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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 STRIKE AS VOID AB INITIO THE APPEARANCE 

CERTIFICATIONS OF A  TTYS. CRAIG R.   THORSTENSON AND J  OEL M.   ZEID FOR   

FALSELY CERTIFYING AS “ATTORNEY FOR DEFENDANTS” IN A SINGLE-

DEFENDANT ACTION UNDER 735 ILCS 5/1-109

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 filed this action against one defendant: CDW Government LLC. There are no 

other defendants. There have never been any other defendants. The Complaint names a single 

corporate entity in a single caption in a single cause of action. The legal concept of “Defendants,” 

plural, has no application to this case.

Nevertheless, the first two attorneys to enter appearances on behalf of the named Defendant 

filed their Certificates of Service certifying their actions as “Attorney for Defendants.” The third 

attorney  corrected  this  to  the  singular  “Attorney  for  Defendant.”  That  sequential  correction 

eliminates any inference of typographical error. What the pattern demonstrates is a deliberate 

choice to certify as if representing multiple defendants, entities that do not exist in this caption, in 

this Court, under this case number.

This motion seeks to strike those Certificates of Service as facially void and void ab initio 

under 735 ILCS 5/1-109. A certification that is false on its face never achieved legal existence,  

and is therefore a nullity from the moment it was executed. The consequence is equally significant: 

the record of this case contains no valid initial sworn certification that any attorney entered an 

appearance on behalf of CDW Government LLC, the named and only Defendant.

II.  THE RECORD

Three appearances were filed by FordHarrison LLP in the opening weeks of this litigation. 

The Certificates of Service accompanying each are at issue:

1. Craig R. Thorstenson, FordHarrison LLP (Filed July 18, 2025, Initial Counsel of 

Record)
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Certificate of Service sworn under 735 ILCS 5/1-109. Signature line reads:

“s/ Craig R. Thorstenson / Attorney for Defendants / Craig R. Thorstenson”

2. Joel M. Zeid, FordHarrison LLP (Filed July 23, 2025, Additional Appearance)

Certificate of Service sworn under 735 ILCS 5/1-109. Signature line reads:

“s/ Joel M. Zeid / Attorney for Defendants / Joel M. Zeid”

3. John C. O’Connor, FordHarrison LLP (Filed August 21, 2025, Additional Appearance)

Certificate of Service sworn under 735 ILCS 5/1-109. Signature line reads:

“s/ John C. O’Connor / Attorney for Defendant / John C. O’Connor”

This is not a stylistic variation. “Defendants” is a sworn factual assertion that more than 

one defendant exists in this action. No such party exists, has ever existed, or has ever been named 

in any pleading filed in this case.

Critically, John Pennell, a licensed private investigator retained to effect service, filed his 

own sworn affidavit under 735 ILCS 5/1-109 identifying the party served as:  “DEFENDANT 

CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” Singular. The process server’s invoice simultaneously reflects a 

printed field for “Defendant #2” left entirely blank, because there was no second defendant. A 

neutral private investigator with no stake in this litigation and no law degree correctly identified 

one defendant in his sworn affidavit under the same statute. Two senior FordHarrison attorneys 

did not. (See Exhibit 2.)

The  dates  and  circumstances  of  Plaintiff’s  receipt  and  review  of  each  of  the  three 

certifications described above are set forth in detail in the Affidavit of Marcellus Long in support 
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of Plaintiff’s Motion to Strike Appearance Certifications, filed contemporaneously herewith in 

support of this Motion.

III.  ARGUMENT

A.  The Certificates Are Facially Void and Void Ab Initio Under 735 ILCS 5/1-109

Section 1-109 of the Illinois Code of Civil Procedure provides that certifications made 

thereunder carry the force of sworn testimony and that false certifications subject the maker to 

penalties for perjury. What is certified must be true and correct to the best of the certifier’s 

knowledge,  information,  and  belief.  The  statute  requires  accuracy  as  the  condition  of  the 

instrument’s legal existence, not merely as a procedural formality.

The factual assertion embedded in “Attorney for Defendants” is that the certifying attorney 

represents  defendants,  plural.  That  assertion  is  false.  There  is  exactly  one  defendant.  CDW 

Government LLC is the sole party named in the Complaint and the sole entity required to respond. 

A certification made under Section 1-109 that asserts a plural of something that is indisputably 

singular is not true and correct on its face.

The falsity is apparent from reading the document. No extrinsic evidence is required. No 

discovery is  necessary.  The certificate  says  “Defendants.”  The case  has  one  defendant.  The 

certificate is facially void; the defect is visible on the instrument itself. And because the falsity  

existed at the moment of execution, the certificate is void ab initio, void from the beginning, as if  

it never legally existed. An instrument that is void ab initio is treated as a nullity incapable of 

retroactive cure or subsequent rehabilitation, as though it was never executed, because as a matter 

of law, it never was.
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B.  The Sequential Correction Eliminates Any Inference of Inadvertence

Thorstenson filed on July 18, 2025. Zeid filed five days later on July 23, 2025. Both used 

identical language: “Attorney for Defendants.” O’Connor filed on August 21, 2025 and used the 

correct singular form: “Attorney for Defendant.”

The change from plural to singular reflects a substantive word choice made consistently by 

two senior attorneys across two separate filings, then changed by a third without any motion to 

amend, any explanation of record, or any acknowledgment of error. The very Appearance form 

each attorney personally completed on the same day correctly identifies “CDW Government LLC” 

in the Litigant’s Name field, meaning each attorney had the correct singular name directly in front 

of them when they wrote “Defendants” on their certificate. That sequence removes inadvertence 

as a plausible explanation. O’Connor’s silent correction, offered without acknowledgment of the 

certifications  that  preceded it,  is  consistent  with  an  awareness  that  those  certifications  were 

incorrect.

C.  Thorstenson and Zeid Acted with Knowledge

Before an attorney writes “Attorney for ___” in a sworn personal certification, they know 

who they represent. That knowledge belongs to the foundational structure of every attorney-client 

relationship: an attorney is hired by a specific entity, that entity has a name, and the attorney writes 

that name. Thorstenson and Zeid should have been retained to defend CDW Government LLC, the 

named and only defendant, yet wrote “Defendants.” Under 735 ILCS 5/1-109, a false statement 

made with knowledge of its falsity carries the added consequence of perjury.

Furthermore, every other sworn instrument connected to service in this action correctly 

identified a singular defendant. The Summons names CDW Government LLC. John Pennell’s 

sworn affidavit says “DEFENDANT CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” The process server’s invoice 
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has a printed “Defendant #2” field that is completely blank. An attorney who cannot match the 

accuracy of a private investigator in a sworn instrument the attorney personally authored cannot 

attribute the failure to inadvertence.

D.  NeTech Establishes Institutional Knowledge and Confirms a Deliberate Pattern

The  knowledge  argument  rests  on  direct  evidence  rather  than  inference,  proven  by 

“CDW’s” own litigation history. In CDW, LLC v. NeTech Corp., 2013 WL 1703518 (S.D. Ind. 

Apr. 18, 2013), entities within the “CDW” corporate family sued former employees for violating 

non-compete agreements they had signed with Berbee Information Networks, a CDW subsidiary. 

Those employees had transferred from Berbee to CDW Direct, LLC, the identical entity from 

which  Plaintiff  Marcellus  Long  transferred  to  CDW  Government  LLC  in  May  2023.  The 

employees in NeTech performed the same job, for the same clients, in the same territories, under  

the same supervisor. CDW argued that because the work was functionally continuous across 

subsidiary lines, the prior subsidiary’s agreements still governed.

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Indiana rejected that argument 

completely: “There simply is no denying that Berbee and its sister subsidiary, CDW Direct, are  

separate and distinct corporate entities. While they are both subsidiaries of the same parent  

company, CDW LLC, they are separate and distinct nonetheless. That fact dictates a finding that  

the transfers of employment from one such entity to another, whether to perform the identical  

duties, under identical circumstances, in the same place, marked the end of employment with one  

entity and the beginning of employment with another.”

The factual parallel to Plaintiff’s case is exact. Plaintiff transferred from CDW Direct, LLC 

to CDW Government LLC. CDW has attempted throughout this litigation to use CDW Direct’s 

documents to govern Plaintiff’s CDW Government LLC employment, the precise theory NeTech 

FI
LE

D
 D

AT
E:

 6
/2

2/
20

26
 4

:1
3 

PM
   

20
25

L0
07

45
8



Page 8 of 42

rejected. The institutional knowledge of “CDW’s” own subsidiary separateness was established in 

published federal authority before Thorstenson wrote a single word in this case. When he wrote 

“Attorney for Defendants,” plural, he was either importing his client’s discredited theory that all 

CDW entities constitute collective “Defendants,” or he was making a deliberate choice to blur 

corporate lines that Defendant’s own prior litigation proved are legally distinct. Either way, the 

knowledge was present. The certification was false. It is void ab initio.

The motion now before the Court provides the starkest possible illustration of why that 

authority matters: Defendant’s litigation team, the team that proved Defedant’s subsidiaries are 

separate  entities  in  federal  court,  certified  sworn  documents  in  this  action  as  if  multiple 

“Defendants” exist where only one does. See also Plaintiff’s pending Motion for Entry of Default 

Judgment.

E.  No Employee of CDW Government LLC Has Certified a Single Document in This 

Litigation

Thorstenson  appeared  as  Initial  Counsel  of  Record.  His  Certificate  of  Service  is  the 

founding sworn certification of defense counsel’s entry into this case. That certificate is facially 

void and void ab initio. Zeid’s certificate, filed five days later, is likewise facially void and void  

ab initio. O’Connor’s certificate, the first valid one, accompanied an Additional Appearance, not 

the Initial Counsel of Record filing. Because the defective certifications are void ab initio, nullities 

from the  moment  of  execution,  they  cannot  be  retroactively  cured.  Defendant  cannot  file  a 

corrected certificate dated July 18, 2025, because a nullity leaves no instrument to correct.

But the defect transcends the initial appearances. The fourteen months of litigation that 

followed confirm what these opening certifications first revealed: Defendant has litigated this 

matter as if the action were brought against collective “Defendants,” not against the single named 
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entity  CDW Government  LLC.  Among the  certifications  examined to  date,  every  discovery 

certification bearing a CDW entity name has been executed by employees of other CDW entities: 

Elizabeth Hiszczynski,  identified  as  employed by CDW, LLC, not  CDW Government  LLC. 

Kimberly  Bruno,  identified  as  a  CDW,  LLC/Sirius  Computer  Solutions  employee.  Dianne 

Bearwald, identified as a CDW, LLC employee. None of these individuals work for the named 

Defendant.  The  March  17,  2026  Certificate  of  Service  for  the  Motion  to  Dismiss  refers  to 

“DEFENDANT CDW’S,” not CDW Government LLC. CDW Direct, LLC documents have been 

improperly submitted as operative CDW Government LLC employment records. John Pennell, a 

private investigator with no law degree, correctly identified one Defendant in his sworn affidavit 

under  the same statute.  “Attorney for  Defendants”  was not  an anomaly.  It  was the  opening 

statement of a litigation posture that every subsequent filing has confirmed.

This Court should so declare, consistent with its inherent authority to address void and 

improper filings and to protect the integrity of its own docket. See Robidoux v. Oliphant, 200 Ill. 

2d 548, 556 (2002).

F.  Default Is Warranted as Further Relief

The striking of these void ab initio certifications does not exist in a vacuum. It lands on a 

record already containing Plaintiff’s pending Motion for Entry of Default Judgment, documenting 

over a year of sustained discovery fraud, void certifications by non-CDWG employees, fabricated 

procedural objections, and active economic coercion of a pro se plaintiff during the pendency of 

these proceedings. The defect now before the Court predates all of that misconduct: the very first 

sworn instrument defense counsel filed was facially void and void ab initio.

Under 735 ILCS 5/2-1301(d), this Court may enter default against a party who fails to 

appear, fails to plead, or fails to comply with any order or rule of court. The Initial Counsel of 
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Record entered a certification that is a nullity. The second attorney did the same. The first valid  

sworn certification did not arrive until August 21, 2025, more than a month after service, and  

arrived only as an additional appearance. No one ever properly certified an initial appearance on 

behalf of CDW Government LLC. Plaintiff expressly preserves this argument in connection with 

the pending Motion for Entry of Default Judgment.

IV.  WHY THIS MOTION IS TIMELY: ONE YEAR IN THE MAKING

Plaintiff anticipates that Defendant will argue that this motion comes too late, that Plaintiff 

observed the “Defendants” language in July 2025 and should have moved to strike it then. That 

argument fails on both the law and the facts.

On the law: a void ab initio instrument has no time bar. There is no statute of limitations 

on a nullity. Illinois courts have consistently held that void instruments may be challenged at any  

time before final judgment. See People v. Thompson, 209 Ill. 2d 19 (2004). The doctrine of laches, 

the  only  equitable  mechanism  that  could  theoretically  cut  off  this  challenge,  requires  both 

unreasonable delay and prejudice to the opposing party. Defendant cannot claim prejudice from a 

challenge to their own false oath. They wrote the wrong information. They swore it was correct. 

The consequences of that choice belong to them.

On the facts: Plaintiff did not delay. Plaintiff observed. There is a meaningful difference 

between the two.

In July 2025, “Attorney for Defendants” appeared in two certificates filed five days apart. 

Standing alone, a pro se plaintiff seeing that language for the first time, in their first-ever lawsuit,  

might reasonably attribute it to a firm-wide template, a formatting error, or standard boilerplate.  

To characterize a single wrong word as a deliberate component of a litigation strategy requires 

something the record did not yet have in July 2025: a pattern.
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That pattern took a year to fully emerge and document. The Hiszczynski certification, 

sworn by a CDW, LLC employee, not a CDW Government LLC employee, was filed September 

2, 2025. The Bruno and Bearwald certifications, sworn by CDW, LLC and Sirius Computer 

Solutions employees, followed in discovery. The CDW Direct offer letter was submitted at the 

preliminary injunction stage to induce a finding about CDW Government LLC employment. The 

March 17, 2026 Certificate of Service for the Motion to Dismiss referenced “DEFENDANT 

CDW’S” while the signature block below correctly stated “CDW GOVERNMENT, LLC.” The 

May 7, 2026 repayment demand arrived from a CDW, LLC employee, captioning CDW, Inc. as 

the  contracting party,  threatening to  withhold Plaintiff’s  paycheck if  he  did  not  sign a  debt 

obligation to a non-party entity and agree the he is an “at-will employee.”

Each of these events, standing alone, might have been argued to be isolated error. Together, 

over the course of a year, they constitute a documented, sustained pattern of corporate-entity 

substitution that this Court has now seen across every category of litigation conduct: discovery 

certifications, preliminary injunction submissions, motion certifications, and economic coercion 

of the opposing party.

It is only against that complete backdrop that “Attorney for Defendants” in the founding 

sworn certification is properly understood. The word was not wrong because of a template. It was 

wrong because it reflects “CDW’s” institutional belief, documented, litigated, and rejected in 

NeTech, that its subsidiaries can be treated as a collective, interchangeable “Defendants” when 

convenient. Plaintiff could not have made that argument in July 2025. The pattern was not yet  

visible. It is visible now, and this motion presents the defect in its proper context: not as an isolated 

certification error, but as the first instance of the exact strategy that has defined this litigation for 

over a year.
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This motion is timely. It is principled. And it is the product of a year of careful, documented 

observation by a pro se plaintiff who waited until the full record was assembled before asking this 

Court to look at all of it together.

V.  PRAYER FOR RELIEF

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

Order:

A.  Striking the Certificate of Service filed by Craig R. Thorstenson on July 18, 2025, as 

facially void and void ab initio under 735 ILCS 5/1-109, for falsely certifying as “Attorney for 

Defendants” when only one defendant exists in this action;

B.  Striking the Certificate of Service filed by Joel M. Zeid on July 23, 2025, as facially 

void and void ab initio under 735 ILCS 5/1-109, on the same grounds;

C.  Declaring that both defective certifications are nullities void ab initio, incapable of 

retroactive cure, and of no legal force or effect from the moment of their execution;

D.  Declaring that the record contains no valid sworn initial certification of an appearance 

entered on behalf of CDW Government LLC;

E.   Treating  these  void  ab  initio  certifications  as  further  evidence  of  Defendant’s 

documented  pattern  of  corporate-entity  substitution,  consistent  with  the  instructive  federal 

authority in CDW, LLC v. NeTech Corp., 2013 WL 1703518 (S.D. Ind. Apr. 18, 2013), and 

Plaintiff’s pending Motion for Entry of Default Judgment;

F.  Entering default against Defendant CDW Government LLC pursuant to 735 ILCS 5/2-

1301(d) as further relief, based on the absence of any valid sworn initial certification of appearance 
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Page 13 of 42

on behalf of the named Defendant, and in light of the cumulative record established by this motion 

and Plaintiff’s pending Motion for Entry of Default Judgment; and

G.  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 or around June 22, 2026, a true and correct copy of the 

foregoing Motion to Strike 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
Attorney Appearances and Certificates of Service, FordHarrison LLP

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 2
Process Server Invoice and Sworn Affidavit of John Pennell (Service: June 23, 2025)

________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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EXHIBIT 3
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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