
APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS TO EMERGENCY APPLICATION 

The Appendix of Judgments and Orders submitted with the Emergency Application 
is incorporated by reference. The following additional materials are submitted only 
to aid the Court in reviewing the notice, authentication, forensic reliability, record 
access, ADA access, and ancestry related discovery issues raised by the Emergency 
Application. 

Exhibit 1.  a. Oklahoma Supreme Court Case No. MA 122831 docket sheet. 

 b. Oklahoma Supreme Court Case No. SCBD 8075 docket sheet. 

Exhibit 2.  January 2025 emergency or mandamus filing in MA 122831 
showing prior notice of ADA access, jurisdiction, conflict, 
retaliation, and Illinois related defects. 

Exhibit 3.  December 12, 2024 communication from OBA General Counsel 
stating the OBA would not become involved unless and until a final 
Illinois order was entered, and would then review any final order 
under Rule 7.7. 

Exhibit 4.  December 13, 2024 communication concerning lack of meaningful 
access and the disputed Miller related communication. 

Exhibit 5.  February 10, 2026 grievance letter, DC 26 14. 

Exhibit 6.  February 13, 2026 Rule 7.7 Notice filed in SCBD No. 8075, 
including the attached ARDC certifications and Illinois materials. 

Exhibit 7.  DOJ certified forensic expert affidavit or report of Dr. Bruce 
Anderson addressing fabrication, authentication, transcript 
validation, or inability to validate the evidence. 

Exhibit 8.  December 18, 2025 Illinois Supreme Court motion seeking access to 
the certified record, certification whether a certified record exists, 
and certification of each justice’s ability to participate for quorum 
purposes. 

Exhibit 9.  December 31, 2025 Illinois Supreme Court order denying the 
December 18 motion. 

Exhibit 10.  February 4, 2026 notice to OBA General Counsel asserting that the 
Illinois judgment was void ab initio, uncertified, inaccessible, and 
unsupported by jurisdiction, ADA access, due process, reliable 
attribution, or a certified record. 



Exhibit 11.   June 27, 2023 subpoena duces tecum to the St. Louis Holocaust 
Museum with email invitation. 
 

Exhibit 12.   May 2, 2024 transcript excerpt or record excerpt in which ARDC 
counsel characterized the Holocaust Museum subpoena as an 
ADA inquiry. 
 

Exhibit 13.  Oklahoma Supreme Court Order of May 4, 2026 
 
Exhibit 14  Oklahoma Supreme Court Order of May 6. 2026 
 
Exhibit 15  OBA motion filed in the Eastern District of Oklahoma seeking 

access to sealed federal medical, disability, or ADA related 
materials. 
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Outlook

RE: Margaret Jean Lowery, 2023PR00060

From Hendryx, Gina <GinaH@okbar.org>
Date Thu 12/12/2024 11:42 AM
To Margaret Lowery <mlowery@thelowerylawfirm.com>; Dan Murdock <murdocklaw6@gmail.com>

I will not comment or interject myself into your Illinois Discipline Proceedings. My office will not
become involved with same unless and until a final order is entered and then we will review any
final order pursuant to Rule 7.7  of the Oklahoma Rules of Disciplinary Proceedings.
 
Gina L. Hendryx
General Counsel
Oklahoma Bar Association
1901 N. Lincoln Blvd./ P.O. Box 53036
Oklahoma City, OK  73152
405.416.7083 office
405.416-7003 facsimile
800.522.8065 toll free

 
From: Margaret Lowery <mlowery@thelowerylawfirm.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2024 11:00 AM
To: Hendryx, Gina <GinaH@okbar.org>; Dan Murdock <murdocklaw6@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: Margaret Jean Lowery, 2023PR00060
 
So Ms. Hendryx, you are on notice this is fraud.  No due process.  Violation of the ADA.
 
So I need a response from you now.   
 
Margaret J. Lowery
Attorney at Law
7122 S Sheridan Rd, Suite 1110
Tulsa, OK 74133-2748
 
 
Licensed to practice in Oklahoma only.

The contents of this email & any attachments are intended solely for the addressee(s) listed above.  Do
not forward this email without sender’s permission.  This communication is confidential and may be
subject to applicable attorney client and/or work product privileges.  Do not deliver, distribute or copy this
message and/or any attachments if you are not the intended recipient.  

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Watson, Andi" <awatson@iardc.org>
Date: December 12, 2024 at 10:47:05 AM CST

mailto:awatson@iardc.org


To: "Miller, Rachel" <RMiller@iardc.org>, ARDC eService <ARDCeService@iardc.org>,
Margaret Lowery <mlowery@thelowerylawfirm.com>
Subject: Margaret Jean Lowery, 2023PR00060

Good morning,
 
Attached please find your service copy of the Report and Recommendation of the Hearing
Board and Notice to Review filed on December 12, 2024, regarding the above matter.
 
Thank you,
Andi
 
 
 
Andi Watson (she/her/hers)
Senior Deputy Clerk
ARDC
130 East Randolph, Suite 1500
Chicago, IL  60601
Telephone Number: (312) 540-5227
Email: awatson@iardc.org
 
 
 

mailto:RMiller@iardc.org
mailto:ARDCeService@iardc.org
mailto:mlowery@thelowerylawfirm.com
mailto:awatson@iardc.org
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AFFIDAVIT OF EXPERT BRUCE ANDERSON 

STATE OF FLORIDA  ) 
) ss 

COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH ) 

I, Bruce Anderson, being first duly sworn, depose and state as follows: 

1. My name is Bruce Anderson. I am over 18 and I am competent to testify. As owner 

and principal of Next 72 Intelligence, LLC, based in Florida, I have over 20 years 

of experience in investigative intelligence, including digital forensics, metadata 

analysis, authentication of electronic evidence, and litigation support. I have 

provided expert analysis in complex legal proceedings involving online identity, 

social media attribution, and discovery chain-of-custody. My curriculum vitae is 

attached. 

2. I was retained by Attorney Ronald D. Wilkinson, on behalf of Attorney Margaret  

Jean Lowery, to evaluate the validity of evidence and digital exhibits and social 

media evidence cited in disciplinary proceedings brought by the Illinois Attorney 

Registration and Disciplinary Commission (ARDC) under Commission No. 

2023PR00060. 

3. I reviewed the following materials: 

o ARDC First Amended Complaint (February 2024), including Counts I–VI. 

o Exhibit 12: Alleged email from ARDC attorney Rachel C. Miller, later 

disclaimed by the purported author. 

o Ms. Lowery’s formal answers, interrogatories, subpoena requests, and 

motion pleadings. 
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o Affidavits from Ronald D. Wilkinson, Paul Evans, Dr. Patrick 

VanSchoyck, M.D., and other witnesses. 

o Chronology of disciplinary activity prepared by Ms. Lowery and 

corroborated by docketed documents. 

o Twitter/X account materials, including screenshots, platform warnings, 

and a takedown notification. 

o Rulings and orders from the ARDC Hearing Board and Illinois Supreme 

Court, including Dkt. Nos. 25, 40, 46, 47, 49, 91, 120, and 123. 

o Order from Chief Judge Ronald A. White (Dkt. 181, July 31, 2025, Case 

No. 6:25-cv-22-RAW, Eastern District of Oklahoma). 

4. The ARDC cited social media posts attributed to an account labeled 

“@LoweryLawFirm” and/or variations thereof as the basis for Counts II, IV, V, 

and VI. (Count III was dismissed.) The evidentiary record submitted by the ARDC 

contains no forensic analysis, metadata logs, tweet identifiers, IP address traces, or 

platform-verified documentation from X Corp (formerly Twitter) that would 

establish who created, accessed, or controlled the @LoweryLawFirm account. 

Instead, the evidence consists solely of screenshots or written summaries, lacking 

digital signatures, provenance data, or any chain-of-custody validation. No 

technical or platform-derived evidence has been presented that links Ms. Lowery 

to authorship or control of the posts cited in the complaint. 

5. Ms. Lowery .provided written disclosures identifying her actual Twitter/X 

accounts, including @oklowerylaw, @ , and @ , none of 

which match the account cited by the ARDC. 
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a. Primary personal account: @  Created December 2022, 

with over 25,000 followers, no focus on Illinois or Judge Andrew Gleeson. b. Professional account (@OkLoweryLaw): Created October 2023, using a 

recent photograph of Ms. Lowery. c. Personal Oklahoma account:  @  Created October 2023, used to 

chat with friends.  d. None of these accounts match the @LoweryLawFirm account cited by the 

ARDC in address, content, tone, or communication style. 

6. According to both Mr. Wilkinson & Ms. Lowery, in a conference call with Attorney 

Jon Hawk of McDermott Will & Emery, representing X Corp, Mr. Hawk reportedly 

stated there was no @LoweryLawFirm account or associated posts. his is consistent 

with and supports Ms. Lowery’s claim. As a forensic expert, I cannot independently 

verify this statement without access to X Corp’s records, but it underscores the 

critical need for direct platform data to authenticate the evidence. In this case, it 

appears Ms. Lowery is being recommended for disbarment based on what, from a 

forensic standpoint, appears to lack technical substantiation."Ms. Lowery filed 

discovery requests, including interrogatories and a subpoena to depose X Corp’s 

records custodian, to authenticate the social media content. These were denied by 

the ARDC or blocked by Hearing Board orders, including: 

o Motion to Compel Admissions and Motion for Sanctions (Dkt. No. 25). 

o Motion for Leave to File Interrogatories (Dkt. No. 123). 

o Illinois Supreme Court denial of discovery enforcement (Dkt. No. 91, without 

explanation). 
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7. In a prior 2020 proceeding (Commission No. 2020PR00018), the ARDC obtained 

metadata, PayPal logs, domain registrations, and alias email records. No 

comparable efforts appear in the current record. 

8. Ms. Lowery requested a transcript of the Inquiry Board proceedings; however, the 

ARDC responded that no such transcript exists. From a forensic and evidentiary 

standpoint, this absence may be significant, as it limits the ability to independently 

assess the Inquiry Board’s evidentiary review process. Without a transcript, there 

is no documented record detailing when, how, or under what evidentiary standards 

the Inquiry Board reviewed or authenticated the @LoweryLawFirm posts cited in 

the First Amended Complaint. The lack of such foundational documentation 

impairs the ability to verify the integrity and reliability of the evidence referenced, 

thereby undermining the procedural transparency of the ARDC’s disciplinary 

action.

9. Based on the docket record, repeated denials of access to evidentiary materials—

including X Corp records (Dkt. Nos. 25, 123), surveillance video (Dkt. No. 123, 

Interrogatories 16–17), and the Inquiry Board transcript—have limited the ability to 

conduct standard forensic authentication procedures. This absence of accessible 

source material across several rulings (e.g., Dkt. Nos. 46, 91, 120) reflects an 

evidentiary gap that impedes independent validation. From a forensic standpoint, 

similar patterns in other cases have introduced risks to evidentiary reliability when 

source materials were unavailable for technical review. 

10. This is further illustrated by the ARDC’s August 31, 2022 letter (Dkt. No. 123), 

which references its review of courthouse surveillance video related to the alleged 
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altercation in Count I. Ms. Lowery’s Interrogatories Nos. 16–17 requested access to 

these videos and any associated chain-of-custody documentation from Synapsis. 

These requests were denied, resulting in a lack of opportunity to perform standard 

forensic verification procedures typically used to assess the authenticity and 

evidentiary reliability of surveillance media... 

11. In digital forensic practice, the absence of chain-of-custody documentation for 

screenshots or surveillance footage introduces a significant risk that the materials 

could have been altered, selectively captured, or even spoofed without detection. 

Without cryptographic hashes, time-stamped metadata, or verified logs indicating 

who captured or transmitted the data and when, it is not possible to confirm whether 

these materials have been modified, truncated, or sourced from unauthenticated 

platforms. This lack of evidentiary provenance reduces the reliability of the material 

and limits its utility in attribution or behavioral analysis. In cases involving social 

media or video evidence, chain-of-custody logs are foundational to establishing 

authenticity and evidentiary integrity. 

12. In the absence of metadata, tweet identifiers, IP address logs, platform-verified 

account ownership from X Corp, surveillance video chain-of-custody 

documentation, and a transcript of the Inquiry Board proceedings, there is 

insufficient technical evidence to support a forensic determination regarding the 

authenticity or authorship of the @LoweryLawFirm posts. As such, the evidentiary 

basis for attributing the content to any specific individual—whether Ms. Lowery or 

otherwise—remains unverified. Reliance solely on a display name, profile 

photograph, and post content—absent corroborating technical validation—is 
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inadequate for attribution in a matter marked by contested claims and heightened 

adversarial context. To evaluate the @LoweryLawFirm account and related 

evidence, the following must be obtained from X Corp: 

13. In order to conduct a proper forensic evaluation and digital attribution of the 

Twitter/X account @LoweryLawFirm, the following data elements would need to 

be obtained directly from X Corp: 

o The account’s original creation date and the IP address used at the time of 

registration.

o Any account-identifying information, including associated email addresses, 

usernames, phone numbers, and payment methods used during setup or 

subsequent access. 

o A comprehensive log of IP addresses that accessed the account, with 

corresponding timestamps. 

o A complete export of all posts made by the account, including tweet 

identifiers, timestamps, and associated metadata. 

o A statement from X Corp indicating whether the account was ever reported, 

suspended, or flagged for suspicious or inauthentic activity. 

o These data types are standard in digital forensics and are necessary to 

establish authorship, usage history, and technical control over a social 

media account. 

14. This affidavit is based solely on the evidence reviewed and the absence of 

substantiating data, using established forensic practices and standards. I offer no 

legal conclusions and express no opinion as to Ms. Lowery’s guilt or innocence. 
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My findings are limited to technical and evidentiary observations derived from 

forensic analysis and investigative methodology. 

FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT. 

_________________________________________
Bruce Anderson 
Principal, Next 72 Intelligence, LLC 
813-293-2991 
August 5, 2025 



AFFIDAVIT OF BRUCE ANDERSON 

STATE OF FLORIDA 
COUNTY OF HILLSBOROUGH 

I, Bruce Anderson, being duly sworn, state as follows: 

 

1. Background 

I am the principal of Next 72 Intelligence, LLC, and a forensic investigator specializing in 
digital evidence authentication and metadata analysis. I am a licensed investigator in the 
State of Florida, (C 1000639),I hold certifications as a (CFDE) Certified Digital Examiner, 
(CPTE) Certified Penetration Testing Engineer, (CEH) Certified Ethical Hacker. This affidavit 
is submitted in my professional capacity to document my factual findings regarding the 
authenticity, creation metadata, and procedural compliance of hearing transcripts 
submitted in the disciplinary matter of In re Margaret Jean Lowery, ARDC Commission 
No. 2023PR00060. 

All information herein is strictly limited to facts verifiable through metadata, file properties, 
document content, and statutory requirements imposed by Illinois law. This affidavit 
contains no legal conclusions or advocacy and is intended to provide factual and 
technical clarity to assist the Court in evaluating evidentiary integrity. This affidavit does 
not assess legal admissibility but highlights the absence of certification elements required 
by statute and Supreme Court rule, which may bear upon the Court’s evaluation. 

 

2. Governing Illinois Law for Transcript Certification 

I used the current Illinois Court Rules for our examination of documents.  

Under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 321: > “The record on appeal shall consist of the 
judgment appealed from, the notice of appeal, and the entire original common law record, 
including reports of proceedings prepared in accordance with Rule 323.” 

Under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 323(a): > “The report of proceedings shall include all the 
evidence pertinent to the issues on appeal and shall be certified by the court reporter as 
correct.” 

Under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 323(b): > “In cases where no verbatim transcript is 
obtainable, the appellant shall prepare a proposed report of proceedings from the best 
available means… and submit it to the trial judge for approval, along with notice to 
opposing counsel.” 



Under the Illinois Certified Shorthand Reporters Act (225 ILCS 415): > “A person may not 
hold himself or herself out as a Certified Shorthand Reporter (CSR) or engage in shorthand 
reporting without being licensed under this Act.” (225 ILCS 415/4) 

“Each transcript of a deposition or proceedings certified by a CSR must bear the 
reporter’s name, CSR number, and a signed certificate of accuracy.” (225 ILCS 
415/16) 

A transcript must, therefore, include: - The full name of a licensed CSR - The CSR license 
number (as issued by IDFPR) - A Certificate of Accuracy signed by the CSR - (Optionally) A 
CSR seal or signature stamp - Proper filing with notice to the clerk (Rule 323(b)) 

 

3. Forensic Review of Each Transcript 
A. Inquiry Board Transcript – September 12, 2023 

File Name: Inquiry Board Sept 12 Transcript.pdf 
 
Created: March 31, 2025 
 
Modified: October 13, 2025 
 
Author/Creator: “melissac” using Adobe Acrobat Pro 2020 
 
Software Used: Acrobat Distiller 25.0 (Windows) 
 
Page Count: 51 

Findings: - This transcript was created approximately 18 months after the proceeding. - 
Metadata indicates the creator is “melissac.” No Certificate of Accuracy is embedded. - 
No CSR license number appears in the document. - The document was generated using 
Adobe desktop tools, not CSR-grade reporting software. 

Conclusion: Based on the metadata and file properties, this transcript does not satisfy the 
requirements of Rule 323(a) or 225 ILCS 415. It lacks a verifiable connection to a Certified 
Shorthand Reporter. These findings should be reviewed under current Illinois Statutes by 
the Court. 

85†Inquiry Board Sept 12 Transcript.pdf  

 



 
B. Hearing Board Transcript – May 2, 2024 

File Name: May 2nd Transcript 05-02-2024-4861-5300-0656.pdf 
 
Created: May 13, 2024 
 
Modified: October 13, 2025 
 
Software Used: Foxit Quick PDF Library 15.11 
 
Page Count: 78 

Findings: - Created 11 days after the actual hearing took place. - No author or CSR is listed 
in the metadata. - Produced using a commercial PDF library not associated with 
professional court reporting. - Lacks any Certificate of Accuracy, CSR name, or license 
number. - No metadata traceable to transcription software used by licensed court 
reporters. 

Technical Note: Foxit Quick PDF Library is not a Certified Shorthand Reporter (CSR) 
platform. It is a software development kit (SDK) used by programmers to generate or 
manipulate PDFs. It is not intended or approved for use by licensed court reporters in 
Illinois. By contrast, approved CSR platforms typically include proprietary court reporting 
tools such as StenoCAT, Eclipse, Case CATalyst, and DigitalCAT, which incorporate CSR 
identity, certification, and compliance tracking into their workflow. 

Conclusion: This transcript does not meet the digital forensic standards or procedural 
certification requirements imposed by Illinois Rule 323(a) or 225 ILCS 415. It should be 
reviewed under current Illinois Statutes by the Court. 

92†May 2nd Transcript 05-02-2024-4861-5300-0656.pdf  

 

C. Review Board Oral Argument Transcript – July 11, 2025 
Files: JULY 11 Transcript.pdf and JULY 11 Transcript2 - Lowery.pdf 
 
Created: July 24, 2025 
 
Modified: October 13, 2025 (both versions) 
 
Software Used: Foxit Quick PDF Library 15.11 
 
Page Count: 51 



Findings: - Both versions of the file were created 13 days after the hearing occurred. - No 
CSR author appears in metadata; both were processed through Foxit PDF Library. - The 
documents are textually identical but have different metadata instance IDs and 
modification times (14 minutes apart), indicating administrative duplication. - Neither 
version contains a CSR license number, a proper Certificate of Accuracy, or digital 
signature traceable to a licensed court reporter. - The ARDC issued an order 
acknowledging the transcript had been redacted and subsequently reinstated, without any 
CSR recertification. 

Conclusion: These documents show no verifiable origin from a certified court reporter. 
Their content, despite being unaltered between versions, lacks forensic and procedural 
authentication. These findings should be reviewed under current Illinois Statutes by the 
Court. 

88†JULY 11 Transcript .pdf 90†Order to Modify:Alter July 11 Transcript.pdf  

 

4. Statutory and Procedural Violations Summary Table 

Requirement 
Present in 
Any File? 

Required 
by Law? Statutory Authority 

CSR license number  No  Yes 225 ILCS 415/16 

Certificate of Accuracy signed by CSR  No  Yes 225 ILCS 415/16 

CSR seal or verifiable digital signature  No  Yes 225 ILCS 415/16 

Filing with court clerk and notice per 
procedural rules 

 No  Yes Illinois Supreme 
Court 323(b) 

 

5. Forensic Metadata Attribution 

The following metadata fields were identified as pointing to authorship and technical tool 
usage: 

Transcript Metadata Field Value Implication 
Inquiry 
Board 

Author / 
Creator 

melissac No CSR license identified 

May 2, 2024 Creator Tool Foxit Quick PDF 
Library 

Not court reporter software 

July 11, 
2025 

Creator Tool Foxit Quick PDF 
Library 

Same tool; no certification or 
traceability 

All 
Transcripts 

No embedded 
CSR ID 

— No official reporting software used 



Court-recognized CSR platforms such as StenoCAT, Eclipse, Case CATalyst, or DigitalCAT 
do not appear in any metadata for these files. “There is no statutory requirement in Illinois 
that mandates specific transcription software; however, professional Certified Shorthand 
Reporters in Illinois routinely utilize recognized industry platforms such as StenoCAT, 
Eclipse, Case CATalyst, and DigitalCAT. These systems are designed to support 
stenographic accuracy, certification, and Rule 323 compliance. No metadata in the 
transcripts reviewed contained evidence of such platforms, certification logs, or 
embedded CSR credentials.” 

 

6. Jurisdictional Affidavit – Absence in Record 

As part of my forensic review of the procedural record, I was asked to identify whether any 
Administrator’s affidavit establishing jurisdiction under Illinois Supreme Court Rule 
753(b) was present in the disciplinary files of In re: Margaret Jean Lowery, ARDC 
Commission No. 2023PR00060. Based on the document sets reviewed and the metadata 
associated with each, I found no such affidavit on file. 

The following is a factual chronology of Ms. Lowery’s formal and repeated requests for 
such an affidavit across multiple venues: 

I. Illinois ARDC – Inquiry and Hearing Board Proceedings 
June 30, 2023 – Ms. Lowery filed a Jurisdictional Statement asserting that she had 
retired from the Illinois bar and that the Administrator was required to file a 
jurisdictional affidavit under Rule 753(b). 
August 2023 – Ms. Lowery submitted multiple written requests for confirmation of 
the existence of an Administrator’s affidavit; no affidavit was produced in response. 
September 2023 – April 2024 – In written motions and filings part of the Hearing 
Board record, she repeated that no affidavit appeared in the case file. 
May 2024 Hearing – The proceeding transcript contains no indication that the 
Administrator’s affidavit was introduced or relied upon. 
May 11, 2024 – The Hearing Board entered judgment without any reference to the 
existence of a jurisdictional affidavit. 

II. Illinois ARDC – Review Board Proceedings 
June 30, 2023 – Jurisdiction was re-challenged at the outset of the appeal; the 
record notes her retired status (Exhibit 1-A). 
February 12, 2024 – Ms. Lowery filed a Motion to Compel Production of the 
jurisdictional affidavit pursuant to Rule 753(b) and Supreme Court Rules 321–323. 
July 2025 Orders – The Review Board issued procedural rulings but made no 
findings on the jurisdictional defect or affidavit. 
August 12 & 18, 2025 – Additional motions reiterated that no such affidavit was 
filed; no responsive order followed. 



III. Illinois Supreme Court 
Throughout 2024–2025 – Ms. Lowery raised the jurisdictional issue in petitions for 
review. No order or docket entry acknowledged the existence or absence of the 
affidavit. 

IV. Federal Proceedings – U.S. District Court, E.D. Oklahoma (Case No. 6:25-cv-22-
RAW) 

February 15, 2024 – The Amended Complaint alleged the absence of jurisdiction 
under Rule 753(b). 
February 19, 2025 – A Rule 60 Motion reiterated this claim and incorporated 
forensic concerns. 

V. U.S. Court of Appeals, Tenth Circuit (Case Nos. 25-7070 & 25-7073) 
June–September 2025 – Jurisdictional deficiencies were raised in mandamus and 
appellate filings. 

Conclusion: As of this date, no jurisdictional affidavit has been provided to Ms. Lowery or 
myself. No digital metadata, docket entry, or certified document evidences its existence in 
the case files reviewed. These findings are offered solely to document the procedural 
record. I defer all legal conclusions to the Court’s interpretation of Rule 753(b) and related 
authorities. 

 

7. Certification 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the facts stated in this affidavit are true and correct to 
the best of my knowledge and based on metadata and document analysis from the above-
captioned files. 

Bruce Anderson 
Principal, Next 72 Intelligence, LLC 
813-293-2991 
www.thenext72.com 

Monday, October 13, 2025 

 

Bruce C. Anderson (CEO) 

















 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT #8 
 



1 
 

BEFORE THE ILLINOIS SUPREME COURT 
 
In the Matter of:        

    
MARGARET JEAN LOWERY,  Commission No. 2023PR00060 
        

Attorney-Respondent,   
 

   No. 6271777.  
  

MOTION FOR ACCESS TO THE RECORD, CERTIFICATION 
WHETHER A CERTIFIED RECORD EXISTS, AND  
CERTIFICATION OF EACH JUSTICE’S ABILITY 

 TO PARTICIPATE FOR QUORUM PURPOSES 
 

 COMES NOW the Petitioner, Margaret J. Lowery and respectfully moves the 

Court for an order granting access to the certified record relied upon by the Court 

and the Administrator, certification whether a certified record exists, and 

certification of each Justice’s ability to participate for quorum purposes.  

 This motion is necessitated by the Court’s continued disposition of matters on 

the premise that a complete and certified record exists and that the tribunal is 

properly constituted, while Plaintiff has been denied access to any certified record 

and has received no confirmation regarding record certification or judicial 

participation. 

1. The Court has repeatedly denied motions raising lack of access, lack of 

jurisdiction, and lack of authenticated transcripts, while simultaneously 

treating the disciplinary matter as procedurally and substantively 
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adjudicated. Those denials include, among others, orders entered December 

10, 16, and 18, 2025, denying motions to compel ADA access, to require 

production of jurisdictional and ADA orders, to stay proceedings pending 

transcript authentication, and to certify jurisdictional questions. 

2. At the same time, the Court has proceeded on the premise that Plaintiff had 

access to a record sufficient to litigate and brief the matter, and relief has 

been denied on that basis. 

3. Plaintiff has not had access to a properly certified record. The transcripts 

relied upon are not certified or contain defective certifications. Specifically, 

the Hearing Board transcript contains no reporter signature and no Certified 

Shorthand Reporter certification stamp and therefore does not constitute a 

valid certified transcript. The oral argument transcript is not certified and 

contains no CSR jurat. Notwithstanding these defects, the Administrator and 

the Boards have cited both transcripts. Plaintiff, a disabled litigant, has never 

been granted access to a properly certified and accessible record. 

4. Plaintiff has not received a briefing schedule and has not received notice 

identifying what issues, if any, the Court intends to consider. Plaintiff was 

advised that the Court would issue notice regarding whether it would hear the 

matter, yet no such notice has issued. Proceedings have continued without 

clarification of posture, access, or record integrity. 
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5. A certified and accessible record is required to brief issues that necessarily 

depend on citation to the record, including jurisdiction, procedural regularity, 

and the contents of hearing transcripts. Plaintiff cannot cite to transcripts that 

have not been certified, produced, or made accessible. 

6. To Plaintiff’s knowledge, no certified transcripts have been provided. Plaintiff 

further understands that the Administrator likewise lacks certified transcripts 

authenticated pursuant to Illinois Supreme Court Rule 371(b), as Plaintiff’s 

motion to stay proceedings pending transcript authentication was denied 

without production of any such transcripts. 

7. Plaintiff is therefore placed in an impossible posture. She is required to brief 

and respond as though a certified record exists, while being denied access to 

any such record and denied confirmation of its existence. 

8. This motion does not seek merits relief, reconsideration, or adjudication of 

any previously denied claim. It seeks only access to the certified record relied 

upon by the Court and the Administrator, or, in the alternative, certification 

whether a certified record exists, so that the procedural posture is accurately 

reflected. 

9. If no certified transcripts exist, the absence of a certified record is material to 

any further proceedings and must be acknowledged on the record by the Court 
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and the reason for this is Lowery has never received a properly certified record 

from the Clerk despite repeatedly asking. 

10. In fact, the ARDC Clerk and the Court’s Clerk stated in writing that Ms. 

Lowery would not be afforded a certified copy of the court file until this Court 

accepted the appeal  The problem with that rule is that one cannot appeal from 

a defective record.   

11. To date no one has certified jurisdiction or allowed access to the certified 

record for Lowery to complete the appeal.   

12. Plaintiff further notes that in 2020PR00018 final order Justice Overstreet and 

Justice Neville participated. 

13. In 2023PR00060 Justices Overstreet and Neville have recused. To permit 

meaningful assessment of whether the entire tribunal was infected, the Court 

needs to state the reason on the record. 

14. Plaintiff now requests certification each Justices ability to participate because 

this Court en blanc has denied multiple ADA access requests. 

15. Petitioner now requests the Court address how the Court can deny meaningful 

access under the ADA to these proceedings while refusing to provide access 

to the record, denying the interactive process and then proceedings as if 

Tennessee v. Lane and In re Ruffalo never existed. 
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16. This Court must explain how it intends to permit its Administrator to proceed 

on a record certified the DOJ Forensic Expert certified as fraudulent.

WHEREFORE premises considered Plaintiff respectfully requests that the 

Court:

a. Order production of the certified transcripts and record relied upon by the 

Court and the Administrator; or

b. In the alternative, enter an order confirming that no certified transcripts exist 

in this matter.

Plaintiff seeks no other relief.

Respectfully submitted,

______________________________     
Margaret J. Lowery, OBA #12138i

7122 South Sheridan Road, Suite 2-1100
Tulsa, OK 74114
(918) 513-2204
mlowery@thelowerylawfirm  

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The foregoing pleading was emailed on the same day as presentation to the Clerk to 
counsel of record at their official addresses.

/s/Margaret J. Lowery

NOTICE OF FILING

_____________________
M t J L OBA
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To:  ARDC: PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on November 24, 2025, an electronic 
copy of the foregoing pleading was submitted to the Clerk of the Supreme Court for 
filing. On that same date, a copy was served on ARDC via the ECF System & by 
Appellant emailing to counsels ARDC address on or before 4:00 p.m. on the day of 
filing. /s/Margaret J. Lowery 

 
i Lowery is an Oklahoma lawyer who retired on June 30, 2023. She does not seek to retain bar privileges nor 
re-admission to the Illinois Bar.  The Review Board misstated this as “Lowery not contesting the punishment 
which is absurd based upon the Amended Answer before this Court and the litigation history of this case.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

EXHIBIT #9 
 



SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING

200 East Capitol Avenue
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1721

CYNTHIA A. GRANT
Clerk of the Court

(217) 782-2035
TDD: (217) 524-8132

December 31, 2025

FIRST DISTRICT OFFICE
160 North LaSalle Street, 20th Floor
Chicago, IL 60601-3103
(312) 793-1332
TDD: (312) 793-6185

Margaret Jean Lowery
7122 S. Sheridan Road
Suite 2-1100
Tulsa, OK 74133-2775

In re: In re: Margaret Jean Lowery
M.R.032889

Today the following order was entered in the captioned case:

This cause coming to be heard on the motion of petitioner, Margaret Jean
Lowery, a response having been filed, and the Court being fully advised in
the premises;
IT IS ORDERED that the motion for access to the record, certification
whether a certified record exists, and certification of each justice's ability to
participate for quorum purposes is denied.

Order entered by the Court.

Neville, C.J., took no part.
Overstreet, J., took no part.

Very truly yours,

Clerk of the Supreme Court

cc: Benjamin Lee Boroughf
Michelle Thome
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ATTORNEY REGISTRATION AND DISCIPLINARY COMMISSION 
of the 

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS 

One Prudential Plaza
130 East Randolph Drive, Suite 1500 

Chicago, Illinois 60601-6219 
(312) 565-2600  (800) 826-8625 

Fax (312) 565-2320

 3161 West White Oaks Drive, Suite 301
Springfield, IL 62704 

(217) 546-3523  (800) 252-8048 
Fax (217) 546-3785 

Frank Wolff
One Metropolitan Square 
211 North Broadway, Suite 3600 
St. Louis, MO 63102 
fwolff@bryancave.com

Springfield 
June 27, 2023 

Re: Margaret Jean Lowery
Administrator’s Investigation

 No. 2023IN01374 

Dear Mr. Wolff: 

It is my understanding that you represent the Kaplan Feldman Holocaust Museum 
(“Museum”) in St. Louis. We are engaged in a confidential investigation, referenced above, 
regarding an Illinois-licensed attorney, Margaret Jean Lowery. We would like to make a request 
for information related to an event hosted at the Museum, which has been described to us as an 
Anti-Semitism Seminar (“Seminar”). 

Please advise our office, in writing, on the following details regarding the June 13 Seminar 
at the Museum:

 whether Ms. Lowery attended the Anti-Semitism Seminar on June 13, 2023, at the Kaplan 
Feldman Holocaust Museum; 
 

 whether it was in-person only, livestream, or hybrid event; 

 what time the seminar began and ended; 

 whether this was a ticketed event; 

 whether receiving a ticket required a payment; and 
 

 whether the Kaplan Feldman Holocaust Museum maintained a guest list and/or sign-in 
procedure for the event. 
 
 
 

ADM-PROD-001056



Please let me know if you have any questions. I may be reached at 217-546-8160. 

Very truly yours, 

     /s/ Rachel C. Miller 
Rachel C. Miller
Counsel 
ARDC Litigation Division

RCM:kl
_#1638439 

ADM-PROD-001057
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA 

 
LOWERY WILKINSON LOWERY, LLC,  )  
et al., )  

Plaintiffs, )  
 )  
v. )  CASE NO. 25-CV-22-RAW 
 )  
STATE OF ILLINOIS, et al., )  
 )  
 Defendants. )  
 )  

 
NON-PARTY OKLAHOMA BAR ASSOCIATION’S SECOND MOTION TO  

ACCESS SEALED RECORDS AND BRIEF IN SUPPORT 
 

 The Office of the General Counsel of the Oklahoma Bar Association (OBA), a non-

party to this action, hereby moves to intervene for the limited purpose of requesting 

access to sealed Docket Numbers 47, 55 and 67, in the above-captioned matter. This 

motion is filed in response to this Court’s April 7, 2026 Order denying the OBA’s Motion 

to Access Sealed Records. The OBA supplements its prior filing with the following 

information in support of its request for Docket Numbers 47, 55 and 67:  

 The Supreme Court of Oklahoma regulates the practice of law in Oklahoma and 

has as its enforcement arm, the OBA. Clulow v. Oklahoma, 700 F.2d 1291, 1297 (Okla. 

1983). Rule 1.1, Rules Governing Disciplinary Proceedings, 5 O.S. (2021) ch. 1, app. 1-

A. The OBA is charged by the Oklahoma Supreme Court with the investigation and 

prosecution of attorney misconduct by the Oklahoma Supreme Court. In order to properly 

investigate certain allegations of attorney misconduct, the OBA needs access to inspect 

and copy certain records that are presently sealed in this matter.  

The OBA asserts with a reasonable degree of certainty that material contained in 

Docket Numbers 47, 55, and 67 is relevant to a pending investigation into attorney 

6:25-cv-00022-RAW     Document 256     Filed in ED/OK on 04/24/26     Page 1 of 4
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misconduct. The OBA reviewed this Court’s Omnibus Order (Omnibus Order) dated July 

31, 2025 (Doc. 181) and began an investigation into the several instances of professional 

misconduct described therein against Oklahoma attorneys1. While most instances of 

professional misconduct described in this Court’s Order referenced filings that were 

publicly available on the PACER docket, three filings are sealed.  

On page 26 of the Omnibus Order, this Court notes that a party proffered a 

fabricated picture of a news story depicting Chief United States District Judge Ronald A. 

White’s face with the caption “FBI raids Courthouse,” as part of its Application for 

Emergency TRO Court Access (Docket No. 47). Per the Omnibus Order, this pleading 

demands the Court direct the actions of the Illinois Attorney Registration and Discipline 

Commission and filing systems in Illinois and implicitly threatened this Court with 

publication of the forged news story clip if the party did not receive a favorable ruling. 

Such conduct violates Rules 1.1, 3.1, 3.3, 4.1, 4.4, 8.2 and 8.4 (c), Oklahoma Rules of 

Professional Conduct (ORPC), 5 O.S. ch. 1, app. 3-A and Rule 1.3, Rules Governing 

Disciplinary Proceedings (RGDP) and warrants professional discipline. Docket Number 

47 constitutes direct evidence of this professional misconduct and the OBA needs same 

to prosecute its case before the Oklahoma Supreme Court.  

On page 26 of the Omnibus Order, this Court notes that in Docket Number 67, a 

party filed an inappropriate document that contained pictures of the party in a hospital 

gown “flipping off” the camera. Such unprofessional and obscene conduct constitutes an 

embarrassment to the legal profession and violates Rules 1.1 and 4.4(a), ORPC and Rule 

 
1 The Rules Governing Disciplinary Proceedings (RGDP) provide that bar grievances, “shall be privileged” 
and that “investigations by the General Counsel and Commission shall be confidential and the results 
thereof shall not be made public until authorized by the [Oklahoma] Supreme Court or as provided in Rule 
6.1, RGDP.”  Rule 5.7, RGDP.  

6:25-cv-00022-RAW     Document 256     Filed in ED/OK on 04/24/26     Page 2 of 4



3 
 

1.3, RGDP. Docket No. 67 constitutes direct evidence of this professional misconduct and 

the OBA needs same to prosecute its case before the Oklahoma Supreme Court. 

Based on the totality of the misconduct described in this Court’s Omnibus Order, 

the OBA also believes that Docket No. 55 may contain evidence of professional 

misconduct. This record is one of three that the OBA identified as sealed in this case. The 

other two documents described above demonstrate a party’s misconduct and bad faith. 

It is reasonable to conclude that this third record also contains evidence that was 

inflammatory and violative of the ORPC.  

As the OBA is charged by the Oklahoma Supreme Court with the investigation and 

prosecution of attorney misconduct, it is necessary for the inspection and copying of the 

requested documents to properly discharge its obligation and to uphold its duty to protect 

the public. No parties will be prejudiced by the OBA’s inspection and copying of such 

records.  

WHEREFORE, premises considered, non-party OBA requests to intervene in this 

matter for the limited, collateral purpose of accessing, inspecting and copying sealed 

records 47, 55 and 67, in this matter.  
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Date: April 24, 2026.    s/ Gina L. Hendryx     
       Gina L. Hendryx, OBA 10330   
       General Counsel 
       Oklahoma Bar Association 
       1901 N. Lincoln Blvd. 
       Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105 
       ginah@okbar.org 
       Telephone:  405-416-7007  
       Facsimile:  405-416-7003  
 
       ATTORNEY FOR THE OFFICE OF  

THE GENERAL COUNSEL  
OKLAHOMA BAR ASSOCIATION 

 
 

 

 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 
 I hereby certify that on the 24th day of April, 2026, I electronically transmitted the 

foregoing document to the Clerk of Court using the ECF System for filing and transmittal 

of a Notice of Electronic Filing to all counsel of record who are registered participants. 

 

s/ Gina L. Hendryx    
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