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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS

ILLINOIS COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION

Marcellus Long,

Plaintiff,

v.

CDW Government LLC,

Defendant.

Case No. 2025L007458

Calendar W

PLAINTIFF’S MOTION TO CORRECT AGREED ORDERS NUNC PRO TUNC FOR 

THE MISIDENTIFICATION OF DEFENDANT CDW GOVERNMENT LLC.

FILED
6/22/2026 4:13 PM
Mariyana T. Spyropoulos
CIRCUIT CLERK
COOK COUNTY, IL
2025L007458
Calendar, W
38671619
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Hearing Date: No hearing scheduled
Location: <<CourtRoomNumber>>
Judge: Calendar, W
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I.  INTRODUCTION

Plaintiff  respectfully  moves  this  Court,  pursuant  to  its  inherent  authority  and Illinois 

Supreme Court Rule 329, to correct four Agreed Orders nunc pro tunc. Each of these orders 

correctly names the Defendant in its caption as CDW Government LLC. Yet each order, in the 

signature block immediately above the Court’s signature, identifies defense counsel as “Counsel 

for Defendant CDW” — not Counsel for Defendant CDW Government LLC. “CDW” is not the 

Defendant. “CDW” is not a legal entity. It is a generic brand designation that, as set forth below, 

has been used throughout this litigation to blur the line between the named Defendant and other, 

separate corporate entities within the CDW corporate family.

This correction is narrow and non-substantive. Plaintiff does not seek to alter the rulings, 

deadlines, or terms of any of these orders. Plaintiff seeks only to conform each order to the truth 

of the proceedings: that the sole Defendant in this action is CDW Government LLC, and that the 

orders should identify the Defendant by its correct and complete legal name rather than by a 

generic label that identifies no one.

The distinction is not pedantic. A federal court has already held, in litigation brought by 

CDW’s own corporate family, that “CDW” standing alone is legally insufficient to identify which 

entity holds rights or bears obligations. Permitting four signed orders of this Court to rest on that 

same generic designation risks future confusion as to which entity is bound, particularly where this 

Defendant has spent over a year asserting and exploiting the separateness of CDW entities for its 

own benefit.

II.  THE FOUR ORDERS AT ISSUE

Four Agreed Orders entered in this action contain the identical defect. In each, the caption 

is correct and the signature block is not:
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1. The Agreed Order entered October 7, 2025. This Agreed Order memorialized that the 

Court considered all parties’ submissions prior to entering its October 2, 2025 Order. The caption 

correctly names “CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” as Defendant. The signature block identifies 

defense counsel as “Counsel for Defendant CDW.” (Exhibit 1.)

2. The Agreed Order entered December 3, 2025. This Agreed Order memorialized the 

Court’s ruling on Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss and set a briefing schedule. The caption correctly 

names “CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” as Defendant.  The signature block identifies defense 

counsel as “Counsel for Defendant CDW.” (Exhibit 2.)

3.  The Agreed Order entered January 5,  2026.  This  Agreed Order  modified prior 

deadlines and set a schedule for Plaintiff’s First Amended Complaint. The caption correctly names 

“CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” as Defendant. The signature block identifies defense counsel as 

“Counsel for Defendant CDW.” (Exhibit 3.)

4. The Agreed Order entered February 2, 2026. This Agreed Order struck a presentment 

date and set pending motions for hearing. The caption correctly names “CDW GOVERNMENT, 

LLC.” as Defendant. The signature block identifies defense counsel as “Counsel for Defendant 

CDW.” (Exhibit 4.)

In all of these orders, the error is identical and the contrast is internal to each document: 

the caption names the correct entity, and the signature does not name the true Defendant in this  

action. Critically, the Court’s signature appears on each, entering as the order of this Court a 

document that misidentifies the very party it binds.
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III.  ARGUMENT

A.  Nunc Pro Tunc Correction Is the Proper Mechanism

A court possesses inherent authority to correct its own records so that they accurately 

reflect what occurred. A nunc pro tunc order — “now for then” — makes the record speak the 

truth as of the date of the original order, correcting clerical or scrivener errors without altering the 

substance  of  the  ruling.  Illinois  Supreme Court  Rule  329 expressly  authorizes  correction  of 

“material omissions or inaccuracies” in the record so that it conforms to reality, either before or  

after transmission.

The correction sought here is precisely the kind for which nunc pro tunc relief exists. 

Plaintiff does not ask the Court to change any ruling, deadline, or term. Plaintiff asks only that the 

identification of the Defendant be corrected from the generic “CDW” to the entity actually named 

in each caption and actually bound by each order: CDW Government LLC. The substance of each 

order remains untouched. Only the misidentification is corrected.

B.  “CDW” Is Not the Defendant and Does Not Identify Any Legal Entity

The defect is not trivial because “CDW” is not a legal entity at all. It is a brand. The CDW 

corporate family includes multiple distinct entities — CDW Government LLC, CDW Direct, LLC, 

CDW, LLC, CDW Inc, and many others. Each is a separate legal entity with separate rights and 

separate obligations. “CDW,” standing alone, identifies none of them.

This is  not  Plaintiff’s  characterization.  It  is  the express  holding of  a  federal  court  in 

litigation brought by “CDW’s” own corporate family. In CDW, LLC v. NeTech Corp., No. 1:10-

cv-00530-SEB-DML (S.D. Ind. Feb. 16, 2012), the United States District Court for the Southern 

District of Indiana confronted precisely the imprecision at issue here. The plaintiffs in that case — 
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CDW, LLC and CDW Direct, LLC (where plaintiff worked prior to CDWG LLC) among them — 

had used “CDW” loosely to refer to whichever entity suited their argument. The court refused to 

permit it.  In resolving which entity actually held the rights at issue, the court noted that the 

plaintiffs ultimately conceded the surviving corporation was Berbee, “and not ‘CDW.’” (Ex. 5 at 

12.) The court placed “CDW” in quotation marks precisely to mark it as a generic label that  

resolves nothing about which entity is meant.

The NeTech court went further, holding that the CDW entities “cannot pick and choose 

when  they  would  like  to  operate  separately  and  when  they  would  like  to  operate  as  one 

corporation,”  and  that  their  “business’s  interdependence  does  not  blur  the  entities’  distinct 

corporate structures.” (Ex. 5 at 15.) The court held that the entities “are separate and distinct 

corporate entities… separate and distinct nonetheless,” and that one CDW entity’s rights and 

obligations do not transfer to another by virtue of common ownership or shared branding. (Ex. 5 

at 14.)

The principle controls here. When four signed orders of this Court identify the Defendant 

as “CDW,” they identify no entity at all. They leave open precisely the ambiguity NeTech refused 

to tolerate: which CDW entity is bound? The orders should be corrected to remove that ambiguity 

and state what the captions already correctly state — that the Defendant is CDW Government 

LLC.

C.  The Generic Designation Is Part of a Documented Pattern of Entity Substitution

The use of “CDW” in these signature blocks does not stand alone. It is one expression of a 

pattern of corporate-entity substitution that has run through this litigation from its inception, and 

which Plaintiff has documented at length in his pending Motion for Entry of Default Judgment. 

That pattern includes discovery certifications executed by employees of CDW, LLC rather than 

FI
LE

D
 D

AT
E:

 6
/2

2/
20

26
 4

:1
3 

PM
   

20
25

L0
07

45
8



Page 7 of 32

CDW Government LLC; the submission of a CDW Direct, LLC offer letter as operative CDW 

Government LLC employment documentation; and certifications of service identifying counsel as 

representing “Defendants” in a single-defendant action.

Plaintiff initially declined to seek correction of the “CDW” designation, reasonably treating 

the first instances as potential scrivener errors not worth the Court’s attention. Plaintiff would not, 

for example, move to correct a genuine and isolated typographical slip. But the designation has 

now appeared in this identical form across four separate Agreed Orders spanning four months, 

entered October 7, 2025 through February 2, 2026. When repeated identically across four signed 

orders, by a Defendant that has affirmatively relied on non-party documents throughout this case, 

it is no longer reasonably characterized as inadvertent. It is the same substitution, in the same 

direction, achieving the same blurring of entity lines, in the Court’s own orders.

Correcting these four orders now ensures that the Court’s record cannot later be invoked 

by this Defendant or any CDW entity to suggest ambiguity about which entity was bound. The 

case captions are correct. The orders signed by the court should match them.

IV.  PRAYER FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff Marcellus Long respectfully requests that this Court enter an 

Order:

A.  Correcting nunc pro tunc the Agreed Order entered October 7, 2025 (Exhibit 1) to 

identify defense counsel as Counsel for Defendant CDW Government LLC;

B.  Correcting nunc pro tunc the Agreed Order entered December 3, 2025 (Exhibit 2) to 

identify defense counsel as Counsel for Defendant CDW Government LLC;
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C.  Correcting nunc pro tunc the Agreed Order entered January 5, 2026 (Exhibit 3) to 

identify defense counsel as Counsel for Defendant CDW Government LLC;

D.  Correcting nunc pro tunc the Agreed Order entered February 2, 2026 (Exhibit 4) to 

identify defense counsel as Counsel for Defendant CDW Government LLC;

E.  Confirming that the sole Defendant in this action is CDW Government LLC, and that 

no other CDW entity is a party to or bound by any order entered in this case; and

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

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Mr. Marcellus Long, MBA

Pro Se Plaintiff

1 E. Erie St., Suite 525-2420

Chicago, IL 60611

legal@marcelluslong.com

(312) 469-0683

Dated: June 22, 2026

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on June 18, 2026, a true and correct copy of the foregoing 

Motion to Correct was served via email pursuant to Illinois Supreme Court Rule 11 upon counsel 

of record for Defendant at their designated service addresses.

/s/ Mr. Marcellus Long, MBA

EXHIBITS FOLLOW
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EXHIBIT 1
Agreed Order Entered October 7, 2025

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 2
Agreed Order Entered December 3, 2025

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 3
Agreed Order Entered January 5, 2026

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 4
Agreed Order Entered February 2, 2026

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 5
CDW, LLC v. NeTech Corp., Order Granting Defendant’s Motion for Partial Summary Judgment, No. 1:10-cv-00530-SEB-DML 

(S.D. Ind. Feb. 16, 2012)
________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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