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Case: 18-1118 Document: 17 Filed: 03/16/2018 Pages: 2 

UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE SEVENTH CIRCUIT 

Everett McKinley Dirksen United States Courthouse Office of the Clerk 
Room 2722 - 219 S. Dearborn Street , Phone: (312) 435-5850 

Chicago, Illinois 60604 www.ca7.uscourts.gov  

ORDER 

March 16, 2018 

the Court: 

IN RE: 
Nos. 18-1117 & 18-1118 ANDREW U. D. STRAW, 

Defendant - Appellant 

Originating Case Information: 

District Court Nos: 1:17-cv-07500 & 1:17-cv-07717 
Northern District of Illinois, Eastern Division 
District Judge Ruben Castillo 

The following is before the court: 

MOTION REGARDING IFP, filed on February 18, 2018, by the pro se 
appellant. 

MOTION FOR MISCELLANEOUS RELIEF, filed on February 21, 2018, 
by the pro se appellant. 

NOTICE REGARDING IFP AND DOCUMENTS BEING RETURNED, 
filed on February 21, 2018, by the pro se appellant. 

NOTICE REGARDING IFP, filed on February 22, 2018, by the pro se 
appellant. 

This court has carefully reviewed the orders of the Executive Committee of the 
United States District Court for the Northern District of Illinois, the record on appeal, 
and appellants motion to proceed in forma pauperis. Based on this review, the court 
has determined that any issues which could be raised are insubstantial and that further 

- over - 
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briefing would not be helpful to the court's consideration of the issues. See Taylor v. City 
of New Albany, 979 F.2d 87 (7th Cir. 1992); Mather v. Village of Mundelein, 869 F.2d 356.57 
(7th Cir. 1989) (per curiam) (court can decide case on motions papers and record where 
briefing would not assist the court and no member of the panel desires briefing or 
argument). Accordingly, 

IT IS ORDERED that the motion to proceed in forma pauperis is DENIED, and 
the orders of the Executive Committee of the United States District Court for the 
Northern District of Illinois are summarily AFFIRMED. 



VIRGINIA: 

BEFORE THE VIRGINIA STATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD 

IN THE MATTER OF VSB DOCKET NO.: 17-000-108746 
ANDREW U.D. STRAW 

ORDER OF DISMISSAL 

THIS MATTER came on to be heard on May 19, 2017, before a panel of the 

Disciplinary Board ("Board") consisting of John A.C. Keith, 2 d  Vice Chair, Michael A. Beverly, 

Sandra L. Havrilak, Sandra M. Rohrstaff, and Stephen A. Wannall, lay member. The Virginia 

State Bar was represented by Paulo E. Franco, Jr., Assistant Bar Counsel ("Bar Counsel"). The 

Respondent appeared by telephone and was not represented by counsel. Barbara Johnston, a 

registered professional court reporter, 241A Brittany Drive, Streamwood, Illinois 60107, 

identified the witness and administered the oath. Jennifer L. Hairfield, court reporter, Chandler and 

Halasz, Inc., P.O. Box 9349, Richmond, Virginia 23227, (804) 730-1222, after having been duly 

sworn, reported the hearing and transcribed the proceeding. 

The Chair polled the members of the Board Panel as to whether any of them was 

conscious of any personal or financial interest or bias which would preclude any of them from 

fairly hearing this matter and serving on the panel, to which inquiry each member responded in 

the negative. All legal notices of the date and place were timely sent by the Clerk of the 

Disciplinary System (Clerk) in the manner prescribed by Part 6, § IV, ¶ 13-12(C) of the Rules of 

Court. The Respondent testified on his own behalf, and no other witnesses testified on behalf of 

the Respondent or the Bar. Exhibit I was received into evidence without objection. 

This matter came before the Board pursuant to Rule 13-24 (as amended on March 1, 

2017) on the Rule to Show Cause and Order of Summary Suspension and Hearing entered on 

April 21, 2017 (the "Rule to Show Cause"), based upon the order of the Indiana Supreme Court 
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dated February 14, 2017 suspending for a period not less than one hundred eighty (180) days the 

Respondent's license to practice law in the State of Indiana, as to why the same or equivalent 

discipline should not be imposed by the Board. The Indiana Supreme Court is a jurisdiction 

within the meaning of Rule 13-24(A). The Respondent filed a preliminary Motion to Dismiss on 

May 16, 2017 which was denied due to the fact that it was untimely filed. The Respondent also 

filed a written response pursuant to Rule 13-24(C) alleging numerous grounds for dismissal. 

The Board finds, by clear and convincing evidence, that the conduct resulting in the 

Respondent's suspension in Indiana is not conduct that would be grounds for disciplinary action 

in Virginia. Pursuant to Rule 13-24, when another jurisdiction has suspended or revoked an 

attorney's license to practice law in that jurisdiction, the Board must enter an Order requiring the 

respondent to show cause why the same or equivalent discipline should not be imposed by the 

Board; and, upon a hearing, the Board is required to impose the same or equivalent discipline 

upon the respondent unless it finds, by clear and convincing evidence, that (1) the record of the 

proceeding in the other jurisdiction would clearly show that such proceeding was so lacking in 

notice or opportunity to be heard as to constitute denial of due process, (2) the imposition by the 

Board of the same or equivalent discipline upon the same proof would result in an injustice, (3) 

the same conduct would not be grounds for disciplinary action or for the same or equivalent 

discipline in Virginia, or (4) the misconduct found in the other jurisdiction would warrant the 

imposition of substantially lesser discipline in the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

The Respondent was licensed to practice law in the Commonwealth of Virginia on April 

23, 1999. On February 14, 2017, the Indiana Supreme Court suspended the Respondent's license 

to practice law in the State of Indiana for a period of not less than one hundred eighty (180) days, 

without automatic reinstatement, as a result of four disciplinary counts arising from frivolous 
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claims and arguments advanced by the Respondent in four separate lawsuits, all pertaining to 

alleged ADA violations and disciplinary law reform. The Respondent filed a Petition for Writ of 

Certiorari in the Supreme Court of the United States on May 4, 2017 requesting that the Court 

review the judgment of the Indiana Supreme Court. 

The Respondent testified that he had never received any discipline from a court or a 

monetary fine as a result of the conduct leading to the suspension of his license to practice law in 

Indiana. He also provided testimony regarding what he believes to be the excessive nature of the 

disciplinary process in Indiana. 

In his argument, Bar Counsel discussed Anthony v. Virginia State Bar and Moseley v. 

Virginia State Bar as mitigating factors. In Anthony, Mr. Anthony accused the Supreme Court of 

Virginia of engaging in conspiracy; yet, his only punishment was a public reprimand. See 

Anthony v. Virginia State Bar ex rel. Ninth Dist. Comm., 270 Va. 601(2005). Furthermore, in 

Moseley, Mr. Moseley was sanctioned by the trial court for filing frivolous pleadings; however, a 

three-judge panel of the disciplinary board dismissed a disciplinary charge relating to Rule 3.1 as 

it found no clear and convincing evidence that the claims were totally frivolous. Virginia State 

Bar v. Moseley, In the Circuit Court of Loudoun County, CL 52390 (July 28, 2009) (appealed on 

other grounds). 

In the present case, the complaints against the Respondent were made by the ADA 

Coordinator of the Indiana Supreme Court; and, just as the district court observed in Anthony, 

they have "all the grace and charm of a drive-by shooting." Anthony v. Virginia State Bar ex rel. 

Ninth Dist. Comm., 270 Va. 601, 606 (2005). Furthermore, although his complaints were 

dismissed and criticized by the courts in which they were filed, no complaint was ever made 
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against the Respondent by a client or opposing counsel, and he was never sanctioned by any 

court for his conduct. 

DISPOSITION 

Having considered the evidence at the hearing, the Board recessed to deliberate and 

determine whether the same or equivalent discipline as that imposed by the Indiana Supreme 

Court should be imposed by the Board. After due deliberation, the Board reconvened and stated 

its finding that the Respondent had proven, by clear and convincing evidence, that his conduct 

was not conduct that would have resulted in disciplinary action in the Commonwealth of 

Virginia. Accordingly, pursuant to Rule 13-24(C)(3) and upon consideration of the issues raised 

by the Respondent and the Bar, it is ORDERED that the Rule to Show Cause be and the same 

hereby is DISMISSED; and, it is further ORDERED that the Clerk of the Disciplinary System 

shall mail an attested copy of this order to the Respondent at his address of record with the 

Virginia State Bar, being 1900 East Golf Road, Suite 950A, Schaumburg, IL 60173 by certified 

mail, return receipt requested, and by hand delivery to Paulo E. Franco, Jr., Assistant Bar 

Counsel, Virginia State Bar, 1111 East Main Street, Suite 700, Richmond, Virginia 23219-0026. 

ENTERED this 20th  day of June, 2017. 

VIRGINIA STATE BAR DISCIPLINARY BOARD 

Digitally signed by John A, C. 
John A. C. KeithKeith 

bate: 201 7.06.20 10:34:39 -0400 

John A.C. Keith, 2nd  Vice Chair 
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All 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

In the Matter of 
Civil Action No. 17 C 7500 

Andrew U.D. Straw 

EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE ORDER 

Andrew U.D. Straw has filed the following cases in the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Illinois: 

DATE FILED CASE NO. CAPTION JUDGE 

02/27/14 14 C 1420 Straw v. Kloecker, et at Shadur 
07/08/14 14 C 5194 Straw v. ABA et al Durkin 
02/26/15 15 C 1756 Straw v. USA Castillo 
12/25/16 16 C 50387 Straw v. Vig of Streamwood Kendall 
08/04/17 17C5714 Strawv. ABA Pallmeyer 
08/28/17 17 C 6231 Straw v. State of Illinois Coleman 
11/09/17 17 C 8231 Straw v. Elgin Hsg Auth Feinennan 

Four of the cases were dismissed for reasons such as a frivolous complaint, lack 
ofjurisdiction, or administrative dismissal. The three cases filed in 2017 remain pending 
at this time. 

(1 October 17, 2017, an Executive Committee order was entered, restricting the filigs of 
Andrew U.D. Straw in case number 14 C 1420, Straw v. Kloecker, et at and directing that aqy 
submissions from Mr. Straw shall be reviewed by the Committee to determine whether they should be 
filed in that case. 

In light of Mr. Straw's ongoingprose filings, the Executive Committee finds that there is 
sufficient cause to further restrict Mr. Straw's submissions, such that any new complaints 
received from Mr. Straw shall first be reviewed by the Committee to detennine whether they 
should be filed, therefore 

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED That any new complaints submitted by or behalf of Andrew U.D. Straw 
shall be returned to him for a period of 12 months, after which he may move to modify or rescind this 
order; unless Mr. Straw demonstrates to the Executive Committee by written submission that he is in 
imminent danger of serious physical harm. 

if IS FURTHER ORDERED That any password issued to Andrew UD. Straw for access t 
the electronic filing system shall be disabled. 
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IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the order entered on October 17, 2017 remains hforce, 

and any documents Mr. Straw submits for filing ii case number 14 C 1420, Straw v. Kloecker, et ah 
shall be reviewed by the Executive Committee to detennine whether they should be filed. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk has caused to be created and maint.ined a 
miscellaneous file with the title "In the matter of Andrew UD. Straw "and case number 17 C 7500. 
The miscellaneous file shall serve as the repository of this order and any order or minute order entered 
pursuant to this order. The Clerk will also maintain a miscellaneous docket associated with the file. 
All orders retained in the file will be entered on that docket following standard docketing procedures. 
A brief entry will be made on the docket indicating the receipt of any materials fiom Mr. Slraw, 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk shall cause a copy of this order to be thailed to 
Mr. Straw at 1900 E Golf Rd., Suite 950A, Schaumburg, IL 60173, the address given by Mr. Straw 
ii documents filed on October 17, 2017. Such mailing shall be by certified or registered mail, return 
receipt requested. 

ENTER: I FOR THE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 

Chief Judge J 

Dated at Chicago, Illinois this day of December, 2017 
J 


