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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
 

 
       RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,                       7th Cir. Case No. 25-2589  

District Court Case No. 1:25-cv-04443    
Appellant,     Hon. April M. Perry 

 
v 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
Appellees. 
 
 

RELIEF REQUESTED BY TUESDAY, May 12, 2026 
 
 

SUPPLEMENTAL PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDAMUS 
 

 Petitioner-Appellant Raymond E. Butler II, by and through undersigned 

counsel, respectfully submits this Supplemental Petition for Writ of Mandamus 

pursuant to the All Writs Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1651(a). This Supplemental Petition 

incorporates by reference the original Petition filed April 20, 2026, and supplies 

critical new facts that have arisen in the underlying district court proceedings 

since April 9, 2026. These developments dramatically strengthen the showing 
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that Judge April M. Perry’s impartiality “might reasonably be questioned,” 28 

U.S.C. § 455(a), and that Petitioner is entitled to immediate mandamus relief. 

I. NEW FACTS ARISING SINCE APRIL 9, 2026

1. May 1, 2026 Denial of Motion to Correct the Official Transcript

 Judge Perry denied Petitioner’s detailed Motion to Correct the Record (ECF

254), which documented numerous material omissions of entire sections of the 

April 9 hearing, alterations of statements actually made on the record, and 

other inaccuracies prepared by Official Court Reporter Noreen Resendez. The 

order claimed Judge Perry had “personally reviewed the audio recording along 

with the official transcript” and dismissed Petitioner’s allegations as “patently 

false,” asserting only “a few typographical errors” existed. Yet the Clerk’s Office 

had previously stated in writing that “Hearings held before a District Court 

Judge are not audio recorded” (April 20, 2026 email from Amanda Wiatrowski). 

This irreconcilable contradiction confirms the very pattern of record 

manipulation and concealment alleged in the original Petition. 

2. Simultaneous Assertion of “Not Yet Pro Se” Status While Ruling on
Petitioner’s Motions and Restricting Filing Privileges

  Despite Petitioner’s timely pro se appearance (ECF 253, filed April 2 , 202 ) 

and pending Motion for Leave to Appear Pro Se (ECF 252 , 

Judge Perry has refused to rule on either that motion or former counsel Racine 

Miller’s still-pending Motion to Withdraw (ECF 216). In the very same May 1 

order (ECF 255), however, Judge Perry ruled on Petitioner’s substantive 
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motions, expressly stated that Petitioner is “not yet pro se,” ordered that “all 

counsel of record” must meet the May 5, 2026 joint-status deadline, and 

prohibited Petitioner from any further direct email communications with the 

court reporter.   

 
  Compounding this procedural Catch-22, district court personnel had 

previously granted Petitioner CM/ECF filing privileges in both the instant case 

(No. 1:25-cv-04443) and the related RICO action (No. 1:25-cv-10904). On 

Monday, May 4, 2026, those filing privileges in the instant case were 

surreptitiously revoked without any notice or explanation. Although Petitioner 

was still able to access the pro se filing portal, his filing did not post to the 

docket for more than five hours. In the intervening hours, Petitioner was forced 

to locate and enlist the assistance of a non-party witness who restored 

Petitioner’s CM/ECF filing privileges and possesses direct, first-hand 

knowledge of the revocation and restoration. Given the witness’s position and 

the documented pattern of retaliation and obstruction already evident in this 

litigation, Petitioner reasonably believes that public disclosure of the witness’s 

identity would subject him to a serious risk of retaliation or adverse 

employment consequences. Petitioner therefore respectfully requests leave of 

the Court to file the detailed exhibit documenting this incident under seal (or, 

in the alternative, to submit the unredacted exhibit for the Court’s in camera 

review only) in order to protect the witness and as further evidence of the 

ongoing obstruction of his statutory right of access to the courts. 
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3. May 5, 2026 Denial of Evidentiary Hearing Motions with Frivolous-

Motion Warning and Threat of Case Dismissal   

 
   Judge Perry denied Petitioner’s Motion for Evidentiary Hearing to play the 

official audio recording in open court (ECF 256) and related motion (ECF 257). 

The minute order labeled these motions “frivolous” and warned: “If Plaintiff 

persists in filing frivolous motions, he will be sanctioned. Such sanctions may 

be up to and including dismissal of this case.” See Curry v. Bautista, 2026 WL 

1161424 (7th Cir. 2026).   

 
  Judge Perry’s May 5, 2026 minute order (ECF 258) further demonstrates the 

appearance of bias by citing Curry v. Bautista, 2026 WL 1161424 (7th Cir. Apr. 

29, 2026), a non-precedential disposition issued only six days earlier, to label 

Plaintiff’s motions “frivolous” and to threaten sanctions “up to and including 

dismissal of this case.” The Curry order is expressly designated 

“NONPRECEDENTIAL DISPOSITION” and may be cited only in accordance 

with Fed. R. App. P. 32.1; it is not binding authority. Further, the dismissal of 

the case would violate Petitioners Seventh Amendment right to a jury trial. 

More importantly, it is readily distinguishable on its facts: Curry involved a 

prisoner who repeatedly filed dozens of illegible, handwritten “hieroglyphical” 

pleadings despite repeated warnings. In stark contrast, Plaintiff’s pro se 

motions (ECF 252, 254, 256, and 257), which Plaintiff himself drafted, typed, 

and professionally formatted without the assistance of counsel, are thoroughly 
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supported by specific docket citations, multiple exhibits, controlling statutes 

(including 28 U.S.C. § 1654 and § 753), the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 

and constitutional principles. 

 Judge Perry’s reliance on this brand-new, non-precedential, and factually 

inapposite decision, without any meaningful legal analysis or engagement with 

the record evidence, strongly suggests that her order was motivated more by a 

desire to intimidate and punish Plaintiff-Appellant than by a good-faith 

application of the law. This further erodes any reasonable appearance of 

impartiality. 

4. Ongoing Obstruction While Former Counsel Remains Suspended

Attorney Katherine A. London remains suspended in the Northern District of

Illinois (ECF 251) with no resolution. The combination of (a) refusing to grant 

Petitioner’s statutory right to proceed pro se under 28 U.S.C. § 1654, (b) 

refusing to rule on counsel’s motion to withdraw, (c) continuing to treat the case 

as fully represented, and (d) threatening sanctions and dismissal has effectively 

stripped Petitioner of any meaningful access to the Court in violation of 

Petitioners due process rights process under the 

 while simultaneously punishing him for attempting to exercise 

his Constitutional rights.  

5. Plaintiff has also filed a Motion for Reassignment as Related and

Consolidation in the RICO action pending before the Honorable Franklin U. 
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Valderrama (Case No. 1:25-cv-10904, ECF No. 60, filed March 30, 2026). That 

motion remains pending and has not been ruled upon. The motion 

demonstrates that the two actions arise from the identical underlying facts and 

transactions and share numerous common questions of law and fact. 

Reassignment of Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 to the Honorable Franklin U. 

Valderrama, followed by consolidation under Fed. R. Civ. P. 42(a) and Local 

Rule 40.4, would serve the interests of judicial economy, avoid the risk of 

inconsistent rulings, and promote the efficient resolution of both matters. 

However, mechanical application of Local Rule 40.4’s lowest-numbered-judge 

rule as it would be applied by Judge Perry in this case is unconstitutional. Such 

rigid enforcement would violate Petitioner’s  right to an 

impartial tribunal by compelling continued litigation before a judge whose 

impartiality might reasonably be questioned under 28 U.S.C. § 455(a).  Given 

the complete lack of substantive progress in the Perry case, Judge 

Valderrama’s existing familiarity with the overlapping RICO claims, and the 

now-documented pattern of obstruction and apparent bias in Judge Perry’s 

courtroom, consolidation before Judge Valderrama is not only appropriate but 

urgently necessary to protect the integrity of these proceedings. 

II. THESE NEW FACTS ENTITLE PETITIONER TO IMMEDIATE
MANDAMUS RELIEF

 The events since April 9, 2026 demonstrate that Judge Perry’s refusal to 

recuse is part of a continuing pattern of bias, hostility, record tampering, 

Case: 25-2589      Document: 73            Filed: 05/06/2026      Pages: 236



7 

retaliation, and obstruction of justice. A reasonable person, knowing all the 

facts now before this Court, including the irreconcilable audio-recording 

contradiction, the procedural trap of ruling on pro se motions while denying pro 

se status, the suspension and secret reinstatement of filing privileges, the 

baseless “frivolous” label on well-supported filings, and the threat of dismissal 

citing a one-week-old, distinguishable case, would unquestionably conclude that 

Judge Perry’s impartiality “might reasonably be questioned.” 28 U.S.C. § 

455(a); Liljeberg v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 486 U.S. 847, 861 (1988). 

Ordinary appellate review cannot remedy the ongoing harm. 

III. PRAYER FOR RELIEF

 For the foregoing reasons, and those set forth in the original Petition, 

Petitioner respectfully requests that this Court: 

(a) grant leave to file this Supplemental Petition;

(b) issue a writ of mandamus directing the Honorable April M. Perry to

recuse herself forthwith from all further proceedings in Butler v. 

Eddi, et al., No. 1:25-cv-04443 (N.D. Ill.); or, in the alternative,   

(c) order the immediate consolidation of Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 with

the related RICO action (No. 1:25-cv-10904) under Judge Valderrama; 

and   

(d) grant such other and further relief as this Court deems just and

proper, including any necessary order concerning the sealed exhibit 

regarding the restoration of Petitioner’s filing privileges. 
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Respectfully submitted,

/s/_______________________
      Katherine A. London 

Attorney for Petitioner-Appellant 
KMFL Law, Inc.  
ARDC # 6345920  
100 Illinois Street, Suite 200  
St. Charles, Illinois 60174  
(630) 507-9998  
KLondon@KMFLLaw.com  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I certify that on May 6, 2026, the foregoing was filed electronically via the 
Seventh Circuit CM/ECF system and served on all parties of record.

/s/_______________________
      Katherine A. London 
Attorney for Petitioner-Appellant  

KMFL Law, Inc.  
ARDC # 6345920  
100 Illinois Street, Suite 200  
St. Charles, Illinois 60174  
(630) 507-9998  
KLondon@KMFLLaw.com  

__________________ __________ ____ ________
Kaaaaththththereee iiiine A London

________________________ ____ _________
aaaththththererereriniiine A London
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Thursday, April 9, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable April M. Perry: Hearing held 4/9/2026 on
motion to disqualify [245]. For the reasons stated in open court, the motion is denied. The
parties are directed to meet and confer to discuss the pending motions, which are ancillary
to the case [216][226] and file a joint status update by 5/5/2026. To the extent the filing
party intends to persist in the motion, the parties are to propose a briefing schedule. To the
extent the filing party intends to withdraw the motion, that should be noted. To the extent
the parties cannot agree, each is allowed to note its position separately. The joint status
report should also note each party's position about a continued stay of the merits of this
matter, in light of either the pending appeal or the Cook County case. No party's status
report may exceed 3 pages. If several or all of defendants are in agreement, they should
file their 3 pages jointly. Mailed notice. (jcc,)

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 
EASTERN DIVISION 
 
RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,     Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 
         Hon. April Perry 
Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
Defendants. 
 
 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAR PRO SE; 

AND 
DEMAND FOR SANCTIONS AGAINST OPPOSING 

COUNSEL 
 

Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II moves this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1654 
for leave to appear pro se in the above-captioned civil action. In support thereof, 
and in further support of the pending Motion to Withdraw filed by Attorney 
Racine Miller (ECF No. 216), Plaintiff states as follows: 
 
1. Plaintiff commenced this civil RICO action (transferred from the Western 

District of Michigan, Case No. 2:24-cv-00134) and has at all times retained 
the absolute statutory right to prosecute his claims personally or through 
counsel of his choice. See 28 U.S.C. § 1654 (“In all courts of the United 
States the parties may plead and conduct their own cases personally or by 
counsel…”). This right is fundamental in civil actions and is not subject to 
the Court’s discretionary denial absent extraordinary circumstances not 
present here. 
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2. On September 2, 2025, Plaintiff formally terminated the Michigan Law 

Firm (counsel Racine Miller) by written termination letter. That 
termination was unequivocal and immediately effective as to Plaintiff’s 
choice of representation. 

 
3. Consistent with Plaintiff’s termination of counsel, Attorney Racine Miller 

filed a pending Motion to Withdraw as Attorney for Plaintiff (ECF No. 216). 
That motion remains pending before this Court. 

 
4. Defendants filed a response in opposition to the withdrawal (and/or to 

Plaintiff’s pro se appearance). That opposition is wholly frivolous, lacks any 
citation to controlling authority, and demonstrates no prejudice, delay, or 
harm to Defendants or the orderly administration of this case. More 
egregiously, the opposition appears to be the direct result of threats of 
blackmail and extortion made by agents of the opposing parties against 
Plaintiff and/or his former counsel. The clear and improper purpose of these 
threats is to force Racine Miller and the Michigan Law Firm to remain in 
the case so that Defendants can continue to exert improper control and 
influence over Plaintiff’s former counsel for their own benefit, rather than 
permitting Plaintiff to exercise his statutory right of counsel of his choice or 
to self-representation. 

 
5. This improper opposition is further compounded by the egregious conduct of 

Defendants’ counsel and agents. On January 3, 2025, Shomshon Moskowitz 
of Cascade Capital Group LLC (who is not counsel of record in this action) 
sent an unsolicited email directly to Plaintiff’s then-counsel Racine Miller, 
threatening “Rule 11” sanctions and insinuating that his clients would file 
false reports with “law enforcement” in order to obtain a civil resolution. See 
Plaintiff’s Complaint to the Attorney Registration and Disciplinary 
Commission of Illinois (ARDC) dated January 5, 2025, a true and correct 
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A. Furthermore, John Rhoades, 
Scott Fryzel, Kevin Conner (of Dykema Gosset, retained to represent CIBC 
USA ) and Julie O’Connor (General Counsel, CIBC USA) — along with Jesse 
Roth, Shomshon Moskowitz, Nick Callahan and Robin Mahar — engaged in 
continuous threatening communications with Racine Miller, Michael 
Haeberle and Katherine London.  
 

6. On September 13, 2024, Jesse Roth sent a letter to Racine Miller at the 
Michigan Law Firm threatening criminal harassment charges against 
plaintiff; on September 19, 2024, John Rhoades sent a follow-up letter citing 
rules of professional misconduct; and on September 20, 2024, Rhoades and 
Fryzel called the Michigan Law Firm and threatened disciplinary 
grievances and additional personal litigation. These threats were directed 
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by CIBC USA General Counsel Julie O’Connor and Cascade Capital Group 
Associate General Counsel Shomshon Moskowitz in an attempt to interfere 
with ongoing civil litigation and Plaintiff’s attorney-client relationship. See 
Plaintiff’s ARDC Complaint regarding Dykema counsel dated January 5, 
2025, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B. All of 
the foregoing conduct violates Illinois Rule of Professional Conduct 
(“ILRPC”) Rule 8.4(g), which provides that it is professional misconduct for a 
lawyer to “present, participate in presenting, or threaten to present criminal 
or professional disciplinary charges to obtain an advantage in a civil 
matter.” 
 

7. In addition, Defendants’ agents and counsel filed a false report with FBI 
Special Agent Richard Grout falsely alleging criminal harassment and 
attempted bank fraud by Plaintiff. This false report was made for the 
improper purpose of influencing Plaintiff’s counsel and interfering with the 
proceedings in this instant case, in violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1001. See also 
Plaintiff’s Objection to ECF 101 filed in the related Western District of 
Michigan action (ECF No. 105, p. 6, n.2) (referencing the FBI agent’s 
statement that he did not believe Plaintiff was in violation of federal law 
related to the relevant communications at bar). 

 
8. Plaintiff requests that sanctions be imposed in the amount of $25,000 per 

counsel that joined in the opposition response. This amount reflects the 
severity of the egregious nature of the filing, the approximate costs incurred 
by Plaintiff due to the loss of counsel, and the additional expenses required 
to prosecute this action pro se while potentially seeking new representation. 
Plaintiff further demands that this Court refer the matter to the Attorney 
Registration and Disciplinary Commission of Illinois (ARDC) and the 
Michigan Attorney Grievance Commission for formal investigation, 
discipline, and public reprimand of Shomshon Moskowitz, Jesse Roth, John 
Rhoades, Scott Fryzel, Julie O’Connor, Nick Callahan, Samantha Zuba, 
Robin Mahar and all other participating opposing counsel and agents for the 
violations detailed herein and in Exhibits A and B. 

 
9. Defendants’ filing is therefore not only legally baseless but was interposed 

for an improper purpose, namely, to harass Plaintiff, interfere with his 
statutory right to counsel of choice (including self-representation), and 
perpetuate Defendants’ ability to manipulate and control opposing counsel 
through blackmail and extortionate tactics. Such egregious conduct 
warrants the imposition of sanctions against opposing counsel pursuant to 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 11 and 28 U.S.C. § 1927. This court gave 
explicit notice to counsel to withdraw any filings that were frivolous in 
nature at the hearing on April 9th, 2026, satisfying the notice to cure in rule 
11(b). Plaintiff requests that sanctions be imposed in the amount of $25,000 
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per counsel that joined in the opposition response. This amount reflects the 
severity of the egregious nature of the filing, the approximate costs incurred 
by Plaintiff due to the loss of counsel, and the additional expenses required 
to prosecute this action pro se while potentially seeking new representation. 

 
10. Granting leave to appear pro se and granting the pending motion to 

withdraw will not prejudice Defendants, will not delay the proceedings, and 
is consistent with the clear statutory command of 28 U.S.C. § 1654. Courts 
in this Circuit and across the country routinely grant pro se status to 
individual civil plaintiffs upon termination of counsel; denial of such a 
request exceeds the Court’s authority and would constitute reversible error 
as an abuse of discretion. See, e.g., Washington v. Sherwin Real Estate, Inc., 
694 F.2d 1081 (7th Cir. 1982). 

 
11. Plaintiff is fully prepared to prosecute this action pro se, has demonstrated 

familiarity with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and this Court’s Local 
Rules and requests that the Court enter an order forthwith. 

 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II respectfully requests that this 
Honorable Court: 

 
A. Grant Attorney Racine Miller’s pending Motion to Withdraw (ECF No. 216);  
 
B. Grant Plaintiff leave to appear pro se in this civil action pursuant to 28 
U.S.C. § 1654;  
 
C. Strike or overrule Defendants’ frivolous response in opposition in its 
entirety;  
 
D. Impose sanctions against Defendant’s counsel that filed the response in 
opposition (and each counsel that joined the opposition individually) in the 
amount of $25,000 per counsel pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 11 and 28 U.S.C. § 
1927 for filing a frivolous, baseless, harassing, and improperly motivated 
opposition, reflecting the severity of the conduct and Plaintiff’s approximate 
costs and expenses caused thereby;  
 
E. Refer Shomshon Moskowitz, Jesse Roth, John Rhoades, Scott Fryzel, Julie 
O’Connor, Nick Callahan, Samantha Zuba, Robin Mahar and all other 
participating opposing counsel and agents to the Attorney Registration and 
Disciplinary Commission of Illinois and the Michigan Attorney Grievance 
Commission for formal investigation, discipline, and public reprimand for 
violations of ILRPC Rule 8.4(g), 18 U.S.C. § 1001, and related professional 
misconduct. 
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E. Direct the Clerk to enter Plaintiff’s appearance and update the docket to 
reflect Plaintiff’s pro se status and to serve all future filings directly upon 
Plaintiff; and 

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

Dutifully submitted, 

/s/_______________________ 
Raymond E. Butler II 
Plaintiff, Pro Se 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com

utifully submitted, 

_______________________ 
ymond E Butler II
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5 and Local Rule 5.5, I hereby 
certify that on April 29, 2026, I electronically filed the foregoing PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR LEAVE TO APPEAR PRO SE with the Clerk of the Court using 
the CM/ECF system, which will automatically send electronic notification of 
such filing to all attorneys of record who are registered CM/ECF users. 

/s/_________________________ 

Raymond E. Butler II 
Pro Se Plaintiff 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

ch filing to all attorneys of record wh

_________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A
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ATTORNEY REGISTRATION AND DISCIPLINARY COMMISSION 
of the 

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 

COMPLAINT FORM 

Use this form to file a complaint about: 
1) an Illinois lawyer;
2) a non-Illinois lawyer who has provided legal services in Illinois; or
3) a non-lawyer who you are claiming has engaged in the unauthorized practice of law in Illinois.

Return the completed form by e-mail, mail or facsimile to: 

ARDC 
130 E. Randolph Dr., Ste. 1500 
Chicago, IL 60601-6219 
Phone: (312) 565-2600 or (800) 826-8625 
Fax: (312) 565-2320 
Email: information@iardc.org

or 

ARDC 
3161 W. White Oaks Dr., Ste. 301 
Springfield, IL 62704 
Phone: (217) 546-3523 or (800) 252-8048 
Fax: (217) 546-3785 
Email: information@iardc.org

Zip: State: 

Work phone:   Cell phone: 

1. Your name:

Street address:

City:

Home phone:

Email address:

Zip: 

2. Name of lawyer/person you want to be investigated:

Name of law firm or business:

Street address:

City:   State:

Phone:

Email address:

3. Have you previously contacted the ARDC regarding this matter?     Yes No 

If yes, when and how did you contact us?

4. Did you employ the lawyer/person you are complaining about:       Yes No 

4a. If you answered yes to question 4:

When did the employment start? 

What was the fee agreement? 

How much have you paid the lawyer/person to date? 

over

Raymond Butler

14320 Shirley Rd

Baraga Michigan 49908

773-997-0328

rbutler@cannabestinc.com

Shomshon Moskowitz

Cascade Capital Group LLC

3450 Oakton St

Skokie IL 60076

847-745-7217

smoskowitz@cascadellc.com

✔

✔
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4b. If you answered no to question 4 what is your connection to the lawyer/person? 

5. If your request relates to a court case or other proceeding, please provide the following:

Name of court or agency:

Name of case:

Case number:

6. Please explain your complaint(s).  Include important dates and names of witnesses and others involved.
Use additional pages if necessary.  Attach copies of documents that support your complaint, such as fee
agreements, receipts, checks, letters and court papers.

Date: _Signature: ____________________________________________  ______________________________

Shomshon Moskowitz represents Chaim Rajchenbach and Menachem Shabat (and respective family members) 
personally and professionally as associate general counsel of cascade capital group.
The Rajchenbachs and Shabats are opposing litigants in Butler v. Eddi (2:24-cv-00134) and are represented by 
attorney of record Jesse Louis Roth of Maddin Hauser Roth & Heller, P.C.

Western District of Michigan & Cook County Chancery Court

Butler v. Eddi et al & Butler v. Eddi

2:24-cv-00134 & 2022CH00675

On 1/3/2025, one of my attorneys in the above refrenced matter, Racine Miller of The Michigan Law Firm received 
the unsolicited and attached email correspondonce from Shomshon Moskowitz, an Illinois Attorney who has not 
appeared and is not on record in either case, state or federal. Mr. Moskowitz is not liscensed or admitted to practice 
in any Michigan courts, yet felt it neccesary to directly threaten Racine Miller and myself with "Rule 11" sanctions 
and insinuating his client will be filing false reports with "law enforcement" in order to obtain a civil resolution.

This is in direct violation of ILRPC Rule 8.4(g) which states:

"provides that it is proffesional misconduct for a lawyer to "present, participate in presenting, or threaten to 
present criminal or proffesional disciplinary charges to obtain an advantage in a civil matter."

Futhermore, through counsel Jesse Roth and John Rhodes of Dykema, threats of proffesional disciplinary charges 
against Racine Miller were verbally conveyed over the phone as can be corroberated through the attached letters 
recieved.

1/5/2025
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ATTORNEY REGISTRATION AND DISCIPLINARY COMMISSION 
of the 

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 

COMPLAINT FORM 

Use this form to file a complaint about: 
1) an Illinois lawyer;
2) a non-Illinois lawyer who has provided legal services in Illinois; or
3) a non-lawyer who you are claiming has engaged in the unauthorized practice of law in Illinois.

Return the completed form by e-mail, mail or facsimile to: 

ARDC 
130 E. Randolph Dr., Ste. 1500 
Chicago, IL 60601-6219 
Phone: (312) 565-2600 or (800) 826-8625 
Fax: (312) 565-2320 
Email: information@iardc.org

or 

ARDC 
3161 W. White Oaks Dr., Ste. 301 
Springfield, IL 62704 
Phone: (217) 546-3523 or (800) 252-8048 
Fax: (217) 546-3785 
Email: information@iardc.org

Zip: State: 

Work phone:   Cell phone: 

1. Your name:

Street address:

City:

Home phone:

Email address:

Zip: 

2. Name of lawyer/person you want to be investigated:

Name of law firm or business:

Street address:

City:   State:

Phone:

Email address:

3. Have you previously contacted the ARDC regarding this matter?     Yes No 

If yes, when and how did you contact us?

4. Did you employ the lawyer/person you are complaining about:       Yes No 

4a. If you answered yes to question 4:

When did the employment start? 

What was the fee agreement? 

How much have you paid the lawyer/person to date? 

over

Raymond Butler

14320 Shirley Rd

Baraga Michigan 49908

773-997-0328

rbutler@cannabestinc.com

John Rhoades, Scott Fryzel, Julie O'Connor

Dykema Gosset

10 South Wacker Drive

Chicago IL 60606

312-876-1700

jrhoades@dykema.com , sfryzel@dykema.com

✔

via request for investigation on 1/5/2025 for Shomshon Moskowitz

✔
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4b. If you answered no to question 4 what is your connection to the lawyer/person? 

5. If your request relates to a court case or other proceeding, please provide the following:

Name of court or agency:

Name of case:

Case number:

6. Please explain your complaint(s).  Include important dates and names of witnesses and others involved.
Use additional pages if necessary.  Attach copies of documents that support your complaint, such as fee
agreements, receipts, checks, letters and court papers.

Date: _Signature: ____________________________________________  ______________________________

John Rhoades and Scott Fryzel of Dykema have been retained to represent CIBC USA under the direction of 
General Counsel Julie O'Connor. Along with Defense Counsel Jesse Roth and Cascade Capital Group Associate 
General Counsel Shomshon Moskowitz, these individuals all participated in professional misconduct by 
continousley engaging with threatening communications with my attorney Racine Miller.

Western District of Michigan & Cook County Chancery Court

Butler v. Eddi et al & Butler v. Eddi

2:24-cv-00134 & 2022CH00675

On 9/13/2024, one of my attorneys in the above refrenced matter, Racine Miller of The Michigan Law Firm received 
the attached letter from Jesse Louis Roth, an Michigan Attorney who has appeared as defense counsel for Chaim 
Rajchenbach and Menachem Shabat in Butler v. Eddi et al. Mr Roth threatened criminal harassment charges for 
my inquiry to the bank about my family trusts. he did so again, reiterating the same threats in a leter letter dated 
12/23/24.

On 9/19/2024 the attached letter was received from John Rhoades of Dykema Gosset and details the same narrative 
as before, with the addition of thinly veiled threats in the form of citing the rules of professional misconduct. On 
9/20/2024 John Rhoades and Scott Fryzel call the Michigan Law Firm under the guise of discussing the matter with 
Racine Miller, but instead threatend disciplinary greivances to be filed against her and additional litigation 
personally.

Both of these instances were directed by CIBC USA General Counsel Julie O'Connor and Cascade Capital Group 
Assosciate General Counsel Shomshon Moskowitz in an attempt to intefere with ongoing civil litigation and my 
attorney-client relationship.

This is in direct violation of ILRPC Rule 8.4(g) which states:

"provides that it is proffesional misconduct for a lawyer to "present, participate in presenting, or threaten to 
present criminal or proffesional disciplinary charges to obtain an advantage in a civil matter."

1/5/2025
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Rev. 0 / /2016 

U.S. District Court for the Northern District Of Illinois
Appearance Form for Pro Se Litigants 

Information entered on this form is required for any person filing a case in this court as a pro se 
party (that is, without an attorney). Please PRINT legibly.  

Case Title: ______________________ Case Number: _____________________ 

An appearance is hereby filed by the undersigned as a pro se litigant: 

Name: _____________________________________________________________

Street Address: _____________________________________________________________

City/State/Zip: _____________________________________________________________ 

Phone Number: _____________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________  _______________________ 
    Signature Executed on (date) 

REQUEST TO RECEIVE NOTICE THROUGH E-MAIL
If you check the box below and provide an e-mail address in the space provided, you will receive notice 
via e-mail. By checking the box and providing an e-mail address, under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 
5(b)2(E) you are waiving your right to receive a paper copy of documents filed electronically in this case. 
You should not provide an e-mail address if you do not check it frequently. 

I request to be sent notices from the court via e-mail. I understand that by making this request, I 
am waiving the right to receive a paper copy of any electronically filed document in this case. I 
understand that if my e-mail address changes I must promptly notify the Court in writing. 

_____________________________________________
E-Mail Address (Please PRINT legibly.)

[If you need additional space for ANY section, please attach an additional sheet and reference that section.]

[If you need additional space for ANY section, please attach an additional sheet and reference that section.]

_____________________________
Signature

_______

Case: 1:25-cv-04443 Document #: 253 Filed: 04/29/26 Page 1 of 1 PageID #:1465

Butler v. Eddi et al. 1:25-cv-04443

Raymond Earl Butler II

14320 Shirley Rd

Baraga, Michigan 49908

773-997-0328

4/28/2026

✔

RaymondEButler@protonmail.com
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 
EASTERN DIVISION 

RAYMOND E BUTLER, II, Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 
Hon. April Perry 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 

Defendants. 
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PLAINTIFF’S PRO SE MOTION TO CORRECT THE
 OFFICIAL

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS HELD ON APRIL 9, 2026 

Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, appearing Pro Se, moves this Court pursuant to the 
Court’s inherent authority, 28 U.S.C. § 753, and any applicable local rules to correct 
the official transcript of the proceedings held before the Judge April M. Perry on 
April 9, 2026.  

In support of this Motion, Plaintiff states as follows: 
On April 9, 2026, this Court conducted an in-person hearing on Plaintiff’s 
Motion to Disqualify (ECF 245). The proceedings were recorded by Official 
Court Reporter Noreen Resendez, CSR, RPR, CRR.

Plaintiff has now received what purports to be the official transcript of those 
proceedings. A copy of the transcript received by Plaintiff is attached hereto 
as Exhibit A.

Upon careful review, Plaintiff has determined that the official transcript is 
materially inaccurate. It contains numerous omissions of entire sections of 
the proceedings, alterations of statements actually made on the record, and 
other inaccuracies that do not faithfully reflect what was said in open court 
by the Court, Plaintiff’s and Defense  counsel.

These omissions and alterations are not minor or clerical in nature. They 
affect substantive portions of the hearing, including (but not limited to) 
statements concerning the basis for Plaintiff’s motion to disqualify, the 
Court’s comments regarding its relationship with Judge Alexakis, the ARDC 
referral, and other matters material to the pending motion and the integrity 
of the record.

Plaintiff is now proceeding pro se in this matter. Plaintiff’s former counsel, 
Katherine A. London, has been  suspended from the practice of 
law in the Northern District of Illinois, Plaintiff therefore files this Motion 
pro se and  his appearance as such.
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6. An accurate transcript is essential for the proper administration of justice, for
any future appellate review, and to preserve the integrity of the record in this
high-profile matter involving multiple allegations of judicial and attorney
misconduct.

Plaintiff requests that the Court order the Official Court Reporter to review the 
original audio recording of the April 9, 2026 proceedings and prepare a corrected 
transcript that accurately reflects the proceedings as they occurred.  

Plaintiff also requests the court order the court reporter to provide Plaintiff and all 
parties with an official copy of the audio recording so that it can be listened to and 
compared to the transcript and the record settled. 

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, prays that this Court: 

a. Grant this Motion to Correct the Record;

b. Order the Official Court Reporter, Noreen Resendez, to review the audio
recording and file a corrected transcript within fourteen (14) days;

c. Order the Official Court Reporter, Noreen Resendez, to provide the parties the
audio recording for the purpose of verifying and settling the transcript;

Dutifully submitted, 

/s/_______________________ 

Raymond E. Butler II 

Plaintiff, Pro Se 

14320 Shirley Rd. 

Baraga, MI. 49908 

773-997-0328

RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

_______________________ 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5 and Local Rule 5.5, I hereby 
certify that on April 29, 2026, I electronically filed the foregoing PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION with the Clerk of the Court using the 
CM/ECF system, which will automatically send electronic notification of such 
filing to all attorneys of record who are registered CM/ECF users. 

/s/_________________________ 

Raymond E. Butler II 
Pro Se Plaintiff 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com

ing to all attorneys of record who are

_________________________ 
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EXHIBIT A
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS

EASTERN DIVISION

RAYMOND E. BUTLER, II,

Plaintiff,

v.

ELI JACKFINN EDDI, et al., 

Defendants.  

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

Case No.  25 CV 4443 

Chicago, Illinois
April 9, 2026
10:00 a.m.

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS 
BEFORE THE HONORABLE APRIL M. PERRY

APPEARANCES:

For the Plaintiff: KMFL LAW 
BY:  MS. KATHERINE A. LONDON
100 Illinois Street, Suite 200 
St. Charles, Illinois 60174

For Defendant Ilana LEVENFELD PEARLSTEIN, LLC
Finn Eddi: BY: MS. ROBIN D. MAHER

120 South Riverside Plaza, Suite 1800
Chicago, Illinois 60606

 
For Defendant Dorine HALL MATSON, PLC
and Manuel Magence:  BY:  MR. THOMAS R. HALL

1550 Watertower Place, Suite 200
East Lansing, Michigan 48823

For Defendant HINSHAW & CULBERTSON LLP
Jeffrey Gutman: BY:  MS. JENNIFER W. WELLER

151 North Franklin Street, Suite 2500
Chicago, Illinois 60606

For Defendant ALAN J. MANDEL LTD.  
Nachshon Draiman:  BY:  MR. ALAN J. MANDEL

7520 Skokie Boulevard
Skokie, Illinois 60077

For Defendant SWANSON MARTIN & BELL
William Kanter: BY:  MS. MEREDITH H. GREEN

330 North Wabash Street, Suite 3300
Chicago, Illinois 60611
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APPEARANCES:  (Continued)

For Defendant Shmuel BARACK FERRAZZANO KIRSCHBAUM &
Fuerst, Chaim NAGELBERG LLP
Rajchenbach, Menachem BY:  MS. SAMANTHA ZUBA 
Shabat: 200 West Madison Street, Suite 3900

Chicago, Illinois 60606

For Defendant Harold PLUNKETT COONEY, PC 
Katz: BY:  MR. THOMAS G. FRENCH  

221 North LaSalle Street, Suite 3500 
Chicago, Illinois 60601 

For Defendant Irving CLAUSEN MILLER P.C.  
Birnbaum:  BY:  MS. JACQUELYN PEARCE  

10 South LaSalle Street
Chicago, Illinois 60603

For Defendant MR. GARY A. WEINTRAUB
Stanton F. Aron:  465 Central Avenue, Suite 100

Northfield, Illinois 60093

For Defendant OBERTS GALASSO LAW GROUP
Colman Ginsparg: BY:  MR. WILLIAM B. OBERTS 

181 West Madison Street, Suite 4700
Chicago, Illinois 60602

For Defendant Garry TRESSLER LLP
Chankin: BY:  MR. JAMES BORCIA

233 South Wacker Drive, 61st Floor
Chicago, Illinois 60606

For Defendant David HONIGMAN, LLP 
Raanan: BY:  MS. MARY KATHRYN CURRY

321 North Clark Street, Suite 500
Chicago, Illinois 60654

For Defendant Eric ASHMAN & STEIN
Rothner BY: MS. SUE ANN ROSEN

8707 North Skokie Blvd., Suite 100
Skokie, Illinois 60077 

Court Reporter: NOREEN RESENDEZ, CSR, RPR, CRR
Official Court Reporter
219 S. Dearborn Street, Room 1728
Chicago, Illinois 60604
Noreen.resendez@ilnd.uscourts.gov  
*  *  *  *  *

PROCEEDINGS REPORTED BY STENOTYPE
TRANSCRIPT PRODUCED USING COMPUTER-AIDED TRANSCRIPTION 
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(Proceedings heard in open court:) 

THE CLERK:  Calling case 25 CV 4443, Butler versus 

Eddi.  

THE COURT:  All right.  Just line up and share the 

microphones as best you can.  

MS. LONDON:  Good morning, Your Honor.  Katherine 

London on behalf of the plaintiff, Raymond Butler. 

THE COURT:  Good morning.

MS. ROSEN:  Sue Ann Rosen from Ashman Stein on behalf 

of Eric Rothner. 

MS. MAHER:  Good morning.  Robin Maher on behalf of 

Ilana Eddi. 

MR. MANDEL:  Alan Mandel on behalf of Nachshon 

Draiman. 

MS. PEARCE:  Jackie Pearce on behalf of Irving 

Birnbaum.

MR. WEINTRAUB:  Gary Weintraub on behalf of Stanton, 

Aron. 

MS. ZUBA:  Samantha Zuba on behalf of Menachem Shabat, 

Chaim Rajchenbach and Shmuel Fuerst.

MS. WELLER:  Jennifer Weller on behalf of Jeffrey 

Gutman.

MR. OBERTS:  Your Honor, good morning.  Bill Oberts, 

O-B-E-R-T-S, on behalf of Colman Ginsparg.

MS. GREEN:  Meredith Green on behalf of William 
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Kanter.

MS. CURRY:  Mary Kathryn Curry on behalf of David 

Raanan.

MR. HALL:  Good morning, Your Honor.  I'm Thomas Hall.  

I represent Manuel and Dorine Magence.

MR. FRENCH:  Good morning, Your Honor.  Thomas French 

on behalf of Mr. Harold Katz.

MR. BORCIA:  Jim Borcia for Garry Chankin.  

THE COURT:  Is that everyone?  All right.  Good.  I 

appreciate you all being here in person.  It is not my policy 

to drag people in for nonsubstantive motions.  Hopefully we can 

accomplish most of what needs to be done on papers.  But to the 

extent we are going to be talking about substantive motions, it 

is my policy to have everyone appear in person.  I know some of 

you are from out of town.  So you can have, on the defense 

side, to the extent there are no conflicts, you can obviously 

step up on each other's behalf.  And again, hopefully we won't 

need to do this too often because I know it is a lot of time 

and money that people spend.  But I find that things go 

smoother when we all have to look each other in the eye and you 

all have to look me in the eye, so that is why we are here 

today.

We are up today on plaintiff's motion to disqualify, 

which is docket entry Number 245.  It names five, perhaps six, 

depending on how you read it, bases for my recusal.  We will 
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discuss each one of those in turn. 

But first, Ms. London, I should tell you, I don't know 

who all of the people in the courtroom are.  But I understand 

that the Seventh Circuit has opened an ARDC referral regarding 

similar types of motions to disqualify.  I don't know if anyone 

from the ARDC is here today.  It is their practice, if they 

have an open investigation, frequently to either come or to get 

transcripts, so you should proceed with the understanding that 

they may be reading this.  In addition, of course, to the 

understanding that you are an officer of the court always when 

you appear.  

So let's talk about each one of these different bases 

for recusal that you have notated in your motion.  

The first is my prior professional relationship with 

Judge Alexakis, who recused herself from the case a short time 

ago.  I should note that not only did we work together before, 

we work together now and we are friends as I am with many of my 

colleagues on the bench.  

This particular case involves trust assets from which 

the plaintiff claims he's been unfairly denied and which have 

been dissipated.  The claims involve fraud and breach of 

fiduciary duty by individuals who had involvement with various 

family trusts in which the plaintiff allegedly had an interest.  

Put simply, this case has nothing to do with me.  It 

has nothing to do with Judge Alexakis.  She is not a victim.  
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She is not a witness.  She is not a party.  She is not a lawyer 

in the case.  She recused herself because of a different 

lawsuit, which is noted in her minute order, which named her as 

well as four other judges as well as the entirety of the Cook 

County clerk's office as defendants filed by the same 

plaintiff.  That lawsuit takes issue with various rulings that 

Judge Alexakis and later Judge Maldonado from the Seventh 

Circuit made.  

Judge Alexakis noted in her minute order that she did 

not have to recuse herself from the case because the other 

lawsuit is frivolous.  As should go without saying, if a party 

could disqualify a judge in their case just by suing them, we 

would have a whole lot more disqualifications.  It would 

incentivize perversely parties to sue judges indiscriminately 

to receive more favorable treatment or more favorable judges.  

And that's the reason the rule exists that a judge doesn't have 

to recuse themselves on the basis of a frivolous lawsuit.  

But Judge Alexakis chose to recuse herself on a 

voluntary basis under the belief that her impartiality might 

reasonably be questioned.  Plaintiff's argument is now because 

I'm friends with Judge Alexakis, my impartiality might 

reasonably be questioned because her impartiality might 

reasonably be questioned.  

Unfortunately, I do not accept the premise that the 

conflict rules work like the transitive properties in a math 
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problem.  Just because Judge Alexakis has a conflict and I'm 

friends with Judge Alexakis, does not then mean I have a 

conflict.  And I have not seen any authority in the rules or 

case law to indicate otherwise.  

The closest judicial advisory opinion that I'm aware 

of on this topic is Number 11, which discusses judicial 

disqualifications when a judge's longtime friend is actually a 

counsel in the case.  Interestingly, even then -- and in that 

case I think the attorney is not only a friend but the 

Godfather of the judge's child, even in that case, the judicial 

advisory opinion did not require disqualification.  

Here, of course, we are much farther afield because 

Judge Alexakis is neither a lawyer in the case nor does she 

have any continued involvement with it at all.  In short, her 

decision to recuse herself has nothing to do with me, and I 

will not disqualify myself on the basis that I am friends with 

her.  

That turns us to the second issue in which the 

plaintiff and plaintiff's counsel have questioned the validity 

of my judicial nomination and confirmation.  Specifically 

alleging that an autopen may have been used to sign my 

commission.  

So let me ask you first, Ms. London.  Do you know what 

an autopen is and how it works?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes, Your Honor. 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  What is your understanding of how 

an autopen works?  

MS. LONDON:  My understanding is that an autopen is 

used when the president is not able to participate in or be at 

the signing of something that he would need to sign and an 

autopen is used in his absence with his knowledge of what is 

being signed in his absence. 

THE COURT:  All right.  My question is actually much 

more basic.  How does an autopen work?  

MS. LONDON:  I believe it's like an electric stamp, 

but I don't know for sure. 

THE COURT:  All right.  So you would agree with me 

that signatures generated by an autopen are identical?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes, but I would disagree that it is the 

intent of the person who intends to sign something that is 

different.  Anybody could stamp something with an identical 

signature, but it's not the same thing as the person who has -- 

owns that signature knowing what is being signed. 

THE COURT:  I just asked you whether autopen 

signatures are identical.  

MS. LONDON:  I believe they are supposed to be. 

THE COURT:  Right.  Because that's how an autopen 

works, right?  They generate identical signatures over and over 

and over again, correct?  

MS. LONDON:  Sure. 
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THE COURT:  Have you seen my judicial commission?  

MS. LONDON:  No. 

THE COURT:  Have you seen any judicial commission 

signed by President Biden?  

MS. LONDON:  No. 

THE COURT:  So what is your good-faith basis for 

alleging that an autopen was used with respect to my 

commission?  

MS. LONDON:  Well, we gave you specific references to 

whistleblower testimony and the June 4th, 2025, White House 

memorandum and the ongoing investigations regarding the autopen 

to substantiate our claim.

THE COURT:  To be used in some documents that were 

supposed to be signed by the President?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes. 

THE COURT:  Let me tell you, I have no reason to 

believe an autopen was used with respect to the signing of my 

commission.  First, I have seen several commissions signed by 

President Biden.  We all have them up in our offices.  The 

signatures are remarkably consistent but they are not 

identical.  Indicating to me no autopen was used.  

Secondly, at the time I was confirmed, I was told that 

I needed to state when I would be available for my commission 

to be signed because the President often requires several times 

to be able to -- several days to be present to be able to sign 
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the judicial commission.  Therefore, we were all told that once 

we said we were ready for our commission to be signed, we would 

need to expect that it could take up to a week for our 

commissions to be signed.  

Based on the facts within my personal knowledge, there 

is no infirmity within my appointment process.  Speculation and 

conjectures based upon the Internet or news don't count as 

facts.  If someone in the executive or the legislative branch 

had a genuine basis to challenge the 200 plus judges who were 

appointed by the last presidential administration, I can almost 

guarantee they would have moved forward with official action on 

that basis.  

The most recent public reporting I have seen on this 

is that the Washington D.C. U.S. Attorney's office closed its 

investigation into the use of autopens based upon a total lack 

of any factual information to support it.  So until someone 

with actual knowledge of relevant facts provides me with any 

information to challenge the legitimacy of my appointment, I 

plan to continue doing the job that the taxpayers have been 

paying me to do.  

That brings me to your third basis.  Financial 

disclosure report, which I have not made publicly available.  

First let me ask you, which financial disclosure report are you 

complaining about not being publicly available?  

MS. LONDON:  2024, 2025. 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  Before you accused me of violating 

my statutory duty to file that financial report, I'm assuming 

you looked at the statute.  Is that true?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes, I did. 

THE COURT:  What statute did you look at?  

MS. LONDON:  I don't know, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  The financial disclosures are governed by 

5 United States Code 13101 through 13111.  Fie United States 

Code 13103 requires annual reports to be filed by May 15th, the 

calendar year after the judge is disclosing about.  So to the 

extent you're complaining about my 2025 report not being 

publicly available to you, I was under no obligation to file it 

before May 15th.  It is April 9th.  In case you are wondering, 

I actually filed it very early in late March.  It is currently 

publicly available to you.  

To the extent you are complaining about 2024, the 

statute says that an annual report must be filed for any 

calendar year in which a judge serves in excess of 60 days.  

Did you happen to look to see when I started serving 

on the bench before you accused me of having violated my 

statutory duty?  

MS. LONDON:  I did, Your Honor.  And to your previous 

point, I did check to see if your financial disclosure was 

publicly available within the last few days, and I have not 

been able to find it. 
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THE COURT:  Well, someone else has already found it 

and requested it.  So I would suggest that perhaps your 

searches have been in error because people are downloading it.  

How many days did I serve in 2024?  

MS. LONDON:  I don't know, Judge. 

THE COURT:  My commission was signed on November 20th.  

I was sworn in on November 26th.  That is fewer than 60 days in 

the calendar year.  I was under no obligation to file a 

financial report by the statute.  Your allegations not only 

have no factual support, they are frivolous.  

That moves us to the Vanguard investments.  Luckily 

you were able to access my financial disclosure when I was 

nominated to the U.S. Attorney, and you were able to discern 

that along with about 30 million other customers, I have 

investments at Vanguard.  You have argued that I should 

disqualify myself because apparently the trust in this case is 

also a Vanguard customer, which I didn't know because Vanguard 

doesn't appear anywhere in the complaints.  

The rules regarding disqualification because of 

financial interest are quite clear.  A judge must disqualify 

herself when she has a financial interest in the subject matter 

and controversy.  Having a bank account at the same place as 

one of the parties has a bank account, does not even remotely 

meet the standard.  Vanguard is at best maybe a witness in this 

case to authenticate bank records.  It is not a party to the 
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case, and there is no reason to think that any other person's 

accounts at Vanguard would be in any way affected by the 

outcome of this particular case.  In sum there is no basis for 

disqualification on that basis. 

The next stated basis for recusal is my ruling in the 

State of Illinois vs. Trump case, which you have alleged 

indicates a broad disregard for core constitutional principles.  

Are you aware of what happened to that ruling on appeal?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes, Your Honor. 

THE COURT:  Do tell. 

MS. LONDON:  I am aware of it. 

THE COURT:  All right.  So you're aware that the 

ruling was upheld by both the Seventh Circuit and the Supreme 

Court?  

MS. LONDON:  Yes.  

THE COURT:  Given that, no objective observer could 

reasonably question whether that case reflects a broad 

disregard for core constitutional principles.  

Let me ask you next, even if that were untrue, what 

does this case have to do with core constitutional principles?  

MS. LONDON:  Well, the core constitutional principle 

that we discussed earlier regarding the autopen ties into the 

constitutional issues in the Trump case as well.  If you're 

throwing out the autopen, then I don't have anything else to 

say about it. 
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THE COURT:  Okay.  Finally you take issue with my 

local Rule 44 analysis under which I applied the local rule, 

like I do all statutes, like the Supreme Court has commanded me 

based upon its plain language.  A judge's application of the 

law or rule as written is hardly a reasonable basis to 

disqualify the judge.  In sum, no reasonable person, knowing 

all the facts, would conclude my impartiality might reasonably 

be questioned within the meaning of 28 United States Code 

Section 455(a).  

I also want to note that you also bring the motion as 

under 28 U.S.C. Section 144, which applies when the judge has a 

personal bias or prejudice against either the filing party or 

in favor of the adverse party.  Your proposed basis for 

qualification, of course, has nothing to do with either you or 

the opposing party.  They're instead attacks on my judicial 

nomination, my personal relationships, my financial disclosure, 

reporting obligations, where I bank, and my prior rulings.  So 

Section 144 is just inapplicable to the case.  Other than to 

say when you had your client swear under oath that all of the 

facts in the motion were true, you put your client at risk for 

either prosecution for making a false statement or certainly 

for further cross-examination regarding his factual bases for 

any of these things.  Enough said about that.  

To be clear, your motion ]fails under even the most 

lenient view of your obligations under Rule 11.  You didn't do 
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the most basic factual research about what my financial 

disclosure reporting requirements are before accusing me of 

having violated them.  You have no legitimate basis to argue 

under the law that I should disqualify myself because I use a 

bank where the assets in the case are held or that an opinion 

upheld by the Supreme Court represents a disregard for the 

Constitution or that following the plain language of the local 

rules is an entitlement to disqualification.  

This is your one free pass.  I do not like sanctioning 

attorneys.  I think it distracts us from the actual issues in 

the case, and I think it is highly inefficient.  But I will not 

tolerate any additional frivolous motions.  You will be 

sanctioned, just as the Seventh Circuit has already sanctioned 

you, if you persist in this type of behavior.  You didn't get 

any warning from the Seventh Circuit; you are getting one from 

me.  You are also doing your client no favors when you delay 

litigation with motions like this.  

So let's move on to the actual issues in this case 

that matter.  There are several pending motions at various 

stages in briefing.  Giving my statements about Rule 11, which 

I want everybody to take note of, I want to give everyone the 

chance to think very hard about the motions they filed and 

whether or not they intend to persist with them.  My skim of 

the document, which is quite long, indicates there may be 

similar issues lurking.  So I want to give anybody a chance to 
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withdraw any motions that they think should be withdrawn.  

I'm going to ask you all to meet and confer.  I know 

there's a lot of you, so I know that probably is quite 

complicated.  But I want you to meet and confer about the 

pending motions, whether you intend to persist with them if you 

have been the one who filed them, and whether you do intend to 

persist with them, what a proposed briefing schedule would be 

for each of them.  

So I'm going to ask for a joint proposed status -- 

joint status report by April 24th.  If you all can't agree, 

because again, there are many, many of you, you can each submit 

a status report of no more than three pages regarding the 

pending motions.  To the extent you are the one who filed the 

motion, please just let me know if you are going to withdraw it 

or persist in it and what a proposed briefing schedule would be 

for those.  

I'm aware from the docket that Judge Alexakis did not 

move forward on these at her discretion to manage her docket.  

I intend to move forward with any and all ancillary motions 

either that have been filed or will be filed, as I am entitled 

to do, while we wait for the Seventh Circuit's ruling on the 

other issues just so we can get rid of those and keep this case 

moving forward as best we can.  

Do you have any questions, Ms. London?  

MS. LONDON:  No, Your Honor.
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THE COURT:  Any questions on this side of the 

courtroom?  

MS. ROSEN:  Your Honor, my client was served and two 

days after the service, there was a stay put on the case.  We 

will file a motion to dismiss.  I have one prepared, but I 

didn't file it because there has been a stay. 

THE COURT:  Right. 

MS. ROSEN:  Should I file it?  

THE COURT:  I will take a look at that.  I mean, to 

the extent that you all agree to lift the stay -- my 

understanding of what is on appeal, and correct me if I'm 

wrong, because I have not dug super deep into this docket, is 

that it's a TRO that's under appeal?  

MS. LONDON:  An injunction. 

THE COURT:  Okay.  So I don't think the stay is 

mandatory in this case.  I also seem to recall though that the 

stay was put in place because of a pending Cook County action.  

So it may still be in the interest of efficiency and such to 

keep it in place.  If you all agree it should be lifted, let me 

know.  If there are people who want to lift it and people who 

don't, let me know that and we can discuss whether or not that 

should be briefed.

MR. MANDEL:  Very briefly, Your Honor, the order was 

that none of the defendants should seek to respond to the 

complaint until, amongst other things, there was a 

Case: 1:25-cv-04443 Document #: 254 Filed: 05/01/26 Page 22 of 26 PageID #:1487
Case: 25-2589      Document: 73            Filed: 05/06/2026      Pages: 236



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

18

determination in the state court as to whether or not 

Mr. Butler was an appropriate heir or beneficiary to the trust.  

While we were here, I looked at the docket in the Circuit 

Court, that case is still pending.  There was a motion to 

disqualify the judge who was supposed to try the case in 

November.  There are proceedings, I believe, next week with 

respect to that case.  In the interest of judicial economy, I 

think we should wait before we start filing our motions until 

we find out if there's a basis for the case.  

THE COURT:  Understood.  That's what the point of the 

status report is.  So I don't want to sit here and have all 

20 or some odd of you tell me your position on the record, it 

will get too confusing.  The stay remains in place for now.  No 

one has to file anything.  Tell me if you all agree to remove 

it or to get rid of the stay, although it sounds like you do 

not.  It might be helpful, if anyone can guess, which you may 

not be able to, how long the state case will take to resolve.  

But that, of course, depends on how many other motions have 

been filed in the meantime. 

MS. MAHER:  Your Honor, I am the attorney for the 

defendants in the state case, and can speak to it if you're 

interested or I can put it in a status report; but there have 

been a number of motions that I would call frivolous including 

to disqualify the current judge who has now been named as a 

potential party or seeking leave to sue him in the cause of 
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action against the federal court judges.  We have a hearing 

scheduled with an assigned judge -- the way Cook County works, 

a different judge decides recusal motions, disqualification 

motions.  We have a hearing on April 24th in that matter. 

THE COURT:  Maybe it makes sense to kick our date a 

little bit longer then. 

MS. MAHER:  Yeah.  At that point we will potentially 

know at least who our judge is.  But we are a ways off from 

resolving that case given the number of frivolous motions that 

have been filed in the meantime. 

THE COURT:  All right.  So you at least think you'll 

know whether you'll be sitting under the same judge or a 

different judge by the 24thish?  

MS. MAHER:  I believe so.  I hope so. 

THE COURT:  All right.  Let me give you then until -- 

let's do May 5th for your status reports.  Anything that's 

agreed goes up front to the status report.  To the extent you 

all have supplemental submissions, no more than three pages 

each please, and to the extent you agree in small combinations 

of people, you can combine those.  All right?  

MS. MAHER:  Very good. 

THE COURT:  Thank you all.

  (Concluded at 10:26 a.m.)

*  *  *  *  *
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I certify that the foregoing is a correct transcript from the 

record of proceedings in the above-entitled matter.

/s/Noreen E. Resendez April 13, 2026
Noreen E. Resendez, CSR, RPR, CRR     Date
Official Court Reporter
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Katherine London <klondon@kmfllaw.com>

Fw: RE: Audio Orders for 1:25-cv-04443
1 message

RaymondEButler@protonmail.com <RaymondEButler@protonmail.com> Mon, Apr 20, 2026 at 3:09 PM
To: klondon@kmfllaw.com

-------- Original Message --------
On Monday, 04/20/26 at 16:08 CCD_ILND <CCD_ILND@ilnd.uscourts.gov> wrote:

Good afternoon,

Hearings held before a District Court Judge are not audio recorded. I’m including the court
reporters for Judges Alexakis and Perry on this email so you can be invoiced for the
transcripts.

Thank you,

Amanda Wiatrowski

Operations Training Specialist

U.S. District Court for the Northern District of Illinois

219 S. Dearborn Street

Chicago, IL 60604

From: RaymondEButler@protonmail.com <RaymondEButler@protonmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 20, 2026 6:58 AM
To: CCD_ILND <CCD_ILND@ilnd.uscourts.gov>
Subject: Audio Orders for 1:25-cv-04443

CAUTION - EXTERNAL:
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To whom it may concern,

Please see attached forms for audio orders. 

Thank you,

Best Regards,

Raymond Butler

CAUTION - EXTERNAL EMAIL: This email originated outside the Judiciary. Exercise caution
when opening attachments or clicking on links.

2 attachments

AudioAlexakis.pdf
607K

AudioPerry.pdf
185K
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, May 1, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable April M. Perry: Plaintiff Raymond Butler's
motion "to correct the record of the official transcript of proceedings held on April 9,
2026" [254] is denied. The Court has reviewed the audio recording along with the official
transcript, and Plaintiff's allegation that the transcript "contains numerous omissions of
entire sections of the proceedings," Doc. 254 at 2, is patently false. While there may be a
few typographical errors, there were no alterations of a material matter or that affected
"substantive portions of the hearing." Id. at 2. Mr. Butler is ordered to have no further
communications with the court reporter via email − any communications with the Judge's
staff are to be made via public filing only. Mr. Butler is not yet pro se, as the Court has not
yet granted his motion to represent himself [252] or his attorney's motion to withdraw
[216]. The Court expects that all counsel of record will meet their 5/5/2026 filing
deadline, as previously ordered by the Court. Hearing on the pending motions will be held
5/13/2026 at 9:30 a.m. in Courtroom 1725. All parties may appear by phone if they
choose to do so. Toll−Free Number: 650−479−3207, Access Code: 2307 684 8339.
Mailed notice. (jcc,)

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.

Case: 25-2589      Document: 73            Filed: 05/06/2026      Pages: 236



1 
 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,     Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 
         Hon. April Perry 
Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
Defendants. 
 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING 
TO PLAY THE OFFICIAL AUDIO RECORDING IN OPEN 

COURT TO SETTLE THE RECORD OF THE APRIL 9, 2026 
PROCEEDINGS 

 
Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, appearing pro se, moves this Court pursuant 

to the Court’s inherent authority, 28 U.S.C. § 753, Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 1, and the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment, for an 
evidentiary hearing at which the official audio recording of the April 9, 2026 
proceedings on Plaintiff’s Motion to Disqualify (ECF 245) shall be played in 
open court so that the parties, the Court, and the public may transparently 
settle the record and correct the materially inaccurate official transcript.  

 
In the alternative, Plaintiff demands that the Court order the audio recording 

be immediately provided to Plaintiff’s independent licensed court reporter to 
produce an independent transcript.  
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In support thereof, Plaintiff states as follows: 
 
1. On April 29, 2026, Plaintiff filed his pro se Motion to Correct the Record of 

the Official Transcript of Proceedings Held on April 9, 2026 (ECF 254). 
That motion detailed numerous material omissions of entire sections of 
the proceedings, alterations of statements actually made on the record, 
and other inaccuracies in the official transcript prepared by Official Court 
Reporter Noreen Resendez. 
 

2. On May 1, 2026, the Court entered a minute order (ECF 255) denying the 
motion. The Court claimed it had “reviewed the audio recording along 
with the official transcript” and dismissed Plaintiff’s allegations as 
“patently false,” asserting only “a few typographical errors” existed. 

 
3. Plaintiff vigorously disputes the Court’s private, ex parte review. A 

closed-door comparison by the very Court whose conduct is at issue does 
not satisfy due process and raises serious concerns about the integrity of 
the judicial record in this high-profile civil RICO action. 

 
4. An accurate record is indispensable for appellate review, for the proper 

administration of justice, and for preserving public confidence. This is 
especially true in a civil RICO case, where “the object of civil RICO is ‘not 
merely to compensate victims but to turn them into prosecutors, ‘private 
attorneys general,’ dedicated to eliminating racketeering activity.’” Rotella 
v. Wood, 528 U.S. 549, 557 (2000). Civil RICO is “the litigation equivalent 
of a thermonuclear device.” Miranda v. Ponce Federal Bank, 948 F.2d 41, 
44 (1st Cir. 1991). The glaring discrepancies here demand immediate 
transparency. 

 
5. Plaintiff has attempted to obtain the audio recording through official 

channels. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Audio Recording Order 
specifically requesting the duplicate electronic file of the April 9, 2026 
motion hearing before Judge April M. Perry is attached hereto as Exhibit 
A. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Audio Recording Order for the 
related proceedings before Judge Georgia Alexakis is attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. 

 
6. In direct response, the Clerk’s office stated in writing: “Hearings held 

before a District Court Judge are not audio recorded.” A true and correct 
copy of that email, dated April 20, 2026, from Amanda Wiatrowski (with 
copies to the court reporters for Judges Alexakis and Perry), is attached 
hereto as Exhibit C. 
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7. This creates an irreconcilable and egregious factual conflict: the Court’s 

May 1, 2026 minute order asserts that an audio recording exists and was 
reviewed, while the Clerk’s official response declares that no such 
recordings are even made for District Judge hearings. This contradiction 
borders on the very pattern of record manipulation and concealment 
alleged against Judge Georgia Alexakis in the related RICO action, Case 
No. 1:25-cv-10904. Such conduct by the Court and its staff undermines the 
entire purpose of civil RICO and cannot be allowed to stand. 

 
8. Plaintiff therefore demands that the Court schedule an evidentiary 

hearing at the earliest practicable date (ideally before the May 13, 2026 
hearing on pending motions) at which: The Official Court Reporter Noreen 
Resendez and/or a representative of the Clerk’s office shall appear with 
any and all original audio recordings (and confirm under oath); 

 
9. Any audio shall be played in open court for all parties to hear in real time; 

The parties shall be permitted to identify, on the record, any omissions,              
alterations, or inaccuracies; and The Court Reporter shall be directed to 
prepare and file a corrected transcript that accurately reflects the 
proceedings as they actually occurred. 

 
10.  In the alternative, Plaintiff demands that the Court immediately order 

the Official Court Reporter Noreen Resendez and/or the Clerk of Court to 
provide a complete, unaltered copy of any existing official audio recording 
of the April 9, 2026 proceedings directly to Plaintiff’s designated 
independent licensed court reporter (who will be identified by Plaintiff 
upon entry of the order). This alternative relief will permit the prompt 
preparation and filing of an independent, certified transcript that can be 
compared side-by-side with the official transcript, thereby settling the 
record in a transparent, arms-length, and verifiable manner free from any 
further court-controlled alterations. 

 
11.  Plaintiff further demands production of both audio recordings to Plaintiff 

and all parties so that they may prepare for the hearing and for 
independent review. 

 
This relief is narrowly tailored, urgently necessary, and will prevent further 
delay in resolving the ongoing dispute over the accuracy of the official record 
while exposing any impropriety that may exist. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, respectfully but firmly prays 
that this Court: 

a. Grant this Motion for Evidentiary Hearing; 

b. Schedule an evidentiary hearing at the earliest practicable date at which any 
official audio recording of the April 9, 2026 proceedings shall be played in open 
court or, in the alternative, order the immediate production of any such audio 
recording to Plaintiff’s designated independent licensed court reporter for the 
preparation and filing of an independent transcript; 

c. Order Official Court Reporter Noreen Resendez and/or the Clerk’s office to 
appear at the hearing (if one is held) and to prepare and file a corrected 
transcript within immediately after the hearing or after receipt of the 
independent transcript; 

d. Order production of any audio recording to Plaintiff and all parties 

Dutifully submitted, 

/s/_______________________ 
Raymond E. Butler II 
Plaintiff, Pro Se 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

utifully submitted, 

_______________________ 
aymond E. Butler II
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5 and Local Rule 5.5, I hereby 
certify that on May 4th, 2026, I electronically filed the foregoing PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING with the Clerk of the Court using 
the CM/ECF system, which will automatically send electronic notification of 
such filing to all attorneys of record who are registered CM/ECF users. 

/s/_________________________ 

Raymond E. Butler II 
Pro Se Plaintiff 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

uch filing to all attorneys of record wh

/_________________________ 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,     Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 
         Hon. April Perry 
Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
Defendants. 
 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING 
TO PLAY THE OFFICIAL AUDIO RECORDING IN OPEN 

COURT TO SETTLE THE RECORD OF THE APRIL 9, 2026 
PROCEEDINGS 

 
Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, appearing pro se, moves this Court pursuant 

to the Court’s inherent authority, 28 U.S.C. § 753, Federal Rule of Civil 
Procedure 1, and the Due Process Clause of the Fifth Amendment, for an 
evidentiary hearing at which the official audio recording of the April 9, 2026 
proceedings on Plaintiff’s Motion to Disqualify (ECF 245) shall be played in 
open court so that the parties, the Court, and the public may transparently 
settle the record and correct the materially inaccurate official transcript.  

 
In the alternative, Plaintiff demands that the Court order the audio recording 

be immediately provided to Plaintiff’s independent licensed court reporter to 
produce an independent transcript.  
  

FILED
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THOMAS G. BRUTON
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In support thereof, Plaintiff states as follows: 
 
1. On April 29, 2026, Plaintiff filed his pro se Motion to Correct the Record of 

the Official Transcript of Proceedings Held on April 9, 2026 (ECF 254). 
That motion detailed numerous material omissions of entire sections of 
the proceedings, alterations of statements actually made on the record, 
and other inaccuracies in the official transcript prepared by Official Court 
Reporter Noreen Resendez. 
 

2. On May 1, 2026, the Court entered a minute order (ECF 255) denying the 
motion. The Court claimed it had “reviewed the audio recording along 
with the official transcript” and dismissed Plaintiff’s allegations as 
“patently false,” asserting only “a few typographical errors” existed. 

 
3. Plaintiff vigorously disputes the Court’s private, ex parte review. A 

closed-door comparison by the very Court whose conduct is at issue does 
not satisfy due process and raises serious concerns about the integrity of 
the judicial record in this high-profile civil RICO action. 

 
4. An accurate record is indispensable for appellate review, for the proper 

administration of justice, and for preserving public confidence. This is 
especially true in a civil RICO case, where “the object of civil RICO is ‘not 
merely to compensate victims but to turn them into prosecutors, ‘private 
attorneys general,’ dedicated to eliminating racketeering activity.’” Rotella 
v. Wood, 528 U.S. 549, 557 (2000). Civil RICO is “the litigation equivalent 
of a thermonuclear device.” Miranda v. Ponce Federal Bank, 948 F.2d 41, 
44 (1st Cir. 1991). The glaring discrepancies here demand immediate 
transparency. 

 
5. Plaintiff has attempted to obtain the audio recording through official 

channels. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Audio Recording Order 
specifically requesting the duplicate electronic file of the April 9, 2026 
motion hearing before Judge April M. Perry is attached hereto as Exhibit 
A. A true and correct copy of Plaintiff’s Audio Recording Order for the 
related proceedings before Judge Georgia Alexakis is attached hereto as 
Exhibit B. 

 
6. In direct response, the Clerk’s office stated in writing: “Hearings held 

before a District Court Judge are not audio recorded.” A true and correct 
copy of that email, dated April 20, 2026, from Amanda Wiatrowski (with 
copies to the court reporters for Judges Alexakis and Perry), is attached 
hereto as Exhibit C. 
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7. This creates an irreconcilable and egregious factual conflict: the Court’s 

May 1, 2026 minute order asserts that an audio recording exists and was 
reviewed, while the Clerk’s official response declares that no such 
recordings are even made for District Judge hearings. This contradiction 
borders on the very pattern of record manipulation and concealment 
alleged against Judge Georgia Alexakis in the related RICO action, Case 
No. 1:25-cv-10904. Such conduct by the Court and its staff undermines the 
entire purpose of civil RICO and cannot be allowed to stand. 

 
8. Plaintiff therefore demands that the Court schedule an evidentiary 

hearing at the earliest practicable date (ideally before the May 13, 2026 
hearing on pending motions) at which: The Official Court Reporter Noreen 
Resendez and/or a representative of the Clerk’s office shall appear with 
any and all original audio recordings (and confirm under oath); 

 
9. Any audio shall be played in open court for all parties to hear in real time; 

The parties shall be permitted to identify, on the record, any omissions,              
alterations, or inaccuracies; and The Court Reporter shall be directed to 
prepare and file a corrected transcript that accurately reflects the 
proceedings as they actually occurred. 

 
10.  In the alternative, Plaintiff demands that the Court immediately order 

the Official Court Reporter Noreen Resendez and/or the Clerk of Court to 
provide a complete, unaltered copy of any existing official audio recording 
of the April 9, 2026 proceedings directly to Plaintiff’s designated 
independent licensed court reporter (who will be identified by Plaintiff 
upon entry of the order). This alternative relief will permit the prompt 
preparation and filing of an independent, certified transcript that can be 
compared side-by-side with the official transcript, thereby settling the 
record in a transparent, arms-length, and verifiable manner free from any 
further court-controlled alterations. 

 
11.  Plaintiff further demands production of both audio recordings to Plaintiff 

and all parties so that they may prepare for the hearing and for 
independent review. 

 
This relief is narrowly tailored, urgently necessary, and will prevent further 
delay in resolving the ongoing dispute over the accuracy of the official record 
while exposing any impropriety that may exist. 
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WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler, II, respectfully but firmly prays 
that this Court: 

a. Grant this Motion for Evidentiary Hearing; 

b. Schedule an evidentiary hearing at the earliest practicable date at which any 
official audio recording of the April 9, 2026 proceedings shall be played in open 
court or, in the alternative, order the immediate production of any such audio 
recording to Plaintiff’s designated independent licensed court reporter for the 
preparation and filing of an independent transcript; 

c. Order Official Court Reporter Noreen Resendez and/or the Clerk’s office to 
appear at the hearing (if one is held) and to prepare and file a corrected 
transcript within immediately after the hearing or after receipt of the 
independent transcript; 

d. Order production of any audio recording to Plaintiff and all parties 

Dutifully submitted, 

/s/_______________________ 
Raymond E. Butler II 
Plaintiff, Pro Se 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

utifully submitted, 

_______________________ 
aymond E. Butler II
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 5 and Local Rule 5.5, I hereby 
certify that on May 4th, 2026, I electronically filed the foregoing PLAINTIFF’S 
MOTION FOR EVIDENTIARY HEARING with the Clerk of the Court using 
the CM/ECF system, which will automatically send electronic notification of 
such filing to all attorneys of record who are registered CM/ECF users. 

/s/_________________________ 

Raymond E. Butler II 
Pro Se Plaintiff 
14320 Shirley Rd. 
Baraga, MI. 49908 
773-997-0328 
RaymondEButler@protonmail.com 

uch filing to all attorneys of record wh

/_________________________ 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Tuesday, May 5, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable April M. Perry: Plaintiff's motions
[256][257] are denied. If Plaintiff persists in filing frivolous motions, he will be
sanctioned. Such sanctions may be up to and including dismissal of this case. See Curry v.
Bantista, 2026 WL 1161424 (7th Cir. 2026) (holding that repeated bad faith filings can
ultimately result in the sanction of case dismissal). Mailed notice. (jcc,)

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  FOR THE NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS  EASTERN DIVISION 

 
RAYMOND E. BUTLER II,    Case No. 1:25-cv-10904 
       Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama 
 
                    Plaintiff,   
v.   
 
GEORGIA N. ALEXAKIS, in her individual and official capacity as United 
States District Judge for the Northern District of Illinois; 
NANCY L. MALDONADO, in her individual and official capacity as United 
States Circuit Judge, United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit; 
and JOHN DOES 1-10 (unknown co-conspirators within the judicial 
enterprise),   
 
                    Defendants.        
________________________________________________________________________ 
 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR REASSIGNMENT AS RELATED AND 
CONSOLIDATION PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULES OF CIVIL 

PROCEDURE 83(a) AND 42(a), 28 U.S.C. § 137,   
AND LOCAL RULE 40.4 

 
 Plaintiff, Raymond E. Butler II, respectfully moves this Court, pursuant to 

Local Rule 40.4, Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a), 28 U.S.C. § 137, and 

FRCP 83(a), to enter an order (1) finding that Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 is related 

to the above-captioned action, (2) determining that the interests of judicial 

economy and efficiency are best served by reassigning Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 

to the Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama so that both cases may be handled 

together, and (3) consolidating the actions for discovery and pretrial 

proceedings. 

     In support of this Motion, Plaintiff states as follows: 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

 
 The two actions share common questions of law and fact and arise from the 

same underlying transactions and occurrences. Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 (the 

“Underlying Action”) is the civil action whose events, proceedings, and alleged 

misconduct form the entire factual and legal predicate for the civil RICO suit 

now pending before this Court (the “RICO Action”). The claims in the RICO 

Action are dependent upon the resolution of the core factual and legal issues in 

the Underlying Action. Reassignment and consolidation before a single judge 

will conserve substantial judicial resources, avoid the risk of inconsistent 

rulings, and promote the efficient resolution of both matters. 

Because the Underlying Action has had no substantive activity and no 

scheduling or Rule 26(f) conference has occurred, and because nearly forty 

attorneys represent the various defendants, Plaintiff sent a letter to all counsel 

of record on March 26, 2026, attaching the Motion for Consolidation and 

requesting their position on relatedness, reassignment, and consolidation. 

Plaintiff  received responses objecting to the motion (Exhibit A). Given the 

procedural posture and the number of parties, further in-person or telephonic 

conferral was not feasible at this time. Plaintiff respectfully submits that this 

satisfies any applicable meet-and-confer obligation under the circumstances. 

 
 
 
 
 

Case: 1:25-cv-10904 Document #: 60 Filed: 03/30/26 Page 2 of 155 PageID #:2102
Case: 25-2589      Document: 73            Filed: 05/06/2026      Pages: 236



3 
 

FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 

1. The Underlying Action (No. 1:25-cv-04443) was filed on August 6, 2024. On 

March 13, 2026 the prior judge granted Plaintiff’s motion to disqualify herself 

and the case was reassigned to the Honorable Thomas M. Durkin who 

requested a transfer of the case on March 19, 2026. The case was reassigned 

that same day to the Honorable April M. Perry. An injunction remains 

pending on appeal, with no oral argument set or action taken in the case. 

Additionally, the Underlying Action has had no substantive progress since 

reassignment. 

 
2. The RICO Action was filed on September 10, 2025, and is pending before this 

Court. That case has been briefed on the key issues and briefing schedules 

have been set. In addition, this Court has invested substantial judicial 

resources and already possesses familiarity with the facts and claims, which 

directly arise from and depend upon the Underlying Action. 

 
II. ARGUMENT  

3. The RICO Action, 25-cv-10904, grows directly out of the same series of events 

and alleged misconduct that form the basis of the Underlying Action, 25-cv-

4443. Under Local Rule 40.4(a) provides that two or more civil cases may be 

related if they (1) involve the same property, (2) involve some of the same 

issues of fact or law, or (3) grow out of the same transaction or occurrence. LR 

40.4(a). Here, the actions satisfy subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3): they share 
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substantial overlapping issues of fact and law, and the RICO Action arises 

directly from the same transaction and occurrence that underlies the 

Underlying Action. Complete identity of issues or parties is not required. 

Murry v. America’s Mortg. Banc, Inc., No. 03 C 5811, 2004 WL 407010, at *2 

(N.D. Ill. Mar. 1, 2004). 

 
4. Even though the Underlying Action is the lower-numbered case, 

reassignment of that action to this Court satisfies all four conditions for 

reassignment under LR 40.4(b): Both cases are still pending. LR 40.4(b)(1); 

The handling of both cases by the same judge would result in a substantial 

saving of judicial time and effort. This Court is already briefed on the RICO 

Action, whose claims are dependent on the facts and proceedings in the 

Underlying Action, while Judge Perry in the Underlying Action has only had 

the case in front of her for ten days and it seen no substantive progress. LR 

40.4(b)(2). 

 
5. The Underlying Action has not progressed to a point that reassignment 

would cause substantial delay. In fact, it has had no substantive activity 

since reassignment due to the pending appeal. LR 40.4(b)(3); and because the 

actions are inextricably intertwined, they are highly susceptible of disposition 

in a single proceeding. LR 40.4(b)(4). 

 
6. Further, Consolidation is independently warranted under Federal Rule of 

Civil Procedure 42(a) which authorizes a district court to consolidate actions 
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that involve “a common question of law or fact” for all purposes, for pretrial 

proceedings only, or for any other order that avoids unnecessary cost or delay. 

FRCP 42(a)(1)–(3). Consolidation rests within the broad discretion of the 

district court and is strongly favored where, as here, it promotes efficiency 

and judicial economy. King v. Gen. Elec. Co., 960 F.2d 617, 621 (7th Cir. 

1992); Blocker v. City of Chicago, No. 09 C 7052, 2011 WL 1004137, at *2 

(N.D. Ill. Mar. 16, 2011). 

 
7. Reassignment is further warranted because mechanical application of LR 

40.4’s lowest-numbered-judge mechanism would violate Due Process. This 

Court’s authority to assign and reassign cases derives from 28 U.S.C. § 137, 

which provides that the business of the court “shall be divided among the 

judges as provided by the rules and orders of the court.”  Rule 40.4 was 

adopted pursuant to FRCP 83(a), which expressly requires that all local rules 

be “consistent with” federal statutes and the Constitution. The current text of 

LR 40.4, as amended by General Order 25-0004 (effective April 2025), is 

completely silent on what happens when the judge assigned to the lowest-

numbered case has an appearance of partiality, a professional relationship 

with a previously recused judge who is a defendant in the higher-numbered 

case, or faces allegations of judicial misconduct that could create the 

appearance of collusion or coordination among judges against a litigant. 

(Exhibit B) 
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  The rule contains no carve-out, exception, or alternative procedure for 

such situations. It does not authorize any other judge, including Judge 

Valderrama, to hear the relatedness motion in a manner that overrides the 

lowest-numbered-judge requirement when enforcement would itself create a 

due process violation. Further, it does not provide any fallback mechanism 

when enforcing the “lowest-numbered-judge-only” requirement would itself 

violate the constitutional guarantee of an impartial tribunal. In short, rigid 

application of LR 40.4 in these circumstances leaves a litigant with no 

meaningful procedural avenue to fight against an assignment that creates 

the appearance of judicial bias or collusion in circumstances precisely like 

those present here. 

 
8. This silence is constitutionally fatal as applied. Due Process requires not only 

an impartial judge, but also a meaningful opportunity to be heard and to seek 

relief when impartiality is reasonably in doubt. In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 

133, 136 (1955). By providing no mechanism to address the exact conflict 

present here, mechanical enforcement of LR 40.4 effectively insulates 

potentially biased judges from scrutiny and deprives Plaintiff of his 

constitutional right to an impartial tribunal. Local rules adopted under FRCP 

83(a) and case-assignment authority under 28 U.S.C. § 137 cannot “trump” 

the Constitution or the recusal statutes (28 U.S.C. §§ 455 and 144). 
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9. In the ordinary course, LR 40.4 promotes judicial economy by reassigning 

related cases to the judge with the lowest-numbered (earliest-filed) case, 

typically, the judge who has already acquired substantial experience and 

familiarity with the common issues of fact and law.  This mechanism furthers 

efficiency because the judge handling the lead case is best positioned to 

manage overlapping claims without duplication of effort. LR 40.4(b) expressly 

conditions reassignment on a finding that “the handling of both cases by the 

same judge is likely to result in a substantial saving of judicial time and 

effort” and that the earlier case has not advanced to a point where 

reassignment would cause substantial delay. In the ordinary case this is 

constitutional. Here, however, it forces continued assignment before a judge 

whose impartiality is reasonably in doubt. That result violates the core 

constitutional command of an impartial tribunal. In re Murchison, 349 U.S. 

133, 136 (1955). Local rules cannot “trump” the Constitution. FRCP 83(a); 28 

U.S.C. § 137 (authorizing rules only to the extent consistent with higher law). 

 
10. Here, rigid application of LR 40.4(c) and (d), which effectively strip other 

judges, including Judge Valderrama, of authority to decide relatedness or 

reassignment when the lowest-numbered case is involved, does not serve the 

rule’s underlying purpose. The underlying action (1:25-cv-04443) was only 

recently reassigned to Judge Perry on March 19, 2026,  a mere ten days ago, 

and has seen zero substantive activity under her docket: no scheduling 

conference, no discovery, and no rulings. By contrast, the related RICO action 
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(1:25-cv-10904) has been pending before Judge Franklin U. Valderrama for 

over six months. Judge Valderrama therefore possesses far greater 

experience and familiarity with the overlapping factual allegations, legal 

claims, and constitutional issues common to both cases. 

 
11.  In these unique circumstances, forcing continued assignment to Judge Perry 

under a mechanical “lowest-numbered-judge-only” application of LR 40.4 

does not advance judicial economy. Instead, it compels litigation before a 

judge whose impartiality might reasonably be questioned, in violation of the 

mandatory requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 455(a) and § 144 and the Due Process 

Clause of the Fifth Amendment. Where the presumption of efficiency 

underlying the rule is absent, the constitutional and statutory command of 

an impartial tribunal must prevail. 

 
12.  The Local Rule must yield because LR 40.4 derives solely from 28 U.S.C. § 

137 and FRCP 83(a), it cannot “trump” the higher authority of 28 U.S.C. §§ 

455 and 144 or the Fifth Amendment’s Due Process Clause. Here, mechanical 

application of the rule would compel continued assignment before a judge 

whose impartiality is reasonably in doubt, especially when another judge 

(Valderrama) is already steeped in the related RICO Action.  

 
13. The case was only recently assigned to Judge Perry and no judicial resources 

have been invested his action was reassigned to Judge Perry on March 19, 

2026 (only ten days ago). There has been zero substantive activity: no Rule 16 
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conference, no discovery, no rulings, and the pending injunction remains on 

appeal. LR 40.4’s own purpose (judicial economy and avoidance of delay) is 

affirmatively advanced, not frustrated, by coordinated handling before Judge 

Valderrama. 

14. The prior judge (Alexakis) recused herself on Plaintiff’s motion on March 13, 

2026.  Judge Perry previously worked in the same federal office as Judge 

Alexakis as an AUSA and maintains a professional relationship with her 

former colleague. The complaint contains allegations and claims that directly 

implicate the judicial process, prior rulings, and arguments that could call 

into question aspects of Judge Perry’s own judicial nomination. Judge Perry 

has not filed her required annual financial disclosure report. Judge Perry 

recently issued rulings in State of Illinois v. Trump, No. 1:25-cv-12174 (N.D. 

Ill.), that limited the President’s Article II authority and raised Article III 

separation-of-powers concerns. An objective observer could reasonably 

question Judge Perry’s impartiality. 28 U.S.C. § 455(a); Code of Conduct for 

U.S. Judges, Canon 3(C)(1). 

 
II. CONCLUSION 

 
 For the foregoing reasons, and pursuant to Local Rule 40.4, Federal Rule 

of Civil Procedure 42(a), 28 U.S.C. § 137, and FRCP 83(a) , Plaintiff respectfully 

requests that the Court: (1) declare the two cases related; (2) set aside the rule 

as unconstitutional as its application in this case would violate due process; (3) 

find that the interests of justice and judicial economy are best served by 
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reassigning Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 to the calendar of the Honorable Franklin 

U. Valderrama so both cases may be handled together; and (4) consolidate the 

actions for discovery and pretrial proceedings.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/_______________________
Katherine A. London, Esq.  

        Attorney for Plaintiff
KMFL Law, Inc.  
Atty #: 6345920
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  

Dated: March 30, 2026  

__________ _____ ___________________
hhhh iiii A L d E
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on March 30, 2026, I served a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Notice of Appeal on all parties of record by electronic filing in 
accordance with Rule 55(b)(2) Rule of Federal Procedure.

/s/_______________________
Katherine A. London, Esq.  

       Attorney for Plaintiff

KMFL Law, Inc. 
Atty #: 6345920
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  
  

________________ __________ ___ ________
aththththererereriniii e A London
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,      Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 
 Hon. April Perry 

Plaintiff, 
v. 

ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR 
“AARON” COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, 
BARRY ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 

Defendants. 

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR REASSIGNMENT AS RELATED AND 
CONSOLIDATION PURSUANT TO FEDERAL RULE OF CIVIL 

PROCEDURE 42(a) AND LOCAL RULE 40.4 

 Plaintiff, Raymond E. Butler II, respectfully moves this Court, pursuant to 

Local Rule 40.4 and Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a), to enter an order (1) 

finding that Case No. 1:25-cv-10904 is related to the above-captioned action, (2) 

determining that the interests of judicial economy and efficiency are best 

served by reassigning this action to the Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama so 

that both cases may be handled together, and (3) consolidating the actions for 

discovery and pretrial proceedings. 

In support of this Motion, Plaintiff states as follows: 
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I. INTRODUCTION

 The two actions share common questions of law and fact and arise from the 

same underlying transactions and occurrences. Case No. 1:25-cv-10904 (the 

“RICO Action”) is a civil RICO suit that directly alleges racketeering activity, 

obstruction of justice, and related violations stemming from the events, 

proceedings, and alleged misconduct in this action (Case No. 1:25-cv-04443, the 

“Underlying Action”). (Exhibit E) The claims in the RICO Action are wholly 

dependent upon the resolution of the core factual and legal issues in the 

Underlying Action. Reassignment and consolidation before a single judge will 

conserve substantial judicial resources, avoid the risk of inconsistent rulings, 

and promote the efficient resolution of both matters. 

 Because this case has had no substantive activity and no scheduling or Rule 

26(f) conference has occurred, and because nearly forty attorneys represent the 

various defendants, Plaintiff sent a letter (Exhibit A) to all counsel of record on 

March 26, 2026, attaching the instant Motion and requesting their position on 

relatedness, reassignment, and consolidation. Plaintiff has received the 

following responses . Given the 

procedural posture and the number of parties, further in-person or telephonic 

conferral was not feasible at this time. Plaintiff respectfully submits that this 

satisfies any applicable meet-and-confer obligation under the circumstances. 
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

1. This Underlying Action was filed on August 6, 2024. On March 13, 2026 the

prior judge granted Plaintiff’s motion to disqualify herself and the case was

reassigned to the Honorable Thomas M. Dirkin who requested a transfer of

the case on March 19, 2026. The case was reassigned that same day to the

Honorable April M. Perry. (Exhibits B-D) An injunction remains pending on

appeal, with no oral argument set or action taken in the case. Additionally,

the Underlying Action has had no substantive progress since reassignment.

2. The RICO Action was filed on September 10, 2025, and is pending before

the Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama. That case has been briefed on the

key issues and briefing schedules have been set. In addition, Judge

Valderrama has familiarity with the facts and claims, which directly arise

from and depend upon the Underlying Action.

3. The RICO Action, 25-cv-10904, grows directly out of the same series of

events and alleged misconduct that form the basis of the Underlying Action,

25-cv-4443.

II. ARGUMENT

A. The Cases Are Related Under Local Rule 40.4(a)

Local Rule 40.4(a) provides that two or more civil cases may be related

if they (1) involve the same property, (2) involve some of the same issues of 
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fact or law, or (3) grow out of the same transaction or occurrence. LR 40.4(a). 

Here, the actions satisfy subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3): they share substantial 

overlapping issues of fact and law, and the RICO Action arises directly from 

the same transaction and occurrence that underlies this action. Complete 

identity of issues or parties is not required.  Murry v. America’s Mortg. Banc, 

Inc., No. 03 C 5811, 2004 WL 407010, at *2 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 1, 2004). 

B. Reassignment Satisfies the Criteria of Local Rule 40.4(b)

Even though this is the lower-numbered case, reassignment of this

action to Judge Valderrama satisfies all four conditions for reassignment 

under LR 40.4(b): 

Both cases are still pending. LR 40.4(b)(1);  The handling of both cases

by the same judge would result in a substantial saving of judicial time

and effort. Judge Valderrama is already fully briefed on the RICO

Action, whose claims are dependent on the facts and proceedings in

this action, while this action has seen no substantive progress. LR

40.4(b)(2);

This action has not progressed to a point that reassignment would

cause substantial delay. In fact, it has had no substantive activity since

reassignment due to the pending appeal. LR 40.4(b)(3); and because

the actions are inextricably intertwined, they are highly susceptible of

disposition in a single proceeding. LR 40.4(b)(4).
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C. Consolidation Is Independently Warranted Under Federal
Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a)

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a) authorizes a district court to

consolidate actions that involve “a common question of law or fact” for all 

purposes, for pretrial proceedings only, or for any other order that avoids 

unnecessary cost or delay. FRCP 42(a)(1)–(3). Consolidation rests within the 

broad discretion of the district court and is strongly favored where, as here, it 

promotes efficiency and judicial economy. King v. Gen. Elec. Co., 960 F.2d 

617, 621 (7th Cir. 1992); Blocker v. City of Chicago, No. 09 C 7052, 2011 WL 

1004137, at *2 (N.D. Ill. Mar. 16, 2011). 

D. Reassignment Is Further Warranted Due to Appearance of

Impartiality Concerns Under 28 U.S.C. § 455(a)

In addition to the substantial judicial economy and efficiency factors

set forth above, reassignment is appropriate because continued assignment of 

this action to the undersigned judge creates at least the appearance that her 

impartiality might reasonably be questioned.  28 U.S.C. § 455(a) (“Any 

justice, judge, or magistrate judge of the United States shall disqualify 

himself in any proceeding in which his impartiality might reasonably be 

questioned.”); see also Code of Conduct for United States Judges, Canon 

3(C)(1).  

Specifically, the prior judge assigned to this action (Alexakis) granted 

Plaintiff’s motion for her disqualification on March 13, 2026. Judge Perry 
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previously worked in the same federal courthouse office as Judge Alexakis 

during her tenure as an Assistant United States Attorney in the Northern 

District of Illinois and has a professional relationship with her former 

colleague. Moreover, this action includes claims and allegations that call into 

question aspects of the judicial process including arguments which could 

invalidate her judicial nomination, and rulings connected to the prior 

assignment. These circumstances, taken together, could reasonably cause an 

objective observer to question whether the current assignment allows for the 

appearance of complete impartiality. Reassignment to Judge Valderrama, 

who has no such connections to the prior proceedings in this action, would 

eliminate any such concern while advancing the other interests of judicial 

economy already discussed. 

Consolidation is particularly appropriate because (1) the RICO Action 

is dependent on this action, (2) separate proceedings would waste judicial 

resources and risk inconsistent results, and (3) Judge Valderrama’s existing 

familiarity with the briefed RICO matter makes coordinated handling far 

more efficient. 

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, and pursuant to Local Rule 40.4 and 

Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 42(a), Plaintiff respectfully requests that the 

Court: (1) declare the two cases related; (2) find that the interests of justice and 
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judicial economy are best served by reassigning Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 to the 

calendar of the Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama so both cases may be 

handled together; and (3) consolidate the actions for discovery and pretrial 

proceedings. 

Respectfully submitted,  

/s/_______________________ 
  Katherine A. London, Esq. 

  Attorney for Plaintiff
KMFL Law, Inc.  
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998

Dated: March 26, 2026  

____________________ __________________
hhhhererererinininine A London E
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that on March 2 , 2025, I served a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing Notice of Appeal on all parties of record by electronic filing in 
accordance with Rule 55(b)(2) Rule of Federal Procedure. 

/s/_______________________ 
Katherine A. London, Esq.  
 Attorney for Plaintiff

KMFL Law, Inc.  
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998

________________ __________ ___ __________
aththththererereriniii e A London
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EXHIBIT A 
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March 26, 2026

**Via Email 

All Counsel of Record in Case No. 1:25-cv-04443  

Re:  Butler v. Eddi, et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 (N.D. Ill.)  
   Notice of Intent to File Motion for Relatedness, Reassignment, and 
   Consolidation  

Counsel: 

I am writing regarding the above-captioned action pending before the 
Honorable April M. Perry.

I intend to file a Motion for a Finding of Relatedness, Reassignment Pursuant 
to Local Rule 40.4, and Consolidation Under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 
42(a). The motion seeks (1) a finding that this case is related to Butler v. 
Alexakis, et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-10904 (pending before the Honorable Franklin 
U. Valderrama), (2) reassignment of this action so that both cases may be
handled together by a single judge, and (3) consolidation of the two actions for
all purposes or, alternatively, for pretrial proceedings.

A complete copy of the proposed Motion with exhibits is attached to this 
letter for your review.

Pursuant to Judge Perry’s standing order, I am requesting your position on 
this Motion. Please let me know whether you (1) consent to the relief requested, 
(2) object to the relief requested, or (3) intend to file a response.

Because nearly forty attorneys currently represent the various Defendants
and the case has had no substantive activity or Rule 26(f) conference, I submit 
that a single in-person or telephonic meet-and-confer conference involving all 
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parties is not practical at this time. I therefore request your response in writing 
by close of business on March 30, 2026.

If I do not receive a response by that date, I will assume that you do not 
consent and will note in the Motion that no response was received.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I can be reached at the phone 
number or email address above if you have any questions.

Katherine A. London
Attorney for Raymond E. Butler II
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SERVICE LIST 
 
Gary Alan Weintraub  
Attorney at Law  
465 Central Avenue  Suite 100  
Northfield, IL 60093  
(847) 441-8535  
Email: gweintraub@bartonhealthcare.org  
 
John Francis Rhoades  
Dykema Gossett Pllc  
10 S. Wacker Dr.  Suite 2300  
Chicago, IL 60606  
(312) 627-2279  
Email: jrhoades@dykema.com  
 
Kevin B. Connor  
Dykema Gossett Pllc  
10 S. Wacker Drive  Ste. 2300  
Chicago, IL 60614  
(312) 627-2261  
Email: kconnor@dykema.com  
 
Robin D. Maher        
Levenfeld Pearlstein, LLC  
120 S. Riverside Plaza  Ste 1800  
Chicago, IL 60606  
312-476-7605  
Email: rmaher@lplegal.com  
 
Susan Angelia Garver  
Hall Matson Garver Thomas Law  
940 Monroe Street NW  Suite 253  
Grand Rapids, MI 49503  
312-560-2120  
Email: sgarver@hallmatson.law  
 
Thomas R. Hall  
Hall Matson PLC (Lansing)  
1550 Watertower Place, Ste. 200  
East Lansing, MI 48823  
(517) 853-2929  
Email: Thall@HallMatsonLaw.com  
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Jennifer W. Weller  
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP  
151 N. Franklin Street  Suite 2500  
Chicago, IL 60606  
(312) 704-3000  
Email: jweller@hinshawlaw.com  
 
Peter D. Sullivan  
Hinshaw & Culbertson LLP  
151 N. Franklin Street  Suite 2500  
Chicago, IL 60606  
(312) 704-3102  
Email: psullivan@hinshawlaw.com  
 
Alan Jay Mandel  
Alan J Mandel Ltd  
7520 Skokie Blvd  
Skokie, IL 60077  
847-329-8450  
Email: alan@mandelaw.net  
 
Brian D. Wassom  
Warner Norcross & Judd LLP  
12900 Hall Road Suite 200  
Sterling Heights, MI 48313  
586-303-4139  
Email: bwassom@wnj.com  
 
Bryan Jonathan Kirsch  
Swanson Martin & Bell  
330 N. Wabash St., Ste 3300  
Chicago, IL 60611  
312-766-0072  
Email: bkirsch@smbtrials.com  
 
Mark Dunaevsky  
Foreign Service Law Office  
1555 Sherman Ave., Ste 354  
Evanston, IL 60201  
(847) 846-8319  
Email: mark.dunaevsky3@gmail.com  
 
Stuart H. Deming  
Deming, PLLC  
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535 S Burdick St., Ste. 115  
Kalamazoo, MI 49007  
(269) 382-8080  
Email: stuart.deming@deminggroup.com  
 
Nicholas Heim Callahan  
Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum & Nagelberg LLP  
200 W. Madison Street  Suite 3900  
Chicago, IL 60606  
(312) 629-7311  
Email: nick.callahan@bfkn.com  
 
Jesse Louis Roth  
Maddin Hauser Roth & Heller, PC  
One Towne Square, 5th Fl.  
Southfield, MI 48076  
(248) 351-7010  
Email: jroth@maddinhauser.com  
 
Kathleen H Klaus  
Shaw Gussis  
321 North Clark Street  Suite 800  
Chicago, IL 60610  
312-541-0151  
 
Samantha Taylor Zuba  
Barack Ferrazzano Kirschbaum & Nagelberg  
200 W Madison Street  Suite 3900  
Chicago, IL 60606  
312-984-3100  
Email: samantha.zuba@bfkn.com  
 
Jeffrey Steven Hengeveld  
Plunkett Cooney (Bloomfield Hills)  
38505 Woodward Ave., Ste. 100  
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304  
(248) 594-8202  
Email: jhengeveld@plunkettcooney.com  
 
John F. Sullivan  
Plunkett Cooney PC  
221 N LaSalle Street Suite 3500  
Chicago, IL 60601  
312-970-3480  
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Email: jsullivan@plunkettcooney.com  
 
Thomas George French  
Patzik, Frank & Samotny Ltd.  
200 South Wacker Drive Suite 2700  
Chicago, IL 60606  
312-551-3089  
Email: tfrench@plunkettcooney.com  
 
Brian James Riordan  
Clausen Miller P.C.  
225 W. Randolph  Ste 700  
Chicago, IL 60606  
312-855-1010  
Fax: 312-606-7777  
Email: briordan@clausen.com  
 
Jacquelyn Pearce  
Clausen Miller P.C.  
225 W. Randolph Street  Suite 700  
Chicago, IL 60606  
312-606-7764  
Email: jpearce@clausen.com  
 
Gary David Ashman  
Ashman & Stein  
8707 North Skokie Boulevard  
Suite 100  
Skokie, IL 60077  
(312) 782-3484  
Fax: Active  
Email: gdashman@aol.com  
 
William Bradley Oberts  
Oberts Galasso Law Group  
181 W. Madison Street  Suite 4700  
Chicago, IL 60602  
773-559-4866  
Email: wboberts@obertsgalasso.com  
 
Michael R. Spanel  
Oberts Galasso Law Group  
181 W. Madison Street Suite 4700  
Chicago, IL 60602  
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715-931-7134  
Email: mrspanel@obertsgalasso.com  
 
James Kenneth Borcia  
Tressler LLP  
233 South Wacker Drive  
61st Floor  
Chicago, IL 60606-6399  
(312) 627-4000  
Email: jborcia@tresslerllp.com  
 
Jennifer Lynn Smith  
Tressler LLP  
233 South Wacker  
22nd Floor  
Chicago, IL 60606  
(312) 627-4209  
Email: jsmith@tresslerllp.com  
 
Keith Louis Altman  
The Law Office of Keith Altman  
33228 West 12 Mile Rd., Ste. 375  
Farmington Hills, MI 48334  
(516) 456-5885  
Fax: Not a member  
Email: keithaltman@kaltmanlaw.com  
 
Matthew Edward Radler  
Honigman Miller Schwartz And Cohn LLP  
2290 First National Building  
660 Woodward Avenue  
Detroit, MI 48226  
(313) 465-7716  
Email: mradler@honigman.com    
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, March 13, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: In light of Plaintiff's
pending suit against this Court in Case No. 25 CV 10904, the Court grants Plaintiff's
motion for disqualification [223]. Other courts have reasoned that a judge is not
disqualified merely because a litigant sues or threatens to sue him, unless there is a
legitimate basis for the suit. See Andersen v. Roszkowski, 681 F. Supp. 1284, 1289 (N.D.
Ill. 1988), aff'd, 894 F.2d 1338 (7th Cir. 1990) (collecting cases). There is no legitimate
basis for Plaintiff's suit against this Court. Nonetheless, in an abundance of caution, the
Court recuses itself pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 455(a). The Court asks that the Executive
Committee reassign this matter accordingly. Mailed notice. (sxh, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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Designated Magistrate Judge 
Keri L. Holleb Hotaling

District Judge Thomas M. Durkin

Dated:Friday, March 13, 2026

United States District Court
Northern District of Illinois

In the Matter of

Raymond E. Butler, II

v. Case No. 25-CV-4443

Eddi et al

________________________________
Judge Georgia N. Alexakis

Date: Friday, March 13, 2026

TRANSFER OF CASE TO THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FOR A REASSIGNMENT

    I request the Executive Committee that the above captioned case be reassigned by lot to
another judge of this Court. The reasons for my request are indicated on the bottom of this form.

District Reassignment - By Lot

- IOP 13(f)(1) - I recuse myself from this case for the following reasons: 
       Plaintiff has a pending suit against this Court in case number 25-cv-10904. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois  CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25 cv 04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Thursday, March 19, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Executive Committee: Case reassigned to the
Honorable April M. Perry for all further proceedings pursuant to Local Rule 28 USC
294(b). Mailed notice (emc, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  FOR THE NORTHERN 
DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS  EASTERN DIVISION 

 

RAYMOND E. BUTLER II, 

           Plaintiff, 

v. 

 

GEORGIA N. ALEXAKIS, in her individual and official capacity as United States 
District Judge for the Northern District of Illinois; 

NANCY L. MALDONADO, in her individual and official capacity as United States 
Circuit Judge, United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit; 

and JOHN DOES 1-10 (unknown co-conspirators within the judicial enterprise), 

          Defendants. 

                

    1:25-cv-10904 

 

JURY DEMAND 

______________________________________________________________________________   

RACKETEER INFLUENCED AND CORRUPT ORGANIZATION 
ACT (RICO) COMPLAINT DEMANDING DAMAGES AND 

INJUNCTIVE RELIEF FOR BLATANT CONSTITUTIONAL 
VIOLATIONS AND COLOR OF LAW ABUSE
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This is a civil action brought by Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II, 

pursuant to the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act 

("RICO"), 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c), seeking treble damages, costs, and attorneys' 

fees for injuries to him caused by Defendants' malicious participation in a 

racketeering enterprise. Defendants Georgia N. Alexakis and Nancy L. 

Maldonado, acting in their individual capacities and in concert with unknown 

co-conspirators (John Does 1-10), have orchestrated and engaged in a vile and 

shameless pattern of racketeering activity that included obstruction of 

justice, wire fraud, mail fraud and witness tampering, all in violation of 18 

U.S.C. § 1962(c) and (d). See Anza v. Ideal Steel Supply Corp., 547 U.S. 451 

see also Hemi Group, LLC v. City of New York, 559 U.S. 1. 

 

The enterprise, a cesspool consisting of corrupt elements within the 

federal judiciary in the Northern District of Illinois and the Seventh Circuit 

Court of Appeals, has been hijacked by these unethical “judges” to brutally 

strip Plaintiff of his constitutional rights, maliciously block his access to fair 

judicial proceedings, and shamelessly favor their crooked allies in the 

underlying litigation, Butler v. Eddi, et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-04443 (N.D. Ill.). 

This cabal’s despicable actions have inflicted devastating harm on Plaintiff’s 

property interests including refusing to freeze trust assets allowing 

Case: 1:25-cv-10904 Document #: 1 Filed: 09/10/25 Page 4 of 92 PageID #:4Case: 1:25-cv-10904 Document #: 60 Filed: 03/30/26 Page 40 of 155 PageID #:2140
Case: 25-2589      Document: 73            Filed: 05/06/2026      Pages: 236



2 
 

dissipation of $544 Million from the trust corpus, delayed legal remedies, and 

substantial legal expenses exceeding $100,000 with damages in excess of 

$500 Million.  

       Defendants lack judicial immunity because their appointments to the 

federal bench were constitutionally invalid. Their nominations were executed 

via autopen—a lazy, mechanical signature device wielded by the Biden 

administration—rather than by the President’s own hand.  This invalid 

nomination process, challenged by articles and testimony questioning 

President Biden's personal use of the autopen amid widespread reports of his 

cognitive decline and mental acuity issues, raises serious doubts about 

whether these specific judges—Alexakis and Maldonado—were properly 

nominated or if an autopen was employed due to Biden's alleged incapacity. 

These appointments unleashed a cascade of constitutional atrocities, 

rendering their judicial acts ultra vires and stripping them of immunity 

protections under established precedents. 

Defendants' nominations—Alexakis (district, 2024) and Maldonado 

(district 2022 and circuit elevation, 2024)—occurred during a period of 

rampant autopen abuse, and the questionable mental competence of 

President Biden, casting grave doubt on their validity. (Exhibit A) 
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Plaintiff also brings claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for egregious 

violations of his rights under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth 

Amendments to the U.S. Constitution, seeking compensatory and punitive 

damages, as well as injunctive relief to enjoin further misconduct.  

 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
 
 

This Court has subject matter jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331 

(federal question), 18 U.S.C. § 1964 (RICO), and 28 U.S.C. § 1343 (civil 

rights). Supplemental jurisdiction over any state law claims is invoked under 

28 U.S.C. § 1367.   

      Venue is proper in this District under 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) and 18 

U.S.C. § 1965, as a substantial part of the events giving rise to the claims 

occurred here, including the underlying litigation and Defendants' 

misconduct.   

 

PARTIES 

 

      Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II, is a resident of Michigan, and is the 

plaintiff in the underlying federal action, Butler v. Eddi, et al., where he 
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suffered direct and devastating injury from Defendants' racketeering 

activities.   

      Defendant Georgia N. Alexakis is a purported District Judge in the 

Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, acting in her individual 

capacity. The arrogant overreach of her actions were not legitimate judicial 

functions due to her invalid appointment. Her reputation is tarnished by her 

reckless handling of high-profile cases, including the controversial 

prosecution of Adel Daoud, where her aggressive tactics raised eyebrows 

among legal observers. Her tenure as Chief of Appeals for the Criminal 

Division has been marred by accusations of bias and procedural overreach. 

      Defendant Nancy L. Maldonado is a purported Circuit Judge on the 

United States Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, acting in her 

individual capacity. This biased and incompetent judge’s actions are equally 

invalid due to her defective nomination. Her career is stained by her rapid 

rise, fueled by political favoritism from her ties to President Obama’s former 

law firm, Miner, Barnhill Galland, and her appointment as the first Hispanic 

woman on the federal bench in Illinois has been criticized as a token gesture 

rather than a merit-based selection. 

      Defendants John Does 1-10 are unknown individuals, including court 

clerks, administrative personnel, and other judicial officers, who participated 
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in the enterprise as co-conspirators. Their identities will be ascertained 

through discovery.   

 

FACTUAL ALLEGATIONS 
 
 

A. The Underlying Litigation and Defendants' Misconduct   
 

      In Butler v. Eddi, et al., Case No. 1:25-cv-04443, Plaintiff sought relief 

related to trust assets, fiduciary duties, and related claims. Defendants 

Alexakis and Maldonado, with their blatant disregard for justice, engaged in 

coordinated sabotage to obstruct Plaintiff's case, favor defendants (including 

non-party CIBC Bank USA), and harass Plaintiff's counsel. 

          Incident 1 (July 30-31, 2025): Alexakis willfully neglected an ex parte 

emergency motion to vacate a stay, freeze assets, and appoint a neutral 

fiduciary. Through her clerk, she attempted coercive ex parte 

communications via phone and email, evading a ruling. While Alexakis was 

obligated to review and adjudicate Plaintiff's emergency motion based on its 

merits, she instead accessed the KMFL Law, Inc. website multiple times, 

engaging in unauthorized surveillance that constituted wire fraud under 18 

U.S.C. § 1343 by using electronic means to improperly gather information, 

which prejudiced her against the Plaintiff and tainted her eventual decision. 
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(Exhibit B) This improper diversion of attention caused a deliberate delay in 

her ruling, thereby prolonging the dissipation of trust assets and resulting in 

further injury to Plaintiff exceeding $544 million. 

        Incident 2 (August 1-6, 2025): Alexakis obstructed and sabotaged the 

appeal process by failing to transmit a Notice of Appeal and contacting the 

appellate clerk's office multiple times, delaying docketing. While Judge 

Maldonado was obligated to review and adjudicate Plaintiff's appellate filings 

based on their merits, she instead accessed the KMFL Law, Inc. website 

during this period, engaging in unauthorized surveillance that constituted 

wire fraud under 18 U.S.C. § 1343 by using electronic means to improperly 

gather information, which prejudiced her against the Plaintiff and tainted 

her eventual decision. (Exhibit B) This improper diversion of attention, in 

collusion with Alexakis and proving their unholy alliance, caused the 

appellate panel, led by biased “judge” Maldonado, to issue a prejudiced denial 

of the appeal as well as request for en banc review (Exhibits C and D 

respectively), constituting obstruction of justice (18 U.S.C. § 1503, thereby 

prolonging the dissipation of trust assets and resulting in further injury to 

Plaintiff exceeding $544 million. 

      Incident 3 (August 7-18, 2025): Alexakis falsified a court order (ECF 

188- Exhibit E) claiming appellate dismissal to illegally regain jurisdiction 
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prematurely, held unauthorized hearings, and showered preferential 

treatment on defendants (e.g., rescheduling motions in ECF 191, 195-

Exhibits F and G respectively) while denying Plaintiff's extension requests 

(ECF 202-Exhbit H). This disparate treatment was part of a pattern of 

blatant favoritism injuring Plaintiff’s property by prolonging asset freezes 

and allowing dissipation of $544M to the Defendant’s trusts injuring Plaintiff 

and his siblings.  

      Incident 4 (August 26-28, 2025): Alexakis, in a shameful display of 

arrogance, harassed Plaintiff during a hearing, interrupting proceedings, and 

issuing a biased ruling (ECF 208-Exhibit I) denying Plaintiff's motions. Her 

continued website accesses of KMFL Law, Inc. before, during and after the 

hearing on August 27, 2025, amounted to wire fraud 18 U.S.C. § 1343. 

Maldonado’s prior meddling in appellate interference cemented their corrupt 

partnership. 

      Incident 5 (September 8, 2025): In a further display of bias, Alexakis 

entered ECF 220 (Exhibit J), setting an in-person hearing on a motion to 

withdraw for co-counsel representing Plaintiff [216] (Exhibit K).  This order 

mandates appearance by Plaintiff’s counsels—including out-of-state pro hac 

vice co-counsel who must travel 5 hours from metro Detroit to Chicago— 

while making it optional for some defendants' counsel, whose offices are just 
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5 minutes away, imposing undue burden amid safety concerns at the Dirksen 

Federal Building, highlighted by recent installation of security fencing and 

concrete barriers.  Alexakis demands justification for co-counsel’s 

withdrawal, never  before questioned in multiple defense counsel motions to 

withdraw, which appears designed to intimidate Plaintiff's counsel, prolong 

proceedings, and favors defendants by scrutinizing Plaintiff's legal 

representation amid ongoing asset dissipation. This disparate treatment, 

once again, exemplifies Alexakis's pattern of favoritism, violating due process 

and equal protection. 

      These acts formed a pattern of at least two predicate acts of 

racketeering activity over a two-month period, with continuity and 

relatedness aimed at corrupting the judicial process for personal gain and 

institutional power.   

 

B. The Racketeering Enterprise 
 

      Defendants participated in an "association-in-fact" enterprise under 

18 U.S.C. § 1961(4), consisting of corrupt judicial officers, clerks, and 

administrators in the Northern District of Illinois and Seventh Circuit, 

forming an ongoing organization with a structure for decision-making and 

roles to advance shared objectives.  The enterprise's common purpose was to 
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maintain iron fisted control over litigation outcomes, protect favored cronies 

(e.g., financial institutions like CIBC), and facilitate the dissipation of trust 

assets by denying protective measures, thereby terrorizing and intimidating 

litigants and counsel through harassment, delays, and fabricated rulings.  

For instance, Judge Alexakis denied Plaintiff's emergency motion to 

freeze $544 million in trust assets and appoint a neutral fiduciary (ECF 208), 

keeping the stay in effect and allowing ongoing asset dissipation by 

defendants, which directly enabled the enterprise's goal of shielding financial 

interests at Plaintiff's expense. 

 The enterprise operated through a pattern of racketeering activity 

involving interstate wires (emails, website accesses, electronic court filings) 

and mails (court orders), with these rogue Defendants orchestrating 

nefarious activities that extended beyond isolated events to a continuous 

scheme. These were not legitimate judicial functions but a corrupt enterprise 

causing Plaintiff’s devastating injuries, including the loss of trust assets. 

 

C. Color of Law Abuses 
 

      Defendants' actions were performed under the pretense of invalid 

federal authority, abusing their purported judicial roles to deprive Plaintiff of 
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rights. This includes leveraging their positions to obstruct justice, manipulate 

proceedings, and intimidate, all while lacking any legitimate authority due to 

autopen and nomination fraud. 

      Defendants Georgia N. Alexakis and Nancy L. Maldonado, cloaked in 

the false garb of judicial authority, trampled Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II's 

constitutional rights. These abuses involved the misuse of their purported 

judicial positions to engage in conduct that far exceeded legitimate judicial 

functions, including the deliberate neglect of emergency motions, conducting 

hearings outside of the district court’s jurisdiction, issuing rushed and biased 

appellate denials, showering preferential treatment on opposing parties, and 

intimidation through procedural manipulation.  

      These abuses of judicial authority under color of law violated Plaintiff’s 

Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment due process rights by denying timely and 

fair adjudication of his property interests, causing irreparable asset 

dissipation.  The misuse of judicial power breached Plaintiff’s Fourteenth 

Amendment equal protection rights through disparate treatment favoring 

defendants, including non-parties, and obstructed his access to equitable 

proceedings. Judge Alexakis held an unauthorized hearing and reasserted 

jurisdiction based on the falsified court order (ECF 188), while the appellate 

court had not yet mandated jurisdiction return to the district court. (Exhibit 
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L) These actions were taken under the color of her invalid judicial role. 

Further, Alexakis disrupted proceedings in the August 27, 2025 hearing and 

then issued a biased ruling (ECF 208) denying Plaintiff’s motions, using her 

judicial position to intimidate and manipulate Plaintiff’s due process. This 

abuse under color of law violated Plaintiff’s First Amendment right to 

petition by chilling his access to judicial relief and his Fifth and Fourteenth 

Amendment due process rights through biased adjudication and subjecting 

him to proceedings conducted by an unauthorized tribunal, further delaying 

his legal remedies. 

      The appellate panel, including Judge Maldonado, issued a denial of 

Plaintiff’s appeal petition without proper consideration. Although she was 

obligated to review and adjudicate Plaintiff's appellate filings based on their 

merits, she instead accessed the KMFL Law, Inc. website during this period, 

engaging in unauthorized surveillance. This violated Plaintiff’s Fifth and 

Fourteenth Amendment due process rights by denying a fair and impartial 

appellate review, and his Fourteenth Amendment equal protection rights 

through unequal treatment favoring opposing parties. 

      These additional color of law abuses highlight how Defendants 

exploited their purported judicial roles to engage in a relentless pattern of 
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misconduct, undermining Plaintiff’s constitutional protections and causing 

tangible harm to his property and legal interests. 

 
D. Lack of Judicial Immunity Due to Invalid Appointments   

 
 

      Defendants may cling to a baseless claim of judicial immunity; 

however, their appointments violate Article II, Section 2 of the U.S. 

Constitution, which requires the President to personally nominate judges "by 

and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate." Further, any attempt to use 

a July 7, 2005, Memorandum Opinion for the Counsel to the President, a 

pathetic attempt to assert autopen validity, is untenable. It relies on a 

twisted misreading of common law, where personal intent was sacred, and 

ignores the constitutional framers’ intent for personal executive action. This 

memo's defense is further undermined by its practical justification (e.g., 

presidential absence), which mocks the solemnity of judicial appointments.  

      Moreover, public records, articles and testimony questioning President 

Biden’s mental competence and personal use of the autopen reveal that the 

nominations of Alexakis (nominated in 2024) and Maldonado (nominated in 

2022) may have been executed via autopen—a mechanical device simulating 

the President's signature—rather than by the President's own hand.1 This 

 
1 https://www.axios.com/2025/09/06/biden-pardon-autopen-concerns 
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practice, used for convenience and not efficiency under Biden, spits on the 

constitutional requirement for personal presidential action, as affirmed in 

cases like Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803) (emphasizing the necessity 

of valid commissions), and modern precedents rejecting automated processes 

for core Article II duties (e.g., analogous to electronic signatures invalidating 

wills or contracts requiring personal execution).       

      A deep dive into the autopen scandal reveals a broader pattern of 

corruption within the Biden administration, extending beyond pardons to 

judicial nominations and other executive actions. Whistleblower allegations, 

detailed by DOJ Pardon Attorney Ed Martin in May 2025, expose how a 

senior Democrat from the 2020 Biden campaign came forward claiming that 

"gatekeepers"—including Ron Klain (former White House Chief of Staff), 

Anita Dunn (senior advisor), Bob Bauer (personal attorney), Steve Ricchetti 

(counselor and 2020 campaign chairman), and Jill Biden—controlled access 

to the autopen, allegedly "making money off of it" by selling access for 

pardons while President Biden was incapacitated or asleep.2 

      These pay-for-pardons schemes, documented in congressional inquiries, 

media reports and Ed Martin's public statements, assert that when the 

autopen was used without personal presidential review, it enabled monetized 

 
2 https://thehenryettan.com/biden-white-house-accused-of-using-autopen-to-sell-pardons/ 
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corruption in executive clemency. Such practices are not a far cry from 

judicial seats being "paid for" through political donations, favors, or quid pro 

quo arrangements, as the autopen bypassed Article II's requirement for 

deliberate, personal presidential intent in nominations—core executive 

actions akin to pardons. 

      The scandal's reach includes judicial nominations: A June 4, 2025, 

White House memorandum directs a review of Biden's presidential actions, 

noting that the "vast majority" were signed via autopen during the second 

half of his presidency, amid concealed cognitive decline, potentially rendering 

them unconstitutional.3 Further, House Oversight Committee Chairman 

James Comer has vowed to probe Biden's 235 judicial appointments, 

questioning their legality and suggesting they could be "declared null and 

void" due to autopen use by unelected aides.4 Some have demanded 

nullification of nominations like Supreme Court Justice Ketanji Brown 

Jackson, extending the logic to district and circuit judges like Defendants.5  

      The Judicial appointments violate Article II, Section 2, requiring 

personal nomination. The autopen scandal's whistleblower evidence—

 
3 https://www.foxnews.com/politics/comer-vows-accountability-trump-rips-scandal-after-bombshell-report-
biden-autopen-pardons 
4 https://www.foxnews.com/politics/comer-vows-accountability-trump-rips-scandal-after-bombshell-report-
biden-autopen-pardons 
5 https://www.msnbc.com/rachel-maddow-show/maddowblog/gops-comer-targets-biden-judicial-
appointments-latest-attack-president-rcna220073 
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detailing monetized access for pardons—mirrors potential corruption in 

nominations. If gatekeepers profited from autopen pardons without 

presidential oversight, similar pay-for-access schemes likely tainted judicial 

nominations, bypassing Article II's personal intent requirement. 

      These invalid nominations trigger a cascade of constitutional 

violations: (a) the Senate's advice and consent was based on fraudulent 

documents; (b) the commissions issued by the President were void ab initio; 

(c) Defendants' oaths of office (28 U.S.C. § 453) were taken without lawful 

authority; and (d) all subsequent judicial acts, including those in Plaintiff's 

case, were performed without jurisdiction, rendering them personal acts not 

shielded by immunity.  

      Ongoing investigations by House Oversight and the White House 

confirm autopen use for most executive actions, including nominations, amid 

concealed incapacity, rendering them void ab initio. Senate consent was 

fraudulent, commissions invalid, oaths unlawful, and acts ultra vires. 

(Exhibit M) Without valid appointments, Defendants are mere private actors, 

liable under RICO and § 1983. This defect also violates Plaintiff's due process 

rights (Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments) by subjecting him to rulings from 

unauthorized tribunals.  
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E. Constitutional Violations Under § 1983   

 
 
Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Plaintiff asserts claims against Defendants for 

depriving him of his constitutional rights under color of invalid federal 

authority, as their purported judicial actions—stemming from 

constitutionally defective appointments—amount to state-like abuses of 

power that violated the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth 

Amendments. Specifically, Defendants violated Plaintiff's First Amendment 

right to petition the government for redress of grievances by chilling his 

access to the courts through harassment and intimidation tactics, such as 

Defendant Alexakis's repeated unauthorized accesses to Plaintiff's counsel's 

law firm website, which constituted electronic surveillance designed to deter 

vigorous advocacy and suppress Plaintiff's pursuit of justice while 

simultaneously making improperly biased her rulings thus causing prejudice 

to Plaintiff, thereby creating a hostile environment that discouraged free 

expression and petitioning activity.       

      Furthermore, these website intrusions, along with demands for 

unnecessary in-person hearings like the September 18, 2025 hearing, [ECF 

220] requiring Plaintiff's attorney to appear and justify a withdrawal motion, 

filed by Plaintiff’s out of state pro hoc vici co-counsel, while making most of 

defendants' counsel attendance optional. These acts infringed upon Plaintiff's 
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Fourth Amendment right against unreasonable searches and seizures by 

conducting warrantless digital reconnaissance and imposing burdensome 

procedural hurdles that invaded his privacy and legal strategy without 

probable cause or legitimate judicial purpose, effectively treating his 

counsel's previous online presence as a target for extrajudicial scrutiny.  

      Defendants also denied Plaintiff his Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment 

due process rights through biased and unauthorized proceedings, exemplified 

by Alexakis's falsification of ECF 188, prematurely reclaiming jurisdiction 

based on a fabricated appellate dismissal, holding illicit hearings, and 

exhibiting blatant favoritism by rescheduling defendants' motions (ECF 191, 

195) while partially denying Plaintiff's extension requests (ECF 202), which 

prolonged asset freezes and allowed the dissipation of $544 million from the 

trust corpus without fair notice, opportunity to be heard, or impartial 

adjudication, thus depriving him of property interests in a fundamentally 

unfair manner that shocks the conscience.  

     These actions interfered with Plaintiff's Sixth Amendment right to 

counsel by intimidating his legal team, as evidenced by Alexakis's coercive ex 

parte communications via her court deputy through phone and email. 

Further interference includes her on-the-record remarks at the beginning of 

the August 27, 2025 hearing, such as “have you had a conversation with your 
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client about your competency to be his representation in this matter if you 

can’t be here in person?”, which undermined Plaintiff’s attorney-client 

relationship and impeded effective representation through threats of 

procedural sanctions and unequal treatment. Alexakis’s harassing 

interruptions of the Plaintiff during that hearing violated professionalism, 

chilled speech, undermined counsel, created a hostile judicial environment, 

and constituted a clear attempt to breach attorney-client privilege, all of 

which led to her biased ruling in ECF 208. 

      Finally, Defendants breached Plaintiff's Fourteenth Amendment right 

to equal protection under the law through disparate treatment favoring the 

defendants, and non-party CIBC Bank USA, such as the rushed appellate en 

banc denial by Maldonado's panel, and the selective burdens in ECF 220, 

which singled out Plaintiff for adverse handling without rational basis, 

discriminating against him as a represented litigant challenging powerful 

interests and perpetuating a class-of-one violation rooted in personal animus 

and institutional corruption.  

      These violations, committed under the guise of judicial authority, 

caused Plaintiff tangible harm including financial losses exceeding $500 

million, emotional distress, and obstructed access to justice, warranting 
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compensatory and punitive damages as well as injunctive relief to prevent 

further deprivations. 

 
CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

 
 

Count I: Violation of RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(c)   
 
      Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1-21. Defendants conducted the 

affairs of the enterprise through a pattern of racketeering activity (wire 

fraud, mail fraud, obstruction of justice, witness tampering), causing 

devastating injury to Plaintiff's business/property.   

 

Count II: Conspiracy to Violate RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d)   

      Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1-21. Defendants conspired to violate 

§ 1962(c), agreeing to the enterprise's objectives and committing overt acts in 

furtherance.   

 

Count III: Violations of Constitutional Rights Under 42 U.S.C. § 1983   

      Plaintiff incorporates paragraphs 1-41. Defendants deprived Plaintiff of 

his constitutional rights under color of invalid authority.   
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CONCLUSION 

   This complaint raises issues of national importance concerning the 

constitutional validity of Presidential nominations and autopen-executed 

judicial appointments, warranting review by the United States Supreme 

Court under its original and appellate jurisdiction (U.S. Const. art. III, § 2; 28 

U.S.C. § 1251). Plaintiff seeks a declaratory judgment nullifying such 

appointments, thereby resolving this crisis of legitimacy in the federal 

judiciary and preventing further harm from invalidly appointed officers.6 

      Plaintiff also brings claims under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for egregious 

violations of his rights under the First, Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and Fourteenth 

Amendments, seeking compensatory and punitive damages, as well as 

injunctive relief to enjoin further misconduct. 

 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

 

      WHEREFORE, Plaintiff demands:   

a. Compensatory damages of at least $500,000,000; 

b. Treble damages under RICO;  

 
6 https://www.fjc.gov/history/work-courts/jurisdiction-original-supreme-court 
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c. Injunctive relief enjoining Defendants from further acts and   

ordering immediate recusal;  

d. Enter a declaratory judgment declaring that judicial 

appointments made during President Biden's period of mental 

incompetency are constitutionally invalid, thereby nullifying the 

appointments of all affected judicial officers; 

 e. Enter a declaratory judgment declaring that judicial 

appointments executed via autopen are constitutionally invalid, 

thereby nullifying  the appointments of all affected judicial 

officers; 

f. Referral to the United States Supreme Court to exercise 

original and appellate jurisdiction to review and resolve this 

matter of national importance concerning the constitutional 

validity of autopen judicial appointments; 

g. Ordering Defendants' immediate removal from the bench 

pending proceedings; 

h. Attorneys' fees and costs;  

i. Such other relief as the Court deems just. 
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Respectfully submitted,  

/s/_______________________
  Katherine A. London, Esq.  

        Attorney for Plaintiff

KMFL Law, Inc.  
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  

_______________________________________
atttthhhheeeerrrriiiinne A London E
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on September 10, 2025, I served a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing Notice of Appeal on all parties of record by electronic filing in 
accordance with Rule 55(b)(2) Rule of Federal Procedure.

/s/_________________________
        Katherine A. London

                Counsel for Plaintiff

KMFL Law, Inc.  
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  

____________________________
KKKKK ttthhhh i A L d
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I, Raymond E. Butler II, being first duly sworn, depose and state as follows: 
 

 
1. I am the Plaintiff in the underlying federal action titled Raymond E. Butler II 

v. Georgia N. Alexakis, et al., to be filed in the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, seeking damages and 
injunctive relief under the Racketeer Influenced and Corrupt Organizations 
Act (RICO), 18 U.S.C. § 1964(c), and 42 U.S.C. § 1983 for violations of my 
constitutional rights.  

 
2. I am a resident of Michigan, over the age of 18, of sound mind, and competent 

to make this affidavit. I make this affidavit based solely on my personal 
knowledge, except where explicitly stated upon information and belief (and as 
to those matters, I believe them to be true based on specific evidence 
reviewed, such as court records, electronic logs, and communications).  

 
3. This is the first and only affidavit I have filed in these matters verifying this 

RICO complaint. 
 

4. I have read the foregoing Civil Complaint for Damages and Injunctive Relief 
under RICO and for Violations of Constitutional Rights (the "RICO 
Complaint"), dated September 8, 2025. and I verify that the facts alleged 
therein are true and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief.  

 
5. This affidavit verifies the RICO Complaint and supports the claims therein 

against Judge Alexakis, United States Circuit Judge Nancy L. Maldonado for 
the Seventh Circuit, and John Does 1-10. These facts, as I believe them to be 
true, would convince a reasonable person that collusion and bias exists, 
stemming from extrajudicial sources and conduct demonstrating deep-seated 
favoritism and antagonism. 

 
6. The facts outlined in the RICO complaint, which are not based solely on  

judicial rulings but on extrajudicial actions, and also unauthorized 
communications, inform a pattern of disparate treatment on the part of both 
Judges. 

 
7. These actions collectively form a pattern of at least two predicate acts of 

racketeering activity under RICO (18 U.S.C. § 1962(c)-(d)) and those actions 
caused me proximate harm, including dissipation trust assets and legal 
expenses.  

 
8. This belief is held in good faith, and this affidavit is submitted timely upon 

discovery of the full pattern of conduct, before further substantive 
proceedings.  
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9. This affidavit is made in good faith, for no improper purpose, and to the best 
of my knowledge, the facts herein are more than sufficient under law to 
mandate disqualification and corroborate the RICO claims.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

     ______________________________              
              Raymond E. Butler, II

Dated: September 8, 2025
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
  

Everett McKinley Dirksen 
United States Courthouse 

Room 2722 - 219 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

 

Office of the Clerk 
Phone: (312) 435-5850 

www.ca7.uscourts.gov  

  
ORDER 

August 1, 2025 
 

Before 
 
 
 

  No. 25-2315  

RAYMOND E. BUTLER II,  
                     Plaintiff - Appellant 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI, also known as ELY EDDI, et al., 
                     Defendants - Appellees  

Originating Case Information:  
District Court No: 1:25-cv-04443 
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division 
District Judge Georgia N. Alexakis  
 
Upon consideration of the EMERGENCY PETITION UNDER SEVENTH CIR. R. 27 FOR 
REVIEW OF DENIAL OF EX PARTE EMERGENCY TEMPORARY RESTRAINING ORDER, 
filed on August 1, 2025, by counsel for the appellant, construed as a request for injunctive relief 
pending resolution of the appeal, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the request for injunctive relief pending resolution of the appeal is 
DENIED. 
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DAVID F. HAMILTON, Circuit Judge 
MICHAEL B. BRENNAN, Circuit Judge 
NANCY L. MALDONADO, Circuit Judge
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
  

Everett McKinley Dirksen 
United States Courthouse 

Room 2722 - 219 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

 

Office of the Clerk 
Phone: (312) 435-5850 

www.ca7.uscourts.gov  

  
ORDER 

August 6, 2025 
 

Before 
DAVID F. HAMILTON, Circuit Judge 
MICHAEL B. BRENNAN, Circuit Judge 
NANCY L. MALDONADO, Circuit Judge 

 

No. 25-2315  

RAYMOND E. BUTLER II,  
                     Plaintiff - Appellant 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI, also known as ELY EDDI, et al., 
                     Defendants - Appellees  

Originating Case Information:  
District Court No: 1:25-cv-04443 
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division 
District Judge Georgia N. Alexakis  
 
Upon consideration of the MOTION FOR EN BANC REVIEW, filed on August 4, 2025, 
by counsel for the appellant, 
 
IT IS ORDERED that the motion is DENIED. 
 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that this appeal is DISMISSED for lack of jurisdiction.  
 
In this case, appellant seeks to appeal the district court’s order denying his request to 
proceed on an ex parte basis in seeking a temporary restraining order. Unlike the 
refusal of an injunction, see 28 U.S.C. § 1292(a)(1), the denial of a temporary restraining 
order is not generally subject to appeal. See Cnty., Mun. Employees’ Supervisors’ & 
Foremen’s Union Loc. 1001 (Chicago Illinois) v. Laborers’ Int’l Union of N. Am., 365 F.3d 576, 
578 (7th Cir. 2004); Geveva Assur. Syndicate, Inc. v. Med. Emergency Servs. Assocs. (MESA) 
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No. 25-2315  Page 2

S.C., 964 F.2d 599, 600 (7th Cir. 1992). The district court’s order denied appellant’s 
request to proceed on an ex parte basis but took his request for injunctive relief under 
advisement, setting an expedited briefing schedule and a hearing date. Although some 
orders may have the practical effect of refusing an injunction, see Laborers’ Int’l, 365 F.3d 
at 578, that is not the case here, where the district court has demonstrated an intent to 
promptly consider appellant’s request for injunctive relief. The district court’s reasons 
for denying appellant’s request to proceed on an ex parte basis also show why this is 
not an exceptional case where an interlocutory order of a denial of a temporary 
restraining order would be appealable. The dismissal of this appeal allows appellant to 
proceed in the district court in his request for injunctive relief. See OPM v. Am. Fed’n of 
Gov’t Employees, 473 U.S. 1301, 1305 (1985). 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Thursday, August 7, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: Plaintiff's appeal
related to his emergency motion to vacate stay, vacate protective order, freeze trust assets,
and appoint a neutral fiduciary to preserve trust res [169] has been dismissed by the
Seventh Circuit Court of Appeals for lack of jurisdiction. See Appeal No. 25−2315, Dkt.
10 (7th Cir. Aug. 6, 2025) (dismissing appeal to allow plaintiff "to proceed in the district
court in his request for injunctive relief"). The Court therefore resets the briefing schedule
on plaintiff's motion as follows: Any opposition to plaintiff's motion is due by 8/14/25.
Any reply in support of the motion is due by 8/18/25. With respect to non−party CIBC
Bank USA's motion to enforce the protective order in this matter [179], the Court
construes plaintiff's motion to strike non−party CIBC Bank USA's motion [186] as
plaintiff's response to the motion. Any reply by non−party CIBC Bank USA in support of
its motion is due by 8/14/25. The Court resets the 8/18/25 hearing in this matter to 8/22/25
at 10 a.m. The hearing will proceed in−person. If any party anticipates that they will offer
live witness testimony at that hearing, they must notify the Court, via email to the
Courtroom Deputy, by 8/18/25. (ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, August 8, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis:The Court resets the
hearing on plaintiff's motion for default judgment [189] to 8/22/25 at 10 a.m. (ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, August 8, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: The Court grants the
motion to reset the 8/22/25 hearing to 8/27/25 at 9:30 a.m. [192]. The Court similarly
resets and sets hearings on plaintiff's motions for entry of default and default judgment for
the same date and time. [189], [193], [194]. All other deadlines remain in effect. Plaintiff
is strongly discouraged from filing additional seriatim motions on the Court's docket
before the 8/27/25 hearing, as the stay in this case remains in effect. (ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Monday, August 18, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: Plaintiff's motion to
extend time to file its reply in support of its emergency motion [201] is denied in part and
granted in part. The Court grants the request for an extension, although not to the degree
to which plaintiff seeks. Plaintiff's reply is due by 8/20/25.(ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Wednesday, August 27, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: Hearing held on
plaintiff's emergency motion to vacate stay, vacate protective order, freeze trust assets,
and appoint a neutral fiduciary to preserve trust res [167]. For the reasons stated on the
record, the Court denies plaintiff's motion [167]. The protective order barring plaintiff
from communicating with certain defendants and witnesses remains in effect. [101];
[113]; [163]. For the reasons stated on the record, the Court grants CIBC Bank USA's
motion to enforce the protective order [179]. Plaintiff's motion to strike CIBC Bank USA's
motion to enforce the protective order [186], which the Court also construes as a
substantive response to CIBC Bank USA's motion [179], is denied. The Court denies
CIBC Bank USA's request for fees associated with its motion to enforce the protective
order [179] without prejudice to renewal at a later time. Although the stay remains in
place at this juncture, the parties are directed to meet and confer amongst themselves and,
by 9/10/25, file a proposed plan for how Rule 12(b)(6) briefing will proceed if the Court
lifts the stay only for that limited purpose. (If the parties cannot come to an agreement,
they may submit competing proposals.) For the reasons stated on the record, the Court
vacates the previous court's entry of default against defendant Katz at [48], sets aside its
earlier denial (without prejudice to renewal) of defendant Katz's motion to set aside
default at [163], and now grants defendant Katz's motion to set aside default [68]. For the
reasons stated on the record, the Court grants defendant Ginsparg's oral motion to vacate
the entry of default against him and vacates the previous court's entry of default at [38].
Plaintiff's motions for default judgment [189]; [193]; [194] are denied as premature. As
discussed during the hearing, by the end of the day, counsel for plaintiff, Ms. London, is
instructed to email the Courtroom Deputy the details of her reports to law enforcement
regarding the alleged security threat outside her home. The parties are reminded that if the
Court directs that any future hearings be conducted in−person, counsel must plan to be
present in−person. (ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
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Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.3)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Monday, September 8, 2025:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: The Court sets an
in−person hearing on attorney Miller's motion to withdraw [216] on 9/18/25 at 10 a.m.
Attorney Miller and Attorney London are directed to appear. Counsel for the
Trust−Related Defendants, who have filed an opposition to the motion to withdraw [219],
are directed to appear. Counsel for any other defendant may appear at the hearing,
although their attendance is not required. At the hearing, Attorney Miller should be
prepared to explain her grounds for seeking to withdraw, so that the Court may determine
whether it must or may permit withdrawal. See Fiscus v. Silgan Plastics Corp., No.
1:05CV0157−DFH−VSS, 2005 WL 1528232, at *1 (S.D. Ind. June 28, 2005) (Hamilton,
J.). (ca, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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IIN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,                                                 Case No. 1:25-cv-04443  
               Hon. Georgia N. Alexakis 
Plaintiff,         
v.  
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR “AARON” 
COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, BARRY 
ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
 Defendants. 
________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

ORDER GRANTING MOTION TO WITHDRAW AS PLAINTIFF’S COUNSEL  

At a session of the Court held on ____________________________, 
in the City of Chicago, County of Cook, 

State of Illinois 
Present: Hon.__________________________ 

  District Court Judge 
 

This matter coming before the Court upon the Motion to Withdraw, and the Court 

being otherwise fully advised in the premises: 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Racine M. Miller of The Michigan Law Firm, PC may 

withdraw as Plaintiff’s counsel in the matter;  

This is not a final order and does not close the case. 

It is so Ordered.  

_____________________________________________ 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 

Dated: _________________________________________ 
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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 
  

Everett McKinley Dirksen 
United States Courthouse 

Room 2722 - 219 S. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

 

Office of the Clerk 
Phone: (312) 435-5850 

www.ca7.uscourts.gov  

  
NOTICE OF ISSUANCE OF MANDATE 

August 28, 2025 
 

To:  Thomas G. Bruton 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
Northern District of Illinois 
Chicago, IL 60604  

No. 25-2315  

RAYMOND E. BUTLER II,  
                     Plaintiff - Appellant 
 
v. 
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI, also known as ELY EDDI, et al., 
                     Defendants - Appellees  

Originating Case Information:  
District Court No: 1:25-cv-04443 
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division 
District Judge Georgia N. Alexakis  
 
Herewith is the mandate of this court in this appeal, along with the Bill of Costs, if any. A 
certified copy of the opinion/order of the court and judgment, if any, and any direction as to 
costs shall constitute the mandate. 

RECORD ON APPEAL STATUS: No record to be returned 
    
 
form name: c7_Mandate     (form ID: 135) 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 
 
RAYMOND E BUTLER, II,                                                 Case No. 1:25-cv-04443  
               Hon. April M. Perry 
Plaintiff,         
v.  
 
ELI JACKFINN EDDI a/k/a ELY EDDI, ILANA FINN EDDI, DORINE 
MAGENCE, MANUEL MAGENCE, JEFFREY K. GUTMAN, 
NACHSHON DRAIMAN, WILLIAM KANTER, JOEL S. ROTHMAN, 
MOSHE SOLOVEICHIK, ALAN GREEN, JERRY CHERNEY, SHMUEL 
FUERST, HAROLD KATZ, SAMUEL MASLATON, DANIEL BERGMAN, 
IRVING BIRNBAUM, ARON STANTON, CHAIM RAJCHENBACH, RIVKA 
RAJCHENBACH, AVRUM RAJCHENBACH, MENACHEM SHABAT, AHUVA 
SHABAT, RONALD SHABAT, ERIC ROTHNER, COLMAN GINSPARG, 
JAMES MAINZER, MARSHALL K. BROWN, JEFFREY FINN, MEIR “AARON” 
COHEN, GARRY CHANKIN, NANCY ROSEN, MARK ANTEBI, BARRY 
ANTEBI, DAVID R. RAANAN, and ELLIOT E. ANTEBEI. 
 
 Defendants. 

 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF THE 

HONORABLE APRIL M. PERRY PURSUANT TO 28 U.S.C. §455 AND  
§ 144 

 
 Plaintiff Raymond E. Butler II, by and through counsel, respectfully moves 

this Court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 455(a) (and, to the extent applicable, §§ 

455(b) and 144) for disqualification of the Honorable April M. Perry. In support 

thereof, Plaintiff states as follows: 

 
I. INTRODUCTION AND RELIEF REQUESTED  
 
       This action was reassigned to Judge Perry on March 19, 2026, only ten days 

ago, following the prior judge’s (Alexakis) self-recusal on Plaintiff’s motion. The 

case has had zero substantive activity under Judge Perry: no Rule 16 

scheduling conference has been set, no discovery has commenced, no rulings 
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have issued, and the pending injunction remains on appeal with no further 

action taken.   

 
     Continued assignment of this matter to Judge Perry creates, at minimum, 

the appearance that her impartiality “might reasonably be questioned” by an 

objective observer. 28 U.S.C. § 455(a). Plaintiff therefore requests that Judge 

Perry disqualify herself and that the case be immediately reassigned by the 

Executive Committee pursuant to the Court’s Internal Operating Procedures. 

 
II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

 
1. This Underlying Action (1:25-cv-04443) was filed on August 6, 2024. On 

March 13, 2026, the prior judge granted Plaintiff’s motion for her 

disqualification. The case was briefly reassigned to the Honorable Thomas M. 

Dirkin, who requested a transfer, and was then reassigned to Judge Perry on 

March 19, 2026. (Exhibits A–D). 

 
2. Judge Perry previously worked in the same federal office as Judge Alexakis 

during her tenure as an Assistant United States Attorney in the Northern 

District of Illinois and maintains a professional relationship with her former 

colleague who is now a defendant in the action arising from this case, 1:25-cv-

10904. 

 
3. The complaint in this action, together with the related civil RICO action 

(1:25-cv-10904) pending before the Honorable Franklin U. Valderrama, 
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contains allegations and claims that directly implicate the judicial process, 

prior rulings, and arguments that call into question the constitutional 

validity of Judge Perry’s own judicial nomination and confirmation by 

President Biden. Specifically, Plaintiff alleges that numerous judicial 

appointments made during the Biden Administration, including those of 

Judges Alexakis, Maldonado, and Judge Perry herself, are constitutionally 

invalid because they were executed via autopen rather than by the 

President’s own hand, in violation of Article II, Section 2 of the U.S. 

Constitution.  

 
 Defendants in the RICO action lack judicial immunity because their 

appointments violate the requirement that the President personally 

nominate judges “by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate.” Public 

records, articles, and testimony raise serious doubts about whether President 

Biden personally reviewed and approved these nominations amid widespread 

reports of his cognitive decline and mental acuity issues. Whistleblower 

allegations detail how “gatekeepers” in the Biden White House (including 

Ron Klain, Anita Dunn, Bob Bauer, Steve Ricchetti, and Jill Biden) allegedly 

controlled access to the autopen for executive actions, including pardons and 

judicial nominations, and “made money off of it” by selling access while 

President Biden was incapacitated or asleep. House Oversight Committee 

Chairman James Comer has vowed to probe Biden’s 235 judicial 

appointments, questioning their legality and suggesting they could be 
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“declared null and void” due to autopen use by unelected aides. A June 4, 

2025 White House memorandum confirms that the “vast majority” of Biden’s 

presidential actions in the second half of his presidency were signed via 

autopen. These invalid appointments render subsequent judicial acts ultra 

vires, stripping the affected judges of immunity under precedents such as 

Marbury v. Madison, 5 U.S. 137 (1803). Such claims create a direct and 

personal stake for Judge Perry in the outcome of this litigation. 

 
4. Judge Perry has not made her required annual financial disclosure report 

publicly available as a judge pursuant to the Ethics in Government Act of 

1978, 5 U.S.C. app. § 101 et seq. (and the implementing regulations of the 

Judicial Conference of the United States). Although she may have provided 

the disclosure internally, it is not accessible to the parties or the public, 

further contributing to the appearance of a lack of transparency regarding 

any potential financial or other interests that could affect her impartiality in 

this case. On its own, this lack of public disclosure raises reasonable concerns 

about undisclosed financial conflicts of which the parties and the public 

remain unaware. Moreover, in a previous disclosure provided to congress 

during her nomination for U. S. Attorney, Judge Perry’s investments show 

substantial involvement with Vanguard, which manages a large percentage 

of the Trusts’ assets which are at issue in this case.  
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5. In addition, Judge Perry recently issued rulings in State of Illinois v. Trump, 

No. 1:25-cv-12174 (N.D. Ill.), including an Opinion and Order signed October 

10, 2025, that temporarily blocked the President’s federalization and 

deployment of National Guard troops. These rulings have been widely 

reported as limiting the President’s constitutional authority under Article II 

(as Commander in Chief) and raising separation-of-powers concerns under 

Article III. An objective observer could reasonably question whether such 

rulings reflect a broader disregard for core constitutional principles, including 

the separation of powers and Article III judicial authority, particularly in a 

case like this one that itself challenges aspects of the judicial process. 

 
III. LEGAL STANDARD  

 
6. Under 28 U.S.C. § 455(a), a judge “shall disqualify himself in any proceeding 

in which his impartiality might reasonably be questioned.” This is an 

objective standard: disqualification is required whenever “a reasonable 

person, knowing all the facts, would conclude that the judge’s impartiality 

might reasonably be questioned.” Liljeberg v. Health Servs. Acquisition Corp., 

486 U.S. 847, 861 (1988).  

 
7. The statute is self-executing and imposes a duty on the judge to recuse sua 

sponte.  Additionally, 28 U.S.C. § 144 provides that when a party files a 

timely and sufficient affidavit stating that the judge before whom the matter 

is pending has a personal bias or prejudice either against the party or in 
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favor of an adverse party, “such judge shall proceed no further therein, but 

another judge shall be assigned to hear such proceeding.” 

 
8. Local Rule 40.4 is an administrative rule promulgated by this District under 

the authority of 28 U.S.C. § 137, which expressly authorizes each district 

court to “divide its business among its judges” as provided by the rules and 

orders of the court. Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 83(a) further permits 

district courts to adopt local rules, but only to the extent they are “consistent 

with” federal statutes and the Constitution. Neither the statute nor the 

Federal Rule permits a local rule to override the mandatory disqualification 

requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 455 and § 144 or the constitutional guarantee of 

an impartial tribunal under the Fifth Amendment. Local Rule 40.4 cannot 

override this statutory and constitutional command. 

 
IV. ARGUMENT  

 
A. The Appearance of Partiality Arising from Judge Perry’s 
Professional Relationship with the Recused Prior Judge Requires 
Disqualification  

 
 Judge Perry’s ongoing relationship with Judge Alexakis as colleagues in the 

same federal office as AUSAs creates an appearance that her impartiality might 

reasonably be questioned, especially where the current case contains allegations 

that directly implicate the judicial process and prior rulings connected to that 

assignment. Code of Conduct for United States Judges, Canon 3(C)(1).  
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B. The Case Has Only Recently Been Assigned to Judge Perry, Zero 
Judicial Resources Have Been Invested Judge Perry received the case 
on March 19, 2026.  

 
 There has been no substantive progress whatsoever. Rigid application of LR 

40.4’s “lowest-numbered-judge” mechanism in these circumstances defeats the 

rule’s own purpose of judicial economy and would lock this case before a judge 

whose impartiality is reasonably in doubt. 

 
C.  Judge Perry’s Recent Rulings, Failure to File Financial Disclosures, 

and the Direct Implication of Her Own Biden Judicial Nomination 
Further Create an Appearance of Bias  

 
 An objective observer could reasonably question Judge Perry’s impartiality 

given her recent rulings in high-profile matters involving the President’s 

constitutional powers, including the October 10, 2025 Order in State of Illinois v. 

Trump that limited executive authority under Article II and raised Article III 

separation-of-powers concerns. In addition, Judge Perry has failed to file her 

required annual financial disclosure report pursuant to the Ethics in 

Government Act of 1978, 5 U.S.C. app. § 101 et seq., depriving the public (and 

the parties) of transparency regarding any potential interests that could affect 

her judgment in a case alleging judicial misconduct.  

 
 Most critically, the allegations and claims in this action (and the related 

RICO action) directly challenge the constitutional validity of federal judicial 

nominations and confirmations under the Biden Administration. Plaintiff alleges 

that Judge Perry’s own nomination and confirmation were executed via autopen, 
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a mechanical device simulating the President’s signature, rather than by 

President Biden’s own hand, amid widespread reports of his cognitive decline. 

These appointments allegedly violate Article II, § 2’s requirement of personal 

presidential nomination “by and with the Advice and Consent of the Senate.” 

Whistleblower evidence and congressional investigations confirm rampant 

autopen abuse for executive actions (including judicial nominations), with 

gatekeepers allegedly profiting from access while the President was 

incapacitated. Such claims render the appointments void ab initio, stripping 

affected judges of immunity and rendering their acts ultra vires. Because 

resolution of these claims would necessarily call into question the legitimacy of 

Judge Perry’s own appointment, she has a direct personal stake in the 

litigation’s outcome. This creates an undeniable appearance of partiality under 

28 U.S.C. §§ 455(a) and 455(b)(1), as well as Canon 2 of the Code of Conduct for 

United States Judges (requiring judges to avoid impropriety and the appearance 

of impropriety in all activities). 

 
D. Judge Perry’s Strict Application of Local Rule 40.4 Demonstrates 

That She Is Unlikely to Prioritize Constitutional Requirements Over 
Mechanical Procedural Rules 

 
 An objective observer could reasonably question Judge Perry’s impartiality 

given her recent rulings in high-profile matters involving the President’s 

constitutional powers. In State of Illinois v. Trump, No. 1:25-cv-12174 (N.D. 

Ill.), Judge Perry issued an Opinion and Order signed October 10, 2025, that 

temporarily blocked the President’s federalization and deployment of National 
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Guard troops. These rulings have been widely reported as limiting the 

President’s authority under Article II as Commander in Chief and raising 

separation-of-powers concerns under Article III. An objective observer could 

reasonably question whether such rulings reflect a broader approach to 

constitutional interpretation that would affect her handling of this case, which 

itself challenges core aspects of the judicial appointment process and Article II 

requirements. 

 
 In the instant case, Judge Perry’s strong adherence to the mechanical, 

administrative provisions of Local Rule 40.4 reinforces that even in cases 

involving core constitutional questions of separation of powers and Article II 

executive authority she may not be impartial. (Exhibit E) An objective observer 

could reasonably question whether Judge Perry would similarly elevate the 

administrative “lowest-numbered-judge” mechanism of LR 40.4 over the 

mandatory, higher-authority disqualification requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 

455(a) and § 144 and the constitutional guarantee of an impartial tribunal,  

particularly where, as here, the case directly implicates the legitimacy of her 

own judicial appointment and raises serious questions about her financial 

transparency and potential conflicts. 

 
 By rigidly applying LR 40.4 in constitutionally sensitive matters while failing 

to make her own financial disclosures publicly available, Judge Perry has 

created an additional layer of concern that she may not yield to the self-
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executing duty to recuse when her impartiality might reasonably be 

questioned.

V. CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons, and those set forth in Plaintiff’s Motion for 

Disqualification, Plaintiff respectfully requests that the Honorable April M. 

Perry disqualify herself under 28 U.S.C. § 455 and § 144 and that the case be 

immediately reassigned by the Executive Committee.

      Respectfully submitted,

/s/_______________________         
Katherine A. London, Esq.  

   Attorney for Plaintiff
KMFL Law, Inc.  
Atty #: 6345920
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  

Dated: March 30, 2026

________________ ___________ ________
errrrinininineeee AAAA London Esq
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on March 30, 2026, I served a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing Notice of Appeal on all parties of record by electronic filing in 
accordance with Rule 55(b)(2) Rule of Federal Procedure.

/s/_______________________
Katherine A. London, Esq.  

       Attorney for Plaintiff

KMFL Law, Inc.  
Atty #: 6345920
100 Illinois St., Suite 200  
St. Charles, IL 60174  
klondon@kmfllaw.com  
630-507-9998  
  

________________ __________ ___ ________
aththththererereriniii e A London
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                                   CERTIFICATE OF GOOD FAITH

I, Katherine A. London, attorney of record for Raymond Butler II, in the above-
captioned matter, hereby certify pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 144 that the Motion 
for Disqualification of Judge and the accompanying affidavit filed herewith are 
made in good faith and not for purposes of delay or any other improper purpose.

I further certify that the factual allegations contained in the accompanying 
affidavit are believed to be true and that the motion for judicial disqualification 
is based upon a genuine belief that the grounds for disqualification exist as set 
forth in the supporting affidavit.

This certification is made in compliance with the requirements of 28 U.S.C. § 
144..

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

Executed this 30th day of March, 2026.

_________________________
    Katherine A. London
____________________________________ __________

KaKaKaKaththththerine A London
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AFFIDAVIT OF RAYMOND E. BUTLER II IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFF’S MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF THE 

HONORABLE APRIL M. PERRY 
 

 I, Raymond E. Butler II, being first duly sworn, depose and state as follows: 
 

1. I am the Plaintiff in the underlying federal action titled Butler v. Eddi, et al., 
Case No. 1:25-cv-04443, pending in the United States District Court for the 
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division, before the Honorable April M. 
Perry. 
 

2. I am a resident of Michigan, over the age of 18, of sound mind, and competent 
to make this affidavit. I make this affidavit based solely on my personal 
knowledge, except where explicitly stated upon information and belief and as 
to those matters, I believe them to be true based on specific evidence 
reviewed, such as court records, electronic logs, and communications. 
 

3. This is the first and only affidavit I have filed in these matters seeking 
disqualification of Judge April M. Perry. 
 

4. I have read the foregoing Plaintiff’s Motion for Disqualification of the 
Honorable April M. Perry Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 455 and § 144, dated 
March 30, 2026, and I verify that the facts alleged therein are true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 
 

5. The purpose of this affidavit is to state my belief that Judge Perry may 
harbor a personal bias or prejudice against me or my attorney or in favor of 
the adverse parties and that her impartiality might reasonably be 
questioned, necessitating her disqualification. 
 

6. The facts demonstrating Judge Perry’s potential personal bias or prejudice 
include specific circumstances which are not based solely on her judicial 
rulings but on extrajudicial sources and a pattern of conduct indicating an 
appearance of partiality, including her prior professional relationship with 
the recused Judge Alexakis in the same federal office as Assistant United 
States Attorneys, her failure to file required annual financial disclosures, her 
recent rulings in State of Illinois v. Trump that reflect a disregard for core 
constitutional principles under Articles II and III, and, most critically, the 
direct challenge in this action and the related RICO action (1:25-cv-10904) to 
the constitutional validity of her own judicial nomination and confirmation by 
President Biden via autopen, which creates a personal stake in the outcome 
of this litigation. 
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7. I believe Judge Perry may have a personal bias or prejudice against me or my 
attorney and in favor of the adverse parties, stemming from extrajudicial 
sources, and that her impartiality might reasonably be questioned.

8. This belief is held in good faith, and this affidavit is submitted timely upon 
discovery of the full pattern of circumstances, before any substantive 
proceedings have occurred under Judge Perry.

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ ____________________________
          Raymond E. Butler II 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 30th day of March, 2026.
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EXHIBIT A 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, March 13, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: In light of Plaintiff's
pending suit against this Court in Case No. 25 CV 10904, the Court grants Plaintiff's
motion for disqualification [223]. Other courts have reasoned that a judge is not
disqualified merely because a litigant sues or threatens to sue him, unless there is a
legitimate basis for the suit. See Andersen v. Roszkowski, 681 F. Supp. 1284, 1289 (N.D.
Ill. 1988), aff'd, 894 F.2d 1338 (7th Cir. 1990) (collecting cases). There is no legitimate
basis for Plaintiff's suit against this Court. Nonetheless, in an abundance of caution, the
Court recuses itself pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 455(a). The Court asks that the Executive
Committee reassign this matter accordingly. Mailed notice. (sxh, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable Thomas M. Durkin

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Friday, March 13, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable Georgia N. Alexakis: − IOP 13(f)(1) − I
recuse myself from this case for the following reasons: Plaintiff has a pending suit against
this Court in case number 25−cv−10904. Mailed notice (ph, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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EXHIBIT B  
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Designated Magistrate Judge 
Keri L. Holleb Hotaling

District Judge Thomas M. Durkin

Dated:Friday, March 13, 2026

United States District Court
Northern District of Illinois

In the Matter of

Raymond E. Butler, II

v. Case No. 25-CV-4443

Eddi et al

________________________________
Judge Georgia N. Alexakis

Date: Friday, March 13, 2026

TRANSFER OF CASE TO THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FOR A REASSIGNMENT

    I request the Executive Committee that the above captioned case be reassigned by lot to
another judge of this Court. The reasons for my request are indicated on the bottom of this form.

District Reassignment - By Lot

- IOP 13(f)(1) - I recuse myself from this case for the following reasons: 
       Plaintiff has a pending suit against this Court in case number 25-cv-10904. 
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EXCEPTIONS OR ADDITIONS:

District Reassignment - By Lot
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois  CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25 cv 04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Thursday, March 19, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Executive Committee: Case reassigned to the
Honorable April M. Perry for all further proceedings pursuant to Local Rule 28 USC
294(b). Mailed notice (emc, )

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE Northern District of Illinois − CM/ECF NextGen 1.8 (rev. 1.8.5)

Eastern Division

Raymond E. Butler II
Plaintiff,

v. Case No.: 1:25−cv−04443
Honorable April M. Perry

Eli Jackfinn Eddi, et al.
Defendant.

NOTIFICATION OF DOCKET ENTRY

This docket entry was made by the Clerk on Sunday, March 29, 2026:

            MINUTE entry before the Honorable April M. Perry: Plaintiff's motion for
reassignment pursuant to Local Rule 40.4 [242] will be heard on 4/9/2026 at 10:00 a.m. in
person in Courtroom 1725. Plaintiff should note that if the Court deems the actions
related, only Judge Perry (the judge with the lowest−numbered case) can take both actions
pursuant to the explicit terms of Local Rule 40.4. Plaintiff should file a withdrawal of the
motion by 4/7/2026 to the extent Plaintiff's motion was premised on the assumption that
Judge Valderrama would receive both cases. Mailed notice. (jcc,)

ATTENTION: This notice is being sent pursuant to Rule 77(d) of the Federal Rules of
Civil Procedure or Rule 49(c) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. It was
generated by CM/ECF, the automated docketing system used to maintain the civil and
criminal dockets of this District. If a minute order or other document is enclosed, please
refer to it for additional information.

For scheduled events, motion practices, recent opinions and other information, visit our
web site at www.ilnd.uscourts.gov.
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