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JUSTICE WILSON delivered the judgment of the court. 
Presiding Justice Oden Johnson and Justice Mikva concurred in the judgment. 

 
ORDER 

¶ 1 Held: The appellate court lacked jurisdiction to consider the merits of plaintiff’s appeal 
where a postjudgment motion remained pending in the circuit court.  

¶ 2 This appeal concerns whether the circuit court properly denied Plaintiff-Appellant Dipesh 

Singla’s application for a waiver of civil court fees and subsequently dismissed the action for 

failure to pay the fees and costs of this suit.  

¶ 3  I. BACKGROUND 

¶ 4 Singla appeals pro se from the circuit court’s denial of his application for waiver of court 
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fees, and the related court order dismissing the case for failure to pay fees. Singla contends that 

the circuit court erred where, among other things, he qualified for a fee waiver based on income 

and substantial hardship.   

¶ 5 The following facts are adduced from the common law record.  

¶ 6 On December 26, 2025, Singla filed a 22-count complaint against defendant City of 

Chicago.  

¶ 7 Singla submitted four fee waiver applications over the course of the proceedings—on 

December 26, 2025, January 12, 2026, January 15, 2026, and February 2, 2026—each reporting 

minimal income and financial hardship.  

¶ 8 Singla filed the first application for waiver of civil court fees on December 26, 2025, the 

same day he filed his complaint. In the application, Singla reported having zero monthly income 

and $6,146.52 in yearly income. The application reported Singla’s monthly expenses were $500 

and the total value of his bank accounts and cash was $1,423.16. Singla listed no other members 

in his household and reported he did not receive any public benefits.  

¶ 9 On December 29, 2025, Singla filed a “Motion for Full Waiver of Fees, Costs, Service, 

Summons, and Related Relief.” The motion requested, among other things, a full waiver of court 

fees, permission to appear via electronic means at all times, reasonable accommodations, and 

permission to issue service by alternative means.  

¶ 10 On January 8, 2026, Judge Toya T. Harvey entered an order denying Singla’s first fee 

waiver application. The order stated “Applicant has failed to prove a substantial hardship” as the 

only reason for the denial. The order also required Singla to pay all outstanding fees, costs, and 

charges by January 30, 2026.  

¶ 11 On January 12, 2026, Singla filed a second application for waiver of civil court fees in this 
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case. The financial information reported on this application was the same as the December 26, 

2025, application, except that Singla listed his yearly income as $3,918.61.  

¶ 12 The following day, on January 13, 2026, Judge Thomas V. Lyons, II entered an order 

denying Singla’s second application. The order stated “Applicant has failed to demonstrate a 

substantial hardship” as the only reason for the denial. The court required Singla to pay all fees, 

costs, and charges by February 4, 2026.  

¶ 13 Also on January 13, 2026, Judge Jonathan Clark Green issued an order that entered and 

continued the December 29, 2025, motion for waiver, costs, service, summons, and related relief 

to February 19, 2026, which was the initial case management hearing date. 

¶ 14 Two days later, on January 15, 2026, Singla filed a third fee waiver application which was 

substantially similar to his second application. On that day he also filed a motion to reconsider the 

January 13, 2026, denial of his fee waiver application.  

¶ 15 Singla filed additional motions to reconsider the denial of his fee waiver applications on 

January 20, 2026, and January 29, 2026.  

¶ 16 On February 2, 2026, Singla filed a fourth application. He listed his yearly income as 

$739.86, and credit card debt of $3,600.  

¶ 17 On February 5, 2026, Judge Lyons entered an order on the court’s own motion dismissing 

the case. The circuit court explained, “Plaintiff, Dipesh Singla, filed a fee waiver under Supreme 

Court Rule 298 on December 26, 2025[,] which was denied, and was given 21 days to pay the 

outstanding court fees. Plaintiff failing to pay the required fees” the matter is “hereby 

administratively dismissed[.]”  

¶ 18 On the same day the case was dismissed, Singla filed a “Motion to Vacate Administrative 

Dismissal And/Or Motion to Reconsider.” Additionally, Singla filed another motion to reconsider 
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the denial of his application, as well as an affidavit in support of his application.  

¶ 19 On February 13, 2026, Singla filed a notice of appeal. The notice of appeal states he is 

seeking review of (1) the denial of the fee waiver application, and (2) the February 5, 2026, order 

dismissing the case for nonpayment of court fees. The notice of appeal does not specify the date 

of the denial order being appealed. 

¶ 20 On February 17, 2026, Judge Lyons entered another order denying Singla’s application for 

fee waiver because the “case is in disposed/inactive status.” The order does not specify which of 

the fee waiver applications was denied.  

¶ 21 Judge Harvey also entered an order on February 17, 2026, that stated the “case was heard 

on 2-17-26” and “Strike or Withdraw Motion or Petition-Allowed.” The following day, Judge 

Harvey entered another order stating, “Strike or Withdraw Motion or Petition-Allowed.” It is not 

clear from the record what motions or petitions the court was referring to in the order.  

¶ 22 On February 20, 2026, Singla filed an application for waiver of appellate court fees. He 

listed zero monthly income, $580.23 in yearly income, and explained he would face “substantial 

hardship” because he is unemployed and has no income. On February 23, 2026, the appellate court 

granted Singla’s application. The court found that Singla qualified for a full (100%) fee waiver 

because payment of court fees “would result in undue hardship.” 

¶ 23 On March 11, 2026, Singla filed a motion for a supervisory order pursuant to Illinois 

Supreme Court Rule 383 (eff. July 1, 2017). Our supreme court allowed the motion on March 27, 

2026, and directed the circuit court to prepare and transmit the common law record on appeal 

without requiring payment of fees.  

¶ 24 Defendants-Appellees City of Chicago, Illinois Board of Higher Education, and State of 

Illinois declined to file a brief on appeal. On July 10, 2026, we ordered this case taken for 
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consideration on the record and appellant’s brief only. See First Capital Mortgage Corp. v. 

Talandis Construction Corp., 63 Ill. 2d 128, 133 (1976) (“if the record is simple and the claimed 

errors are such that the court can easily decide them without the aid of an appellee’s brief, the court 

of review should decide the merits of the appeal”).   

¶ 25  II. ANALYSIS 

¶ 26 A “reviewing court has an independent duty to consider issues of jurisdiction.” People v. 

Smith, 228 Ill. 2d 95, 104 (2008). Here, we lack jurisdiction because Singla timely filed a motion 

to vacate or reconsider the February 5, 2026, administrative dismissal order and the record before 

us does not indicate that the circuit court has ruled on the motion.  

¶ 27 Rule 303(a)(2) provides, in relevant part: 

“When a timely postjudgment motion has been filed by any party, whether in a jury 

case or a nonjury case, a notice of appeal filed before the entry of the order 

disposing of the last pending postjudgment motion, or before the final disposition 

of any separate claim, becomes effective when the order disposing of said motion 

or claim is entered.” Ill. S. Ct. R. 303(a)(2) (eff. July 1, 2017). 

¶ 28 A postjudgment motion pursuant to Rule 303 is one that requests a rehearing, modification 

or vacation of the judgment and must be “directed against the judgment.” Heartland Bank, 2014 

IL App (3d) 130498, ¶ 13.  

¶ 29 When there has been no disposition of a timely postjudgment motion directed against the 

final order, a notice of appeal does not vest the appellate court with jurisdiction. People v. 

Willoughby, 362 Ill. App. 3d 480, 482 (2005).  

¶ 30 In this case, the February 5, 2026, motion to reconsider or vacate the administrative 

dismissal is a postjudgment motion directed against the judgment. Our review of the record does 
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not reveal any rulings made by the circuit court on the motion to reconsider. Thus, Singla’s appeal 

is premature and we lack jurisdiction to address the merits of this case until the circuit court has 

ruled on the motion to vacate the dismissal. 

¶ 31 Because a notice of appeal becomes effective when the order disposing of the timely 

postjudgment motion is entered (Ill. S. Ct. R. 303(a)(2) (eff. July 1, 2017)), we exercise our 

discretion to stay this appeal. We remand to the circuit court with instructions to rule on the 

pending motion to vacate or reconsider the February 5, 2026, administrative dismissal order, and 

ensure that the court is in compliance with the required procedures outlined in Rule 298, including 

the following: 

“(1) The court shall enter an order ruling on the Application on the basis of 

the information contained on the face of the Application form, without conducting 

a hearing, unless the court determines that relevant sections of the Application are 

incomplete or give rise to a factual issue regarding the applicant’s satisfaction of 

the conditions for a waiver under 735 ILCS 5/5-105(b).  

(2) If the court determines that relevant sections are incomplete or there is 

a factual issue regarding the applicant’s entitlement to a waiver, outright denial is 

not permitted. The applicant must be notified of the deficiencies and given the 

opportunity to amend the Application and/or be given a remote hearing in 

accordance with Rule 45 and any Supreme Court policy on remote court 

appearances, unless the applicant requests an in-person hearing or will already be 

present in the courthouse on the date of the hearing.”  

(Emphasis added.) Ill. S. Ct. R. 298(c) (eff. Sept. 1, 2023). 

¶ 32 Singla shall promptly notify this court when the Circuit Court of Cook County has entered 
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a ruling disposing of the pending motion to vacate or reconsider the administrative dismissal. If 

the dismissal is vacated and the waiver granted, upon notice this appeal shall be dismissed. 

¶ 33  III. CONCLUSION 

¶ 34 For these reasons, we stay this appeal pending resolution of timely filed postjudgment 

motion and remand with directions for the circuit court to consider the February 5, 2026, motion 

to vacate the administrative dismissal.  

¶ 35 Stayed and remanded with directions.  


