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2026 ILApp (1st) 241597-U

No. 1-24-1597

Order filed January 14, 2026
Third Division

NOTICE: This order was filed under Supreme Court Rule 23 and is not precedent except in the 
limited circumstances allowed under Rule 23(e)(1).

IN THE 

APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS 

FIRST DISTRICT

KECIA PORTER,

Plaintiff-Appellant, 

v.

DARREN HOLLIS,

Defendant-Appellee.

) Appeal from the
) Circuit Court of
) Cook County.
)
) No. 23 Ml 104920
)
) Honorable
) Arlene Y. Coleman-Romeo,
) Judge, presiding.

PRESIDING JUSTICE MARTIN delivered the judgment of the court.
Justices Lampkin and Rochford concurred in the judgment.

ORDER

U 1 Held'. Judgment for defendant affirmed where plaintiff failed to provide a sufficient 
record to demonstrate that the circuit court’s judgment was erroneous.

2 Plaintiff Kecia Porter, appearing pro se, appeals from an order of the circuit court of Cook 

County entering judgment in favor of defendant, Darren Hollis, following a bench trial in a breach 

of contract action. On appeal, plaintiff contends the trial court erred when it allowed defendant to 

argue the merits of plaintiffs case and prematurely weighed the factual disputes during the hearing 

on defendant’s motion to dismiss pursuant to section 2-619 of the Illinois Code of Civil Procedure



No. 1-24-1597

(Code) (735 ILCS 5/2-619 (West 2022)). Plaintiff further alleges that the trial court’s finding that 

she engaged in the unauthorized practice of law was against the manifest weight of the evidence. 

Plaintiff also claims the trial court abused its discretion when it failed to properly apply the law, 

despite the record containing evidence that defendant breached their contract. We affirm the trial 

court’s judgment since plaintiff failed to provide this court with a sufficient record to demonstrate 

that the rulings or judgment were erroneous.1

u 3 I. BACKGROUND

H 4 On March 2,2023, plaintiff filed a pro se complaint against defendant for breach of an oral 

contract. On April 18, 2023, she filed an amended complaint, alleging that she and defendant had 

known each other for more than 20 years and that they were previously in a relationship. After 

their relationship ended, defendant asked plaintiff to help him file a discrimination claim with the 

U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) against his former employer. Plaintiff 

filed the online complaint, and defendant received a “Right to Sue” letter from the EEOC.

1| 5 In June of 2019, defendant asked plaintiff to draft a complaint suing his former employer 

and offered to pay plaintiff for the work she performed. Plaintiff agreed to help in exchange for 

payment for “her services.” Plaintiff told defendant she would calculate the amount he owed her 

after she completed the work. Plaintiff stated that they agreed any payment would be contingent 

upon defendant receiving a judgment or settlement. The parties never drafted a written contract.

U 6 Plaintiff alleged she conducted topic research; completed court forms; drafted several 

pieces of correspondence, demand letters, and legal summaries; screened for attorneys; created a 

court profile for e-filing; and accompanied defendant to the federal district court in Rockford on

’In adherence with the requirements of Illinois Supreme Court Rule 352(a) (eff. July 1,2018), this 
appeal has been resolved without oral argument upon the entry of a separate written order.
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three occasions. Plaintiff stated that after defendant retained an attorney, she continued to 

“support” defendant. Plaintiff claimed that from June 2019 through June 2020, she spent 

approximately 2000 hours working on defendant’s case.

5[ 7 Plaintiff alleged that in June 2022, defendant received a settlement but lied to her about the 

amount and when he received it. In July 2022, defendant gave plaintiff a “partial payment” of 

$3000 in cash. In April 2023, defendant gave plaintiff an additional $500. Plaintiff calculated the 

total amount defendant owed her as $17,000, minus the $3500 he had paid. Plaintiff requested that 

the court find that defendant breached their oral contract and award her a judgment of $13,500.

^[8 On May 18, 2023, defendant, through counsel, filed a motion to dismiss plaintiffs 

complaint pursuant to section 2-619(a)(9) of the Code. Defendant argued that, accepting plaintiff s 

allegations as true, she was prohibited from receiving compensation for practicing law without a 

license pursuant to the Illinois Attorney Act (Act) (705 ILCS 205/1 (West 2022)) and governing 

case law. Defendant argued that plaintiffs acts of giving defendant legal advice and preparing his 

legal documents constituted the practice of law.

H 9 Defendant attached his own affidavit, stating that plaintiff helped draft a grievance letter 

to his former employer demanding an investigation and stating that he would pursue filing a 

complaint with the EEOC. Defendant confirmed that plaintiff explained to him the process of filing 

an EEOC charge and she completed the online charge. Plaintiff drafted defendant’s complaint and 

helped him file it in the federal district court. Defendant attached copies of the grievance letter and 

complaint to his motion.

U 10 On June 5,2023, plaintiff filed a response, arguing that she never claimed to be an attorney 

or legal representative. Plaintiff claimed she was “simply a voice for Hollis at his urging.” Plaintiff 

further argued that defendant filed his federal complaint as a pro se litigant and, therefore, her
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assistance was permissible under the “prose exception.” Plaintiff noted that although she 

accompanied defendant to court to support him, she never addressed the court on his behalf. She 

explained that she helped defendant screen several attorneys and law firms, and she went with 

defendant when he met with attorneys to help him find legal representation. After defendant 

retained an attorney, plaintiff continued to assist defendant with comprehending “materials and 

research.”

T| 11 Plaintiff further argued that Illinois law did not allow for dismissal of her complaint based 

on the unauthorized practice of law unless she had claimed to be an attorney and was negligent in 

providing defendant with legal assistance that caused him harm. Plaintiff asserted the act of 

completing legal forms that required common knowledge did not constitute the unauthorized 

practice of law. Plaintiff maintained that she provided defendant with nothing more than “high 

quality assistance.” Plaintiff stated that defendant agreed to pay her $17 per hour for her services. 

She argued that nothing precluded her from entering into agreements to receive fees for the 

services she provided to people.

^12 Plaintiff also argued that her agreement with defendant established a contract because (1) 

defendant’s request for her assistance was an offer that she accepted, and (2) there was 

consideration, based on her agreement to be paid contingent upon a settlement or judgment. She 

asserted that there were ascertainable material terms to their contract and an intent to be bound 

with mutual assent. Plaintiff stated defendant was fully aware that she intended to be paid for her 

work. She argued defendant’s conduct in giving her a partial payment of $3000 was proof they 

had an agreement. She and defendant had several oral agreements in the past where she paid 

defendant for doing yardwork and driving her places.
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13 Plaintiff attached her own affidavit stating that she never marketed herself as an attorney 

but showed people “how to navigate the world with autonomy.” She stated that she represented 

“clients” as a “Social Security Administrative non-attomey Rep” and was paid a standard fee plus 

administrative fees. Plaintiff described herself as a “freelanced administrator,” who was a 

community liaison for social and disability services and vocational assistance. She asserted she 

was “legally entitled” to charge fees at her discretion and charged either an hourly rate or a flat 

rate based upon the level of complexity involved. Plaintiff stated that her usual rate was $20 to $30 

per hour, with a family discounted rate of $17 per hour. She stated that she made a “reasonable 

adjustment” for defendant because he was obligated to pay taxes on the settlement he received. 

H 14 Plaintiff also attached a one-page handwritten “Work Schedule” for defendant, dated 2019, 

stating that she worked 29 to 37 hours per week and made three trips to Rockford which totaled 

2000 hours of work for the year. The schedule stated that plaintiffs fees for defendant’s case 

totaled $34,000 which she reduced by half to $17,000. Plaintiff also attached her business card 

stating that she performed “community outreach,” copies of checks she wrote to defendant in 2016 

and 2017, emails and texts she and defendant exchanged regarding his case, and four affidavits 

from people she assisted with obtaining disability and family leave benefits averring to her 

professional character.

U 15 On June 26, 2023, defendant filed a reply arguing that despite plaintiffs claim that she 

could navigate complex issues, the Act precluded her from charging defendant for legal assistance, 

which made the “oral contract” upon which she filed suit unenforceable. Defendant argued that 

the fact that he knew plaintiff was not a lawyer and that she did not advertise herself as a lawyer 

was irrelevant. He further asserted that plaintiff misstated the law when she claimed “filling out 

forms” is not the practice of law. Moreover, the “pro se exception” did not apply to plaintiff
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because she was not the litigant, defendant was. Defendant clarified that he was not suing plaintiff 

for the unauthorized practice of law but was instead invoking the law that a non-attomey cannot 

charge for rendering legal assistance or giving legal advice.

16 On July 10, 2023, the trial court held a hearing on defendant’s motion to dismiss and 

entered an order taking the motion under advisement. The record on appeal does not include a 

report of proceedings for the hearing.

5 17 Two weeks later, plaintiff filed a motion to dismiss defendant’s motion to dismiss, claiming 

defendant raised additional information and arguments not in his initial motion, and she was not 

given time to respond to his new claims. Plaintiff challenged a comment the trial court made during 

the hearing and argued that it was prejudicial for the court to allow defense counsel to elaborate 

during his closing argument. On August 8,2023, the trial court struck plaintiffs motion to dismiss 

as improper.

5118 On August 21, 2023, the trial court denied defendant’s motion to dismiss and set a trial 

date. The court’s written order gives no reasoning or basis for the denial, and there is no report of 

proceedings for this date in the record.

5 19 On July 24, 2024, following a bench trial, the court entered judgment for defendant. The 

court’s written order stated that the parties presented evidence and arguments to the court. The 

record on appeal does not include a report of proceedings for the trial. Plaintiff thereafter filed a 

timely notice of appeal.

5 20 On September 9, 2024, plaintiff filed an emergency motion in the trial court to file a 

bystander’s report for appeal. Therein, plaintiff stated that she had served an agreed statement of 

facts on defense counsel but counsel refused to sign. Consequently, plaintiff was filing a 

bystander’s report. Plaintiff attached several documents to her motion, including a purported email
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exchange with defense counsel in which counsel stated, “I do not agree to this statement of facts.” 

The other documents appear to be filings from the instant case, including plaintiffs amended 

complaint, her “work schedule” for defendant’s case, a list of “work performed,” her previous 

affidavit, a computer print-out with general information about Title VII protections, the first page 

of defendant’s federal complaint for employment discrimination, and an email regarding a status 

hearing in defendant’s federal suit. There is no bystander’s report included with this motion in the 

record on appeal.

U 21 The trial court entered an order on September 11, 2024, stating that plaintiffs emergency 

motion to present the bystander’s report was withdrawn.

22 On September 18, 2024, plaintiff filed a “2nd Motion for Courts Approval of Bystander 

Report.” In her motion, plaintiff stated that on September 11, the trial court asked plaintiff if she 

had engaged in “illegal recording of the trial on April 30, 2024 and July 24, 2024,” since her 

proposed bystander’s report was “ ‘so precise and accurate.’ ” Plaintiff asserted that the court’s 

“accusations of criminal intent and unsubstantiated claims” were prejudicial and biased and 

“exposed her to unfair treatment.” Plaintiff claimed the trial judge stated that she had “more 

important cases” on which she needed to spend her time. Plaintiff further stated she withdrew her 

initial motion at the judge’s suggestion, after the judge stated that the court needed more time to 

refer to its notes and that plaintiff could file an extension if needed. Plaintiff included a seven-page 

bystander’s report she wrote in the format of a trial transcript.

U 23 The hearing on plaintiffs motion to file the bystander’s report was scheduled for October 

3, 2024. The record does not include the court’s ruling on the motion or any indication of what 

occurred in the circuit court on or after that date. Plaintiff never filed a bystander’s report with this 

court. Thus, the record on appeal contains no report of proceedings in any format.
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H 24 II. ANALYSIS

U 25 On appeal, plaintiff has raised three issues. Defendant has not filed a responsive appellee’s 

brief with this court. On August 15, 2025, we entered an order taking this case for consideration 

on the record and appellant’s brief only. See First Capitol Mortgage Corp. v. Talandis 

Construction Corp., 63 Ill. 2d 128, 131-33 (1976) (appeal may be taken on appellant’s brief only 

where the issues are simple and can be decided without additional briefing).

K 26 Plaintiff first contends that the trial court erred in allowing defendant to argue the merits 

of plaintiffs case and prematurely weighing the factual disputes during the hearing on defendant’s 

motion to dismiss her complaint. Plaintiff claims the court was biased and voiced arguments in 

support of defendant and against plaintiffs objections. Plaintiff further argues the trial court 

allowed defense counsel to argue affirmative defenses at the hearing and elaborate during closing 

arguments. She claims defense counsel engaged in insults and accusatory claims that were outside 

her complaint.

U 27 We note that plaintiff is not challenging the trial court’s ruling on defendant’s motion to 

dismiss and that the court, in fact, denied defendant’s motion, thereby ruling in plaintiffs favor. 

Plaintiff asserts, however, that the court’s conduct during the hearing denied her an opportunity to 

develop the factual record with discovery and to “defend” her case, which prejudiced her in the 

subsequent proceedings and denied her due process.

U 28 We find that our review of this issue is hampered by an incomplete record. An appellant 

has the burden of presenting a sufficiently complete record of the circuit court proceedings to 

support any claims of error, and, in the absence of such a record, this court will presume that the 

circuit court’s order conformed with the law and had a sufficient factual basis. Foutch v. O ’Bryant,
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99 Ill. 2d 389, 391-92 (1984). Any doubts arising from an incomplete record will be resolved 

against the appellant. Id.

T| 29 “Where the issue on appeal relates to the conduct of a hearing or proceeding, this issue is 

not subject to review absent a report or record of the proceeding.” In re Marriage of Westlund, 

2020 IL App (1st) 190837, H 36. Pursuant to Illinois Supreme Court Rule 321 (eff. Oct. 1, 2021), 

the record on appeal shall include the common law record, including every document filed in the 

case, and any report of proceedings prepared in accordance with Illinois Supreme Court Rule 323 

(eff. July 1, 2017). Rule 323 provides that the report of proceedings may be a transcript prepared 

by court reporting personnel, or if no verbatim transcript is available, an appellant may file a 

bystander’s report (Rule 323(c)) or an agreed statement of facts (Rule 323(d)).

30 Here, in plaintiffs “2nd Motion for Courts Approval of Bystander Report” filed in the trial 

court, she stated that defense counsel refused to agree or stipulate to her proposed agreed statement 

of facts. Thus, plaintiff attempted to have the trial court certify her bystander’s report pursuant to 

Rule 323(c). The rule states that when reviewing a bystander’s report, the trial court may hold a 

hearing if necessary, and “shall promptly settle, certify, and order filed an accurate report of 

proceedings.” Ill. S. Ct. R. 323(c). The rule further states, “[a]bsent stipulation, only the report of 

proceedings so certified shall be included in the record on appeal.” Id.

31 In her brief before this court, plaintiff states that she made multiple attempts to have the 

trial court certify her bystander’s report, but the court refused to do so “with no clear bases.” 

Plaintiff further states that she thereafter filed a motion for leave to file a petition for an original 

writ of mandamus with the Illinois Supreme Court to compel the trial court to certify the 

bystander’s report, which the supreme court denied. Porter v. Coleman Romeo, No. 131231 (Ill.
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Dec. 10, 2024) (dispositional order). The supreme court also denied plaintiffs motion to 

reconsider its ruling. Porter, No. 131231 (Ill. Jan. 9, 2025) (dispositional order).

5| 32 Consequently, the record does not contain a report of the trial court proceedings in any 

format for the hearing on defendant’s motion to dismiss plaintiffs complaint. The record before 

this court consists of only common law documents, which alone are insufficient to allow this court 

to find any error in the manner in which the trial court conducted the hearing. We do not know 

what arguments were made by either party or what findings and specific rulings were made by the 

trial court. We are, therefore, unable to find that something occurred during the hearing that caused 

plaintiff to suffer prejudice during subsequent proceedings in the case or at trial.

5] 33 Plaintiff next contends that the trial court’s finding that she engaged in the unauthorized 

practice of law was against the manifest weight of the evidence and constituted an abuse of 

discretion. Plaintiff alleges that the trial court abused its discretion when it entered judgment for 

defendant where the court failed to properly apply the law, despite evidence that defendant 

breached their oral contract.

5] 34 We find that our review of these issues is again hampered by an incomplete record. There 

is no indication in the record that the trial court, at any point in the proceedings, found that plaintiff 

engaged in the unauthorized practice of law. We recognize that this was the argument presented 

by defendant in his motion to dismiss the complaint. The trial court, however, denied defendant’s 

motion. The court’s written order denying the motion does not state the court’s findings or its basis 

for the denial. Similarly, the court’s written order entering judgment for defendant following the 

bench trial does not state the court’s findings or basis for its judgment.

5| 35 Even if the court found plaintiff had engaged in the unauthorized practice of law, we must 

presume that finding was correct. Without a report of proceedings or an acceptable substitute, this
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court has no knowledge of what occurred during the hearing or trial. We do not know what 

evidence or testimony was presented by either party at the hearing or at trial, or what arguments 

the parties made before the trial court. Nor do we know the reasoning or rationale that provided 

the basis for the court’s entry of judgment in favor of defendant.

5| 36 We acknowledge that plaintiff made multiple unsuccessful attempts to have the trial court 

certify her proposed bystander’s report. The record does not indicate why a bystander’s report was 

not certified. Any proposed report must comply with the requirements stated in Rule 323(c), which 

provide that the report must be accurate to be certified. This court cannot speculate as to why the 

trial court did not certify plaintiffs proposed report.

5| 37 The record submitted to this court is insufficient to review plaintiffs contentions. Under 

these circumstances, we must presume that the trial court acted in conformity with the law when 

it made its findings and entered judgment in favor of defendant. Corral v. Mervis Industries, Inc., 

217 Ill. 2d 144,156-57 (2005); Foutch, 99 Ill. 2d at 391-92. Accordingly, we must affirm the trial 

court’s judgment in favor of defendant.

5] 38 III. CONCLUSION

5| 39 For these reasons, we affirm the judgment of the circuit court of Cook County.

5| 40 Affirmed.
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
SUPREME COURT BUILDING 

200 East Capitol Avenue 
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62701-1721

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

CYNTHIA A. GRANT 
Clerk of the Court

December 10, 2024
(217) 782-2035
TDD: (217) 524-8132

Kecia Porter
6604 S. Oakley Ave.
Chicago, IL 60636

In re: Porter v. Coleman Romeo 
131231

Today the following order was entered in the captioned case:

—^Motion by Petitioner, pro se, for leave to file a petition for an original writ of
mandamus. Denied.

Order entered by the Court.

Very truly yours,

Clerk of the Supreme Court

cc: Hon. Arlene Y. Coleman Romeo 
Edward R. Moor



Affidavit of self-declaration

My name is Kecia Porter, and this affidavit shall serve as a self-declaration.

1. I currently reside in Chicago, Illinois.
2. I have a Master’s degree in Rehabilitation Engineering and Mental Health Counseling 

and certificate of completion for Assistive Technology from Illinois Institute of 
Technology. Bachelor’s in public health from Chicago State University.

3. I have never marketed myself as an attorney and or a legal representative.
4. My interest is to show people how to navigate the world with autonomy.
5. lam qualified and skilled as a Social Security Representative.
6. I have represented clients as a Social Security Administrative non-attomey Rep.
7. I have been compensated as a SSA non-attomey Representative at the standard fee, plus 

administrative fees.
8. I get paid for working with individuals in the community, usually by referrals as an 

admen assistant, community liaison for social and disability services, vocational 
assistance, typing documents, filling- out forms etc.

9. I charge Fee for service or project-based fees that maybe charged by the hour or one flat 
rate which take into account the amount of time a job takes, details and level of 
complication or research involved.

10. As a freelanced administrator, 1 am legally entitled to charge a fee for service at my 
discretion. This concept is the one used with the Defendant, Darren Hollis.

11. $17 per hour is a family discounted price instead of the usual $20-$30hr. a reasonable 
adjustment was made since the Defendant was obligated to pay taxes on the settlement.

Signature Pate^/^3 2023

Address: 6604 S. Oakley Ave Chicago. IL 60636

Notary Public in the State of Illinois

Subscribed And Swom to Before Me this^^^ day of i , 2023.

^n-~" Notary Public

OFFICIAL SEAL 
TIAF. COCKRELL

Notary Public - State of Illinois 
My ComrnluPipnFxBires 4/36/20;
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Affidavit
My name is Ira Ayers, I currently live in the city of Chicago and have known Kecia Porter since 
2020. This affidavit speaks to the character of my friend. Kecia Porter.

I was introduced to Kecia by the Defendant, Darren Hollis. At no time before, during or after my 
getting to know Kecia did, she ever tell me or proclaim that she was an attorney or a legal 
representative. In fact, she explained to me early on that she was not an attorney but was a 
mental health professional and could represent me in my SSI case. Kecia took my social security 
case and expedited the process due to my failing health conditions which includes chronic kidney 
disease. I was approved for SSI. Kecia took the standard fee for service, which was explained 
prior.

Before Kecia came into my life 1 was homeless, 1 had no permanent source of income and I had 
not been to any doctor. Because of Kecia, I am keeping my doctor’s appointments, 1 have steady 
income, take my meds, and earned a real friend in the process.

Kecia Porter is a navigator in the black community where many of us are left without options or 
just forgotten. For these reasons 1 am grateful to her and can speak about her character.

Signature  Date_

Addres:_ S 
City State 7T l Zip Code/<->J

Notary Public in the State of Illinois

SUBSCRIBED A SWORN TO BEFORE ME thisQ^^day of , 2023.

Notary Public

My commissions expires on : (J lid

AS 73
C 113



5/17/23, 3:38 PM CM/ECF NextGen Live 1.7.1.1 - U.S. District Court, Northern Illinois

6th Floor
Chicago, IL 60603 
(312) 782-7606 
Fax: Not a member
Email: asimon@ancelglink.com
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Kathleen Margaret Kunkle
Ancel Glink Diamond Bush DiCianni & 
Krafthefer PC
140 South Dearborn Street, Suite 600
Chicago, IL 60603 
312-782-7606
Fax: Active
Email: kkunkle@ancelglink.com
ATTORNEY TO BE NOTICED

Date Filed # Docket Text

06/06/2019 1 RECEIVED Complaint and 0 copies by Darren Hollis (pg,) (Entered: 06/06/2019)

06/06/2019 2 CIVIL Cover Sheet (pg, ) (Entered: 06/06/2019)

06/06/2019 3 APPLICATION by Plaintiff Darren Hollis for leave to proceed in forma pauperis (pg, ) 
(Entered: 06/06/2019)

06/06/2019 4 PRO SE Appearance by Plaintiff Darren Hollis (pg,) (Entered: 06/06/2019)

06/07/2019 5 ORDER: Plaintiff is to appear before the court on Monday, July 15, 2019 at 9:30 a.m. 
pursuant to his in forma pauperis application and complaint filed June 6, 2019 3,1. 
Failure to appear in court on that day may result in dismissal of his case for failure to 
prosecute. Signed by the Honorable Philip G. Reinhard on 6/7/2019:mailed notice(pg,) 
(Entered: 06/07/2019)

07/15/2019 6 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Philip G. Reinhard: Motion hearing held. Plaintiff 
appears. For the reasons stated in open court, plaintiffs application to proceed in forma 
pauperis 3 denied. Status hearing set for 11:30 a.m. on September 23, 2019, and the $400 
filing fee to be paid in full on or before the next status. The status hearing will be stricken 
upon payment of the filing fee. Failure to timely pay the filing fee may result in dismissal 
of this case. Mailed notice (sb,) (Entered: 07/15/2019)

07/24/2019 7 ATTORNEY Appearance for Defendant CEVA Logistics US Inc. by Kathleen Margaret 
Kunkle (Kunkle, Kathleen) (Entered: 07/24/2019)

07/24/2019 8 ATTORNEY Appearance for Defendant CEVA Logistics US Inc. by Adam B. Simon 
(Simon, Adam) (Entered: 07/24/2019)

08/06/2019 9 MOTION for Leave to Appear Pro Hac Vice Filing fee $ 150, receipt number 0752- 
16111170. (Levine, Mark) (Entered: 08/06/2019)

08/07/2019 10 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Iain D. Johnston: Attorney Mark Levine's motion 
for leave to appear pro hac vice 9 is granted. By 8/8/2019 Mr. Levine shall file an 
appearance form, (yxp,) (Entered: 08/07/2019)

08/07/2019 H ATTORNEY Appearance for Defendant CEVA Logistics US Inc. by Mark Jeffrey Levine 
(Levine, Mark) (Entered: 08/07/2019)

C.-1I
https://ecf.ilnd.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl7113459252209997-L_1_0-1 r qt1

mailto:asimon@ancelglink.com
mailto:kkunkle@ancelglink.com
https://ecf.ilnd.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl7113459252209997-L_1_0-1
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https://ecf.ilnd.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl7113459252209997-L_1_0-1 3/11 Q O

08/12/2019 12 Defendant's Original ANSWER to Complaint by CEVA Logistics US Inc.(Levine, Mark) 
(Entered: 08/12/2019)

09/23/2019 13 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Philip G. Reinhard: Status hearing held. The due 
date for the payment of the $400 filing fee is extended to October 23, 2019. If the case 
settles prior to that date, the filing fee need not be paid. If the filing fee is not paid by 
October 23, 2019, this case will be dismissed. Mailed notice (sb,) (Entered: 09/24/2019)

10/23/2019 paid filing fee of $400.00, #46243004592 (pg, ) (Entered: 10/23/2019)

10/23/2019 14 COMPLAINT filed by Darren Hollis; Jury Demand, (pg,) (Entered: 10/23/2019)

10/23/2019 15 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Philip G. Reinhard: The filing fee has been timely 
paid. This case is referred to Magistrate Judge Iain D. Johnston for pretrial discovery. 
Mailed notice (sb,) (Entered: 10/23/2019)

10/25/2019 16 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Iain D. Johnston: Initial status hearing set for 
11/26/2019 at 9:00 AM in courtroom 5200 of the Stanley J. Roszkowski United States 
Courthouse at 327 South Church Street in Rockford IL. By 11/21/2019, the parties shall 
jointly complete the PDF fillable initial status report found on the Court's webpage under 
Initial Status Conferences and Reports. Plaintiff and lead defense counsel with full 
knowledge of the case must appear in person at the initial status hearing. Mailed notice 
(yxp,) (Entered: 10/25/2019)

11/21/2019 17 STATUS Report Joint Initial Status Report by CEVA Logistics US Inc. (Attachments: # 1 
Exhibit Exh A to Joint Status Report)(Levine, Mark) (Entered: 11/21/2019)

11/26/2019 18 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Iain D. Johnston: Status hearing held on 
11/26/2019. By 1/22/2020 the plaintiff shall file a written status report on his efforts to 
obtain an attorney. The next hearing will be set at a later date. Mailed notice, (yxp,) 
(Entered: 11/26/2019)

01/21/2020 19 ATTORNEY Appearance for Plaintiff Darren Hollis by Edward Roy Moor (Attachments:
# 1 Notice of Filing)(Moor, Edward) (Entered: 01/21/2020)

01/24/2020 20 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Iain D. Johnston: In light of the appearance by 
counsel for the plaintiff, status hearing is set for 2/6/2020 at 9:00 AM. Counsel shall 
appear in person, (yxp, ) (Entered: 01/24/2020)

01/27/2020 21 MOTION by Plaintiff Darren Hollis to amend/correct (Leave to File an Amended 
Complaint) (Moor, Edward) (Entered: 01/27/2020)

01/27/2020 22 NOTICE of Motion by Edward Roy Moor for presentment of motion to amend/correct 21 
before Honorable Iain D. Johnston on 2/6/2020 at 10:00 AM. (Moor, Edward) (Entered: 
01/27/2020)

01/27/2020 23 MINUTE entry before the Honorable Iain D. Johnston: The plaintiffs motion for leave to 
amend 21 is granted. The plaintiff shall file the amended complaint as a separately- 
docketed entry by 1/28/2020. The defendant shall answer the amended complaint by 
2/11/2020. The presentment of the motion and the status hearing previously set for 
2/6/2020 are stricken, and the in-person status hearing is reset to 2/20/2020 at 9:00 AM. 
(yxp,) (Entered: 01/27/2020)

01/27/2020 24 AMENDED complaint by Darren Hollis against CEVA Logistics US Inc. (Attachments: # 
1 Notice of Filing)(Moor, Edward) (Entered: 01/27/2020)

02/11/2020 25 Defendant's ANSWER to amended complaint by CEVA Logistics US Inc.(Levine, Mark) 
(Entered: 02/11/2020) *

https://ecf.ilnd.uscourts.gov/cgi-bin/DktRpt.pl7113459252209997-L_1_0-1


Trial Case no.20231104920

BYSTANDERS REPORT
Court date: April 30,20224 @9a.m Present: Attorney Edward Moor for Darren Hollis, 
Defendant, Kecia Porter, plaintiff and Keyana Porter at 50 W Washington St Room 1110

Questioning of Hollis by Porter: Q: can u tell the court what we share with the day of the 17th

A: Our birthday is March 17th St. Patrick’s Day. Q: How long have we known one another?

A: a long time. Q: More than 30 years? A: Yes.

Q: Why did I accompany you to Rockford Illinois?

A: I went to file my case for discrimination and asked you to come with me.

Q: Do you remember we went to the library to fill out the court papers and make copies and you 
told me that you could not do this without me and that you would pay me “anything I wanted”? I 
told you that I would help you find an attorney and I would charge you $17 an hour for my time 
but you need to have an attorney, and the court would probably give you extra time if you ask?

A: I remember going to the library and your daughter was with us and you told me that you 
wanted $3,000 for three letters -I guess $1,000 for each letter.

Q: So, you admit we had a conversation about paying me for my services but, you don’t 
remember you agreed to pay me$17 an hour? A: I just remember you told me to give you $3,500 
you wanted the $500 for your daughter-1 guess she was like assisting or whatever? Q: And what 
did you say? A: I didn’t say anything. Q: So you want the court to believe that I told you to give 
me $3500 and you just what- said nothing back to me? A: what I remember was you said I 
probably won’t get that much.

Q: Exhibit A 1-24 is this some of the topics we discussed after I researched them. A: yes.

Q: Did I attend some consultations with you to meet with potential attorneys for your case?

A: I don’t’ remember which ones but, yes you went with me. Q: Did I text and email you lists of 
potential attorneys in Chicago and Rockford after I emailed your information to the attorneys 
online to help you find an attorney, as agreed? A: Yes. Q: Do you recall that met Mr.Moor who 
is here with you; and who you used in your discrimination case? A: Yes.
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