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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

for the  

CENTRAL DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

Springfield Division 

LUKE A. THOMAS, 

   Civil Action No. 26-CV-0319 

Plaintiff, NOTICE OF FILING -

SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBITS 

-against-

HOLLY J. HENZE, in her official capacity only; 

JERRY J. HOOKER, in his official capacity only; 

DEVRON OHRN, in his official and individual 

capacities; 

JUSTIN OLIVER, in his official and individual 

capacities; 

GWENDOLYN M. THOMAS, in her official and  

Individual capacities; 

GEORGEANNE OSMER, individually; 

JOHN D. OSMER, individually; 

CASS COUNTY, ILLINOIS; 

MENARD COUNTY, ILLINOIS; 

THE EIGHTH JUDICIAL CIRCUIT OF ILLINOIS; 

JOHN DOES 1–10, individually and in their official  

capacities (as applicable) 

Defendants. 

------------------------------------------------------x 

Exhibit M1: Improper Coordination and Monitoring 

(Forensic IP Analytics Summary) 
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Overview  Plaintiff’s Exhibit M1 Cover and Summary 

Forensic IP analytics from the Plaintiff’s unadvertised, professional website which as 
been incomplete while under development(www.lukeathomas.com) reveal a clear, ongoing 
pattern of extra-judicial monitoring. This monitoring is not random; it consistently 
correlates with critical litigation milestones, sensitive filings, and procedural 
reassignments. The data demonstrates a coordinated effort between the private 
Defendants (Gwendolyn Thomas/familial network) and the Eighth Judicial Circuit 
leadership to monitor the Plaintiff’s digital footprint outside of the formal court record. 

1. State-Sponsored & Circuit-Wide Surveillance

• The Petersburg Hit (Illinois Century Network): A visit originated from the ICN
network—the state-exclusive broadband infrastructure—in Petersburg, IL. Given
that Defendant Gwendolyn Thomas serves as the Menard County State's
Attorney (seated in Petersburg), this serves as forensic evidence that
government resources were utilized to monitor the Plaintiff.

• The Pittsfield Hits (Chief Judge McCartney’s Jurisdiction): Hits originating
from Pittsfield consistently precede or coincide with significant procedural shifts,
suggesting the Eighth Judicial Circuit's leadership actively monitored the
Plaintiff’s site during active litigation.

2. The May 18, 2026 Convergence: Forensic Proof of Coordination

• The Data: On May 18, 2026, the website recorded simultaneous visits from:
1. Beardstown, IL: The location of the Gwendolyn Thomas familial/private

network.
2. Pittsfield, IL: The location of Chief Judge McCartney’s jurisdiction.

• Significance: The statistical probability of independent, random visitors from
these two specific, litigation-relevant locations accessing an unadvertised site on
the exact same day is negligible. This convergence provides strong
circumstantial evidence of a coordinated surveillance effort or an ex parte
communication channel where one group was alerted to content on the Plaintiff's
site and the other immediately confirmed it.

3. Chronology of Surveillance & Litigation Milestones

This forensic timeline demonstrates how the surveillance correlates with the Plaintiff’s 
attempts to protect his Due Process rights: 

Date Website Activity Procedural / Litigation Context 

Aug 
18, 
2025 

Hit from Pittsfield (Chief 
Judge’s location) 

The day before Plaintiff filed a motion 
regarding administrative matters in the 
Eighth Circuit. 
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Date Website Activity Procedural / Litigation Context 

Nov 
10, 
2025 

Hit from Pittsfield (Chief 
Judge’s location) 

Three days after Plaintiff filed a Motion to 
Substitute Judge Henze for cause. 

May 
18, 
2026 

CONVERGENCE: Hits 
from Beardstown AND 
Pittsfield 

Coordinated monitoring: The private 
network and the Chief Judge’s office both 
accessed the site on the same day. 

June 
14, 
2026 

Hit from Pittsfield (Chief 
Judge’s location) 

Two weeks prior to the Plaintiff filing the 
148-page Federal Section 1983
Complaint (Case No. 3:26-cv-03219).

July 5-
6, 
2026 

Spikes from Beardstown 

Immediately following the filing of the 
Federal Section 1983 Complaint, as the 
private network sought intelligence on 
the federal case fallout. 

Conclusion / Legal Application 

This IP forensic data is vital evidence for the Plaintiff’s Section 1983 claims. It 
establishes that: 

1. Improper Extra-Judicial Investigation:  Evidence suggests or creates the
appearance the Eighth Judicial Circuit leadership (Chief Judge McCartney's
jurisdiction) engaged in independent factual investigations of the Plaintiff’s
personal/professional website while sensitive motions (such as the Motion to
Substitute) were pending. This is a direct violation of the Code of Judicial
Conduct and the Plaintiff's Due Process rights.

2. Evidence of Conspiracy: The convergence of hits from private-party networks
(Beardstown) and judicial-leadership networks (Pittsfield) on the same dates
demonstrates a level of synchronization that supports the Plaintiff's allegation
that private actors and state officials were acting in concert ("under color of state
law") to monitor the Plaintiff.

3. Pattern and Practice: The persistent correlation between the Plaintiff’s filings
and these specific IP hits confirms that this was not accidental, but a persistent
"pattern and practice" of monitoring designed to gain an unfair tactical advantage
in the ongoing litigation.
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