no advance notice that Rule 137 

sanctions were being considered, denying Respondent the opportunity to present 

evidence of his good faith. As noted by the First District, where a trial court imposes 

sanctions without an evidentiary hearing or sworn testimony, "the court's findings were 
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not properly informed and thus the decision to impose sanctions was arbitrary and 

unreasonable". U.S. Bank Trust, N.A. v. Burnett, 2021 IL App (1st) 200502, ¶ 34.  

B. The Motion Was Objectively Reasonable. 

Rule 137 is penal in nature and strictly construed; the standard for evaluating a filing 

is an objective determination of what was reasonable at the time the pleading was filed. 

Peterson v. Randhava, 313 Ill. App. 3d 1, 7 (1st Dist. 2000). Respondent’s filing was 

objectively reasonable as it was firmly grounded in existing law (F.H. Paschen) and 

relied upon newly discovered facts (the May 5 email directive and the May 4 auction 

ledger) that negated the trial court's claim of "improper purpose." 

C. Lack of Specificity Required by Rule 137(d). 

Rule 137(d) mandates that a judge imposing sanctions "shall set forth with specificity 

the reasons and basis of any sanction so imposed." Appellate courts strictly require 

"explicit factual findings." Airolen Capital Ventures, Inc. v. Petri, 265 Ill. App. 3d 80, 82-

83 (1st Dist. 1994). The June 23, 2026 Order dismisses Respondent's newly raised 

allegations with the generalized conclusion that they are "baseless and only used to delay 

these proceedings again" [C.2151-2152). Substituting broad labels for explicit factual 

findings renders the sanctions order legally deficient on its face. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, Respondent-Appellant, Luke A. Thomas, respectfully 

requests that this Honorable Court reverse the trial court's June 23, 2026 Order in its 

entirety. Respondent further requests that this Court vacate the sua sponte Rule 137 

sanctions against Respondent, along with the subsequent fixing of costs. Finally, 

Respondent requests that this matter be remanded with instructions to grant the verified 
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Motion for Substitution of Judge for Cause, to reassign the underlying proceedings to a 

different trial judge, and to grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and 

proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

By: /s/ Luke A. Thomas 

LUKE A. THOMAS, 

Appellant/Respondent, pro se 

Email: thomaslitigation2022@gmail.com 

Phone: 507-910-1605 

Illinois ARDC No.: 6278591 
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL
 

CIRCUIT OF ILLINOIS, CASS COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
GWENDOLYN M. THOMAS 

) 
   Petitioner, ) 

) 
             vs. )              No. 2022-DC-15 

) 
LUKE A. THOMAS, ) 

) 
            Respondent. ) 
 

RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO COMPEL DISCLOSURE OF ALL EX-PARTE 
COMMUNICATIONS AND TO PROHIBIT FUTURE EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS 

 
NOW COMES the Respondent, LUKE A. THOMAS, pro se, and respectfully moves this 

Honorable Court for an order compelling the disclosure of all ex parte communications and 

prohibiting such communications in the future. In support, the Respondent states as follows: 

INTRODUCTION 

1. 

pattern of off-the-record, ex parte communications between the presiding judge, the 

Petitioner, the Guardian ad Litem (GAL), and other judicial officers. 

2. These communications have directly resulted in adverse, summary rulings against the 

Respondent without notice or a meaningful opportunity to be heard. This pattern has been 

require that all such communications be made part of the official record. 

3. This motion is necessary to cure the prejudice the Respondent has suffered, to ensure the 

integrity of the judicial process going forward, and to create a complete and accurate 

record for review. 
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ARGUMENT

I. The Court Has a Non-Discretionary Duty to Disclose Ex Parte Communications. 

4. Illinois Supreme Court Rule 2.9(A) strictly prohibits a judge from initiating, permitting, 

or considering ex parte communications concerning a pending proceeding. The rule exists 

to ensure that decisions are based solely on the evidence and arguments made in open 

court, with all parties present. 

5. When an ex-parte communication does occur, the judge has an affirmative duty under 

Rule 2.9(A)(2) to promptly notify all other parties of its substance and allow them an 

opportunity to respond. 

6. The presiding judge, the Honorable Holly J. Henze, is aware of this duty. In an email 

dated January 19, 2024, after receiving an ex-parte communication from the 

Respondent, Judge Henze correctly forwarded the email to the Petitioner and the GAL, 

stating, "I have an ethical obligation to ensure there are no ex-parte communications." 

7. Despite this acknowledgment, the record is devoid of any similar disclosures of 

communications initiated by the Petitioner or the GAL, even where such communications 

are documented to have occurred. 

II. The Record Contains Direct Evidence of Prejudicial Ex-Parte Communications. 

 

8. The Respondent is not acting on mere suspicion. The record contains direct, documented 

evidence of improper communications that have resulted in significant harm. 

a. The "Kidnapping" Allegation (May 2023): On May 19, 2023, the GAL sent an 

"Urgent" email to the Court that began, "I have conferred with Judge Henze..." 

This ex parte conference, the substance of which was never disclosed, led directly 

to an ex parte order severely restricting the Respondent's parenting time based on 

the Petitioner's false allegation that he had "kidnapped" their son. 
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b. Further citation to the record of additional instances of undisclosed ex-parte 

communications, either by direct example or where it is likely to have occurred, 

would be too voluminous to include in the body of this Motion.  Ex-parte 

communications and off-the-record administration was overwhelmingly the norm 

through trial and appears to have continued post-trial as well.  For purposes of 

preserving the issue, Respondent incorporates the trial court record and 

supplements thereto as part of this Motion. 

III. The Court Has Actively Resisted Transparency. 

9. The pattern of non-disclosure appears to be intentional. On August 13, 2025, the 

Respondent made a formal request for ADA accommodations. One of the specific 

accommodations requested was that all court-related communications be filed and made 

part of the official record to ensure transparency. 

10. In a letter dated August 22, 2025, Judge Henze summarily denied this specific request, 

providing no reason for her decision. This refusal to ensure a transparent record, 

especially in light of the documented history of ex-parte communications and lack of 

record despite repeated requests that all matters be heard on the record is itself evidence 

of prejudice and creates an undeniable appearance of impropriety. 

CONCLUSION 

The integrity of this case has been compromised. Decisions have been made based on 

secret communications, and the Court has actively refused to implement a procedure that would 

guarantee transparency. The Respondent is entitled to know the substance of all communications 

that have influenced the rulings in his case. 
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WHEREFORE, the Respondent, Luke A. Thomas, respectfully prays that this Honorable 

Court enter an order:  

A. Requiring the presiding judge to place into the record the substance of all oral, ex-

parte communications she has had with the parties, the GAL, or other judicial officers regarding 

this case;  

B. Requiring the presiding judge to place into the record the substance of all oral ex parte 

communications she or any other judge assigned to this case has had with the parties, the GAL, 

or other judicial officers regarding this case;  

C. Requiring the presiding judge to place into the record complete, true-and-correct 

copies of all emails, text messages, or other written or electronic communication capable of 

being reproduced that the judge or any other judge assigned to this case has had with the parties, 

the Gal, or other judicial officers regarding this case; 

D.  Strictly prohibiting any and all future ex-parte communications between the Court 

and any party or agent of the Court; 

E.  Recusing herself this case upon making the aforesaid, required disclosures; and 

F. Granting such other and further relief as this Court deems just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
LUKE A. THOMAS, Respondent 

  
       By: 
         /s/  Luke A. Thomas 
 
        Luke  A. Thomas 
        ARDC #: 6278591 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
 

I, Luke A. Thomas, an attorney at law duly licensed to practice in the State of Illinois, do 

hereby certify that I served a copy of the  RESPONDENT'S MOTION TO COMPEL 

DISCLOSURE OF ALL EX-PARTE COMMUNICATIONS AND TO PROHIBIT FUTURE 

EX PARTE COMMUNICATIONS as set forth herein  upon Petitioner at her respective 

electronic mailing address of record. 

 
Gwendolyn M. Thomas:  gwenthomaslaw@gmail.com 

 

 
Signed this 6th day of October, 2025. 
      LUKE A. THOMAS, Respondent 
     BY:        
       /s/ Luke A. Thomas 
 
       Luke A. Thomas, Respondent 
 
       ARDC #: 6278591 
 
 
 
LUKE A. THOMAS, Respondent 
Thomaslitigation2022@gmail.com 
ARDC #: 6278591 
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