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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE ILLINOIS COURTS

Roy O.GULLEY

DIRECTOR
SupreMe CourT BuiLbING 30 NORTH MICHIGAN AVENUE
SPRINGFIELD 627086 CHicaco 80602

217/782-7770 312/793-3250

To the Honorable Chief Justice
and Justices of the Supreme Court

I tender herewith the Annual Report of the Administrative Office
for the calendar year 1976.

One of the important purposes of this report is to keep the
Court apprised of the operation of our courts through the collection and
analysis of statistics.

The statistics reported herein, when compared with prior years,
reveal that although our judges continue to dispose of more cases, there are
two major areas where the pending inventories are rising to disturbing pro-
portinns. These two areas include the number of felony and law jury
($15,000 and over) cases in Cook County.

In the area of felony cases there has been a 258% increase in
the pending inventory since 1972. The following comparison reveals this
increase:

1972 2,081
1973 2,737
1974 4,778
1975 6,700
1976 7,458

In the law jury division ($15,000 and over) there has been a 40%
increase in the pending inventory since 1972. The following comparison
reveals this increase:

1972 28,780
1973 28,171
1974 31,342
1975 35,692

1976 40,156




In the criminal divisjon, the Circuit Court of Cook County has
taken steps to deal with the increasing inventory. New courtrooms have been
added and additional judges have been assigned. Similar steps have not been
taken with regard to the Taw jury division.

The addition of 30 new circuit judgeships by the General Assembly
and the allocation of 10 additional associate judgeships during 1976 should
serve to assist in dealing with these large inventories. When the Circuit
Court of Cook County's judicial manpower is up to full strength, special
efforts should be made to deal with these two areas.

Very truly yours,

0.

Roy 0MGulley

)




IN MEMORIAM

Supreme Court Judge
Charles H. Davis (Retired)

Appellate Court Judges

Joseph J. Drucker, 1st District
Samuel O. Smith, (Retired), 4th District

Circuit Court Judges

Jack A. Alfeld, 7th Circuit

William M. Barth (Retired), Cook County
L. Eric Carey (Retired), 18th Circuit
William M. Carroll (Retired), 19th Circuit
Wilbert F. Crowley (Retired) Cook County
Thomas C. Donavan, Cook County
Robert E. Higgins, 12th Circuit

John S. Massieon (Retired), 13th Circuit
Herman W. Snow (Retired), 12th Circuit

Associate Judges

George Borovic, 18th Circuit

Richard K. Cooper, Cook County

Edwin C. Hatfield, Cook County

Lester Jankowski (Retired), Cook County

Robert F. Jerrick, Cook County

Paul C. Kilkelly (Retired), 19th Circuit

James E. Murphy (Retired Magistrate), 9th Circuit
Herman Ritter, 13th Circuit :
Joseph T. Suhler, 16th Circuit

U.S. Court of Appeals (7th Circuit)
Otto S. Kerner (Retired)

February 22, 1976

November 11, 1976 [
June 20, 1976

March 6, 1976

June 6, 1976

March 21, 1976
February 23, 1976
October 2, 1976
February 22, 1976
July 25, 1976

August 23, 1976

June 26, 1976 i

November 19, 1976 #
November 19, 1976 @
August 12, 1976
September 14, 1976 §
January 23, 1976 ’
February 7, 1976
March 1, 197€
January 16, 1976 ;
September 14, 1976'§

May 9, 1976
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REPORT OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE DIRECTOR
HON. RGY O. GULLEY
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JUDICIAL RETIREMENTS

A total of 57 lllinois judges retired during 1976.
Some refired due to age or failing health, while others
retired to return to the practice of law. Two, resigned to

accept appointrnenis 1o the federal bench.

12

Supreme Court Judges

Thomas E. Kluczynski (1st District)
Decembet 5, 1976

Walter V. Schaefer (1st District)
December 5, 1976

Appellate Court Judges

Thaddeus V. Adesko (1st District)
December 5, 1976

Charles R. Barrett {1st District)
December 5, 1976

Joseph Burke (1st District)
December 5, 1976

Henry L. Burman (1st District)
December 5, 1976

John T. Dempsey (1st District)
December 5, 1976

George N. Leighton (1st District)
February 26, 1976

Leland Simkins (4th District)
December 5, 1976

Circuit Court Judges

J. Waldo Ackerman (7th Circuit)
July 25, 1976

Norman C. Barray {Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Jacob Berkowitz (5th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

Felix M. Buoscio (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Victor N. Cardosi (12th Circulit)
December 5, 1976

Richard T. Carter (20th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

William D. Conway (7th Circuit)
September 15, 1976

Daniel A. Covelli (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

William V. Daly (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Laverne A. Dixon (19th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

George E. Dolezal (Cook County)
December 12, 1976

Robert J. Dunne (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Norman N. Eiger {Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Samuel B. Epstein (Cook County)
July 31, 1976

Saul A. Epton (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Harold O. Farmer (20th Circuit)
March 31, 1976

Hyman Feldman (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

James E. Fitzgerald (18th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

John C. Fitzgerald (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Thomas H. Fitzgerald (Cock County)
May 31, 1976

Seely P. Forbes (17th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

William J. Gleason (19th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

Richard A. Harewood (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Harry G. Hershenson (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Robert A. Meier, Il (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Birch E. Margan (6th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

F. Emmett Morrissey (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Dan H. McNeal {14th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

David E. Oram (12th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

John S. Peterson (16th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

Joseph A. Power (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Everett Prosser (1st Circuit)
December 5, 1976

John T. Reardon (8th Circuit)
December 5, 1876

Paul D. Reese (1st Gircuit)
December 5, . 376

Charles J. Smith (14th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

Harry S. Stark (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Paul C. Verticchio (7th Circuit)
December 5, 1976

Eugene L. Wachowski (Cook County)
December 5, 1976

Minor K. Wilson {Cook County)
December 5, 1976




Associate Judges

George H. Bunge (18th Circuit)
June 30, 1976

Thomas 5. Cliffe (16tn Circuit)
December 5, 1976

James R. Hansgen (15th Circuit)
December 31, 1878

Marvin E. Johnson (18th Circuit)
December 20, 1976

Irving Kipnis (Cook County)
May 1, 1976

Jack R. Kirkpatrick (9th Circuit)
November 30, 1976

Gordon Moffett (18th Circuit)
June 30, 1976

Robert J. Sprague (20th Circuit)
September 1, 1976

William D. Vanderwater (16th Circuit)
April 26, 1976
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The Supreme Court
Jurisdiction

The lllinois Supreme Court is the highest courtin the
linois judicial system. It has original and exclusive
jurisdiction in cases invoiving the redistricting of the
General Assembly and in cases relating to the ability of
the Governor to serve or resume office. it may exercise
otiginal jurisdiction in cases relating to revenue, man-
damus, prohibition or habeas corpus and as may be
necessary to the complete determination of any case
on review. It has direct appellate jurisdiction in appeals
from judgments of Circuit Courts imposing a sentence
of death and as the Court may provide by rule in other
cases. Appeals from the Appellate Court to the Su-
preme Court are a matter of right if a question under
the Constitution of the United States or of this State
arises for the first time in and as a result of the action of
the Appellate Court, or if a division of the Appellate
Court certifies that a case racided by it involves a
question of such importance hat the case shouid be
decided by the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
may also provide by rule for appeals from the Appeiiate
Court in other cases. (lil. Const., Art. VI, Secs. 4 and 9).

Organization

The Supreme Court consists of seven Justices.
Three are elected from the First Judicial District (Cook
County) and one from each of the other four judicial
districts. Four Justices constitute a quorum and the
concurrence of four is necessary for a decision. One of
the Justices is selected as Chief Justice for a term of
three years. Pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 31,
seniority among the Justices is determined by length of
continuous service. Supreme Court Justices are elect-
ed for terms of 10 years. (Art. Vi, Secs. 2, 3,4 and 10).

The Court holds five terms each year during the
months of January, March, May, September and No-
vember. At each term, the Court issues opinions, holds
conferences, hears oral arguments, rules on motions,
considers maodifications to Supreme Court rules and
meets with the Administrative Director to consider ad-
ministrative and budgetary matters.

When in session, the Justices reside in the Supreme
Court Building in Springfield. In addition, the Court
meets regularly in its Chicago quarters in the Civic
Center. Once each year the Court hears oral argu-
ments at the University of Chicago Law School and at
the University of lllinois College of Law in Champaigr..

Administrative and Supervisory Authority

General administrative and supervisory authority
over the entire, unified Illinois judicial system s vested
in the Supreme Court. This authority is exercised by
the Chief Justice in accordance with the Court's rules.
An Administrative Director and staff, appointed by the
Supreme Court, are provided to assist the Chief Jus-
tice in his duties (Art. VI, Sec. 16). This unique, cori-
stitutional grant of administrative authority has served
as the basis for transforming the lllinois judicial systern
from an unstructured and undisciplined system into an
efficient mechanism for the administration of justice.

The administrative authority of the Supreme Court
over the lllinois judicial system is unrestricted. Howev-
er, in addition to conferring general administrative au-
thority upon the Court, the Constitution identifies spe-
cific areas of judicial administration the Court shall or
may act upon. These areas include;

(1) Prescribing the number of Appeliate Divisions

in each Judicial District;

(2) Assignment of judges to Appellate Divisions:

(3) Prescribing the time and place for Appellate
Divisions o sit;

(4) Providing for the manner of appointing Asso-
ciate Judges;

(5) Providing for matters assignable to Associate
Judges;

(6) In the absence of a law, filling judicial vacan-
cies by appointment;

(7) Prescribing rules of conduct for judges;

(8) Assignment of retired judges to judicial service;

(9) Appointmentof an administrative Director and
staff;

(10) Temporary assignment of judges;

(11) Providing for an annual Judicial Conference
and reporting thereon annually in writing to the
General Assembly;

(12) Appointment of the Supreme Court Clerk and
other non-judicial officers of the Court.

In addition, the Court has a number of other admin-
istrative functions pursuant to statute or which are
inherent in the operation of the Court.

The Court approves, after preparation by the Ad-
ministrative Director, the annual judicia! budget; em-
ploys two law clerks for each Justice to assist in
researching the law and preparing memoranda; se-
lects a Marshal who attends each term of the Court and
performs such other duties, at the direction of the
Court, which are usually performed by the sheriff in trial
courts; and it appoints the Supreme Court Librarian
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who is in charge of keeping the library up-to-date and
preserving all books and documents in the fibrary.
Also, the Court appoints the State Appellate Defender
and two persons to the Appellate Defender Comrnis-
sion; a member of the Board of Commissioners of the
lllinois Defender Project (the Court has designated
William M. Madden, Deputy Director of the Adminis-
trative Office as its appointee); and judicial members of
the Board of Trustees of the Judges’ Retirement Sys-
tem, Also, from time to time, the Court appoints com-
mittees, as the need arises, to study and suggest
amendments in substantive and procedural law, Su-
preme Court rules, and other matters affecting the
administration of justice.

Caseload Summary

During the 1976 terms, the Supreme Court sat for a
total of 65 days. The seven justices of the Court
delivered 236 full opinions and issued 22 supervisory
orders; ruled on 76 petitions for rehearing; ruled on 761
petitions for leave to appeal; and ruled on 1,510 other
motions. Of the 761 petitions for leave to appeal, 156
ot 20.5% were allowed.

The Court receved 1,067 new filings as compared
with 1,009 in 1975.

In addition the Court admitted 2,146 new lawyers to
the practice of law.

Supreme Court Rules

In the exercise of its inherent power to adopt rules
governing practice and procedure, supplemented by
constitutional directives to exercise that authority in
specific areas (Art. VI, Secs. 5, 6, 8, 13, 16 and 17), the
Supreme Court, during 1976, added or amended the
following rules: Effective July 15, 1976 rules 61(c)(24),
61(c)(25), 62, 64, 66, 67, 70 and 71; Effective No-
vember 15, 1976 rules 214, 277(a), 277(f), 284(a),
303(a), 315(b), 315(g), 367(a), 412, 413,721,753, 754
and 766.

Amendments to the Supreme Court's rules on judi-
cial ethics are of particular interest and those amended
are set forth in their entirety below:

Rule 61 Standards of Judicial Conduct

The Supreme Court of lllinois on January 30,
1970, issued the following Order:

The Standards of Judicial Conduct and Rules for
the Regulation of Judicial Conduct set forth below
are hereby adopted as the controlling Standards and
Rules for the judges of this state. Present Rule 61 is
repealed, the Standards are designated as Rule 61,
and the rules as Rules 62 through 71 of this court,
Except as otherwise indicated they become effective
March 15, 1970.

(a) Definitions.

(1) Wherever the word “judge” is used in the
“Standards and Rules it includes circuit and associate
./ judge and judges of the appellate and Supreme Court,

(Amended effective July 1, 1971.)
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(2) Wherever the pronoun “he” is used in the
Standards and Rules it includes the feminine as well as
the masculine form.

(b) Preamble. The assumption of the office of judge
imposes upon the incumbent duties in respect to his
personal conduct which concern his relation to the
state and its inhabitants, the litigants before him, the
principles of law, the practitioners of law in his court,
and the witnesses, jurors and attendants who aid him
in the administration of its functions. In every particular
his conduct should be above reproach. He should be
conscientious, studious, thorough, courteous, patient,
punctual, just, impartial, fearless of public clamor, re-
gardless of public praise, and immune from private,
political or partisan pressures. He should administer
justice according to law, and deal with his appoint-
ments as a public trust. He should not allow other
affairs or his private interests to interfere with the
prompt and proper performance of his judicial duties,
nor should he administer the office for the purpose of
advancing his personal ambitions or increasing his
popularity.

(c) Standards.

(1) The Integrity of Our Legal System. A judge
should bear in mind that ours is a government of law
and not of men and that his duty is the application of
general law to particular instances. He should admin-
ister the office with due regard to the integrity of the
system of the law itself, remembering that he is not a
depositary of arbitrary power, but a judge under the
faw.

(2) The Public Interest. Courts exist to promote
justice, and thus to serve the public interest. Their
administration should be speedy and careful. Every
judge should at all times be alert in his rulings and in
the conduct of the court,

(3) Constitutional Obligations. It is the duty of all
judges to support the federal and applicable state
constitutions; in doing so, they should fearlessly ob-
serve and apply fundamental limitations and guaran-
tees,

(4) Avoidance of Impropriety. A judge’s official
conduct should be free from impropriety and the ap-
pearance of impropriety; he should avoid infractions of
law; and his personal behavior, not only upon the
bench and in the performance of judicial duties, but
also in his everyday life, should be beyond reproach.

(5) Essential Conduct. A judge should be tem-
perate, industrious, attentive, patient, impartial, studi-
ous of the principles of the law and diligent in endeav-
oring to ascertain the facts. He shall devote full time to
his judicial duties and shall normally conduct morning
and afternoon sessions of court for hearing and decid-
ing matters regularly assigned to him.

(6) Promptness. A judge should be prompt in the
performance of his judicial duties. He should recognize
that the time of litigants, jurors and attorneys is of value
and that habitial lack of punctuality or diligence creates
dissatisfaction with the administration of the court.

(7) Court Organization. A judge responsible for
administration should organize the court with a view to
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the prompt and convenient dispatch of its business. No
judge should tolerate abuses or neglect by clerks and
other assistants.

All judges should cooperale to promote the
satisfactory administration of justice,

It is the duty of a judge to hear and decide all
matters regularly assigned to him except in those
cases in which he has a conflict of interest.

(8) Consideration for Counsel and Others. A
judge should be considerate of, and courteous to,
counsel, especially the young and inexperienced,
jurars, witnesses, and others in attendance upon the
court.

He should also require, and so far as his power
extends, enforce, on the part of the court personnel
and counsel, civility and courtesy to the court, to other
counsel, and to jurors, witnesses, litigants and others
having business in the court,

(9) Special Responsibility in Crowded Court-
rooms. In courts having a large volume of cases,
tending to crowd the courtrooms, the judge should give
sericus and careful attention to all decisions, and
should take special care to enforce reasonable order
and decorum.

(10) Unprofessional Conduct of Attorneys. A
judge should criticize or discipline with prudence un-
professional conduct of attorneys in matters pending
before him, and if such action is not a sufficient cor-
rective, should refer the matter to the proper author-
ities.

(11) Appointees of the Judiciary and Their Com-
pensation. All appointments in judicial proceedings
should be made on an impartial basis, with a view of
selecting competent persons of good moral character.
A judge should avoid nepotism and action tending to
create suspicion of impropriety. He shouid not offend
against the spirit of this standard by interchanging
appointments with other judges, or by any other de-
vice. He should receive and consider suggestions of
counsel in proceedings with respect to the appoint-
ments of rustees, receivers, guardians and other per-
sons, but should not permit this choice to be improperly
influenced, nor his free judgment to be impaired. He
should not make unauthorized or unnecessary ap-
pointments. While not hesitating to set or approve just
amounts a judge should be most scrupulous in grant-
ing or approving compensation for setvices of appoin-
tees so as to avoid excessive allowances, whether or
not the same be excepted to or complained of. He
cannot rid himself of this responsibility by consent of
counsel.

{12) Self-Interest and Freedom from Influence. A
judge should neither perform nor take part in any
judicial act in which his personal interests or those of a
relative are involved. He should not allow any person to
influence him improperly or enjoy his favor; he should
not be affected by the kinship, rank, position or influ-
ence of any litigant or other person and he shouid not
convey the impression by his conduct that he can be so
influenced or affected.

(13) Independence. A judge should not be
swayed by partisan demands, public ¢lamor, consid-
erations of personal populiarity or notoriety, nor petmit
fear or unjust criticism to influence his judicial action.

(14) Interference in Conduct of Trial. A judge
should so direct the trial of a case as to prevent
unnecessary waste of time but he should bear in mind
that his undue interference, impatience, or participation
in the examination of witnesses, or a severe attitude on
his part toward witnesses, especially those who are
excited or terrified by the unusual circumstances of a
trial, may tend to prevent the proper presentation of the
cause, or the ascertainment of the truth in respect
thereto.

The judge should avoid controversies with
counsel which are apt to obscure the merits of the
dispute between litigants and lead to its unjust dispo-
sition. In addressing counsel, litigants, or withesses, he
should avoid a controversial manner or tone. He
should give careful attention to the arguments of
counse! and should avoid unnecessary interruptions.

(18) Ex Parte Hearings. In proceedings where an
ex parte hearing is proper, a judge should act only
when he is convinced, after a careful examination of
the facts and principles of law on which the application
is based, that the facts and the law require such action.

(16) Ex Parte Communications. Except as per-
mitted by law, a judge should not permit private or ex
parte interviews, arguments or communications de-
signed to influence his judicial action in any case,
gither civil or criminali.

A judge should not accept in any case briefs,
documents or written communications intended or cal-
culated to influence his action unless the contents are
promptly made known to all patties.

(17) Continuances. In considering applications
for continuances, a judge, without forcing cases
unreasonably or unjustly to trial, should insist upon a
proper observance by counsel of their duties to their
clients, and to adverse parties and their counsel, so as
to expedite the disposition of matters before the court,

(18) Sentences and Punishments. In imposing
sentence, a judge should follow the law and should not
compel persons brought before him to submit to some
act or discipline without authority of law, whether or not
he may think it would have a beneficial corrective
influence. He should endeavor to conform to a rea-
sonable standard of punishrnent and shouid not seek
popularity or publicity either by exceptional severity or
by undue leniency.

(19) Review. A trial judge should promptly certify
the report of proceedings on timely application if it fully
and fairly presents the questions as they arose at the
trial.

(20) Legislation. A judge has exceptional oppor-
tunity to observe the operation of statutes, especially
those relating to practice, and to ascertain whether
they tend to expedite or impede the just disposition of
controversies. Where it is clear that he might contribute
to the public welfare, he should advise those in au-
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thority of his observation and experience in order that
they may remedy defects of procedure.

(21) Inconsistent Obligations. A judge should not
accept duties or obligations which will interfere, or
reasonably appear to interfere, with the proper perfor-
mance of his official duties,

(22) Gifts and Favors. A judge should not accept
gifts or favors from litigants, lawyers practicing before
him, or others whose catises are likely to be submitted
to him for judgment.

(28) Social Relations, A judge should be particu-
larly careful to avoid any action that tends reasonably
to arouse the suspicion that his social or business
relations or friendships influence his judicial conduct.

(24) Photographing, Broadcasting, or Televising
Court Proceedings. Proceedings in court should be
conducted with fitting dignity, decorum, and without
distraction. The taking of photographs in the courtroom
during sessions of the court or recesses bhetween
proceedings detracts from the essential dignity of the
sessions, and the broadcasting or televising of court
proceedings distracts participants and witnesses in
giving testimony, and creates misconceptions with re-
spect thereto in the mind of the public and should not
be permitted. (Amended effective July 15, 1976.)

(25) Conduct of Court Proceedings. Proceedings
in court should be so conducted as to reflect their
importance and seriousness. Judicial robes should be
worn in court, unless not practicable. (Amended effec-
tive July 15, 1976.)

Rule 62 Violations of Standards

A judge who violates the Standards of Judicial Con-
duct may be subject to discipline by the Courts Com-
mission. The Standards, due to their general terms,
may be inadvertently violated on occasion by a judge
and such conduct may be too insignificant to call for
official action. (Amended effective July 15, 1976.)

Rule 64 Abuse of Prestige of Official Position

A judge shall not (a) give grounds for reasonable
suspicion that he is using the power or prestige of his
office to persuade or influence others to patronize or
contribute to the success of any business; or (b) solicit
or permit his name to be used in any manner to solicit
funds for any purpose, charitable or otherwise, except
as provided in Rule 70. A judge should not allow his
name to appear on the letterhead of any organization
where the stationery is used to solicit contributions,
and he should not permit any clerk, bailiff, or attache of
his office to solicit on his behalf for any purpose,
charitable or otherwise. (Amended effective July 15,
1976.)

Rule 66 Disqualification for and Disclosure of
Financial Conflicts of Interest

A judge, as soon as practicable, shall disqualify
himself in any case if (a) he or members of his imme-
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diate family (spouse or minor children residing with
him) have any substantial financial interest in the result
of any therein ruling or decision or (b) he or members
of his immediate family have any substantial financial
interest in any corporation or business which is a party
in said matter or which is identified as provided in this
Rule as having a substantial, direct or indirect interest
in the outcome of the litigation. A judge cannot rid
himself of this responsibility by consent of counsel or
the parties to the case. If a judge has any financial
interest in any corporation which is a party to the
litigation or is identified as having an interest therein,
which he believes to be too insubstantial to require
disqualification, he shall make a full disclosure of such
interest to the parties. In any case in which there are
persons or corporations, not parties of record, who
have a substantial, direct or indirect, financial interest
in its outcome, each party may, within 60 days of the
filing of his initial pleading, file a document identifying
those persons or corporations. It shall be the duty of
the clerk of the court to bring any such document which
has been filed to the attention of any judge before
whom that case is being heard. (Amended effective
July 15, 1976.)

Rule 67 Disqualification for Other Conflicts of
Interest

(a) A judge shall disqualify himself in any case in
which a close relative by blood or marriage (first,
second or third degree of relationship under the rules
of the civil law, see IIl. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 3, §2—1(g),
is a party, has an interest, or appears as counsel.
Disqualification is required where a lineal descendant
or ascendant, brother, sister, uncle, aunt, nephew,
niece or spouse thereof is involved. A judge cannot rid
himself of this responsibility by consent of counsel or
the parties to the case. (b) While a judge should
disqualify himself in virtually all cases where a relative
by blood or marriage is a party, has an interest, or
appears as counsel, this may create an unnecessary
hardship if the degree of relationship is remote. Al-
though those relationships beyond the third degree are
too remote to cause automatic disqualification, more
distant relationships should be disclosed to the parties
if they involve any possible conflict of interest. (c) A
judge shall not participate in any case in which he has
previously acted as counsel. He cannoct rid himself of
this responsibility by consent of counse! or the parties
to the case. (d) A judge shall neither accept any
fiduciary duties nor continue to administer or hold any
fiduciary position or position of trust after January,
1971, except for those involving persons related to him
by consanguinity or affinity. (Amended effective July
15, 1976.)

Rule 70 Partisan Politics

A judge shall not (a) hold any official position or
office in a political party, serve on any party committee,
act as a party leader, and except when he is a can-




didate for election or retention in judicial office, take
part in political campaigns; (b) become a candidate for
a federal, state or local nonjudicial elective office with-
out first resigning his judicial office. A candidate for
election to or retention in a judicial office shall not
personally solicit campaign contributions, but should
establish some method which will not involve him in the
direct solicitation of funds, (Amended effective July 15,
1976.)

Rule 71 Violation of Rules

A judge who violates Rules 63 through 70 may be
subject to discipline by the Illinois Courts Commission.
(Amended effective July 15, 1976.)

Justice Schaefer Retires

Effective December 6, 1976 Juslice Walter V.
Schaefer retired from the Supreme Court by reason of
an “act relating to the compulsory retirement of
judges,” lll. Rev. Stat., ch, 37, §23.71 et seq.

Justice Schaefer was born in Grand Rapids, Michi-
gan on December 10, 1904. He graduated from Hyde
Park High School in Chicago, received his college and
legal education at the University of Chicago, and was
admitted to the llinois Bar in 1928. He engaged in
private practice and served as an assistant corporation
counsel of the city of Chicago from 1937 to 1940. He
was a professor of law at Northwestern University
School of Law from 1940 until 1951 and was chairman
of the lilinois Commission to Study State Government
— "Little Hoover Commission” — from 1949 until
1951. He was one of the principal draftsmen of the
illinois Civil Practice Act of 1933.

On March 21, 1951, the tate Governor Adlai E.
Stevenson H appointed Justice Schaefer to the lilinois
Supreme Court to fill the vacancy caused by the death
of Justice Francis S. Wilson. On June 4, 1951, he was
elected as a Supreme Court Justice from the old
Seventh District; he was subsequently re-elected in
1960 and was retained in 1970 as a Justice from the
new First Judicial District under the provisions of the
amended Judicial Article of 1962. He has served as
Chief Justice of the lilinois Supreme Court on two
occasions: March 23, 1953 to September 13, 1854 and
from Sepntember 12, 1960 to September 11, 1861, He
has been the Senior Justice of the Supreme Court
since July 1, 1965,

Justice Schaefer served as a member of the Su-
preme Court for nearly 26 years. During that span of
time, he has accomplished much to improve the ad-
minisitation of justice. For many years he was the
active liaison Justice to the Supreme Court Rules
Committee; he was an early advocate (1952) of an
annual judicial conference, which came to fruition in
1954 and continues today in its constitutional form as
the lllinois Judicial Conference; and he served as
chairman of the lllinois Courts Commission. These are
only a few illustrations of Justice Schaefer's work
beyond the narrow and traditional scope of “judging.”

His reputation as a jurist and legal scholar is not
confined to the boundaries of inois. His papers have
been published in many law reviews, and he has
lectured frequently, including the Oliver Wendell
Holmes Lecture at Harvard Law School; the Benjamin
N. Cardozo Lecture before the Association of the Bar
of the City of New York; the Ernst Freund Lecture
Series at the University of Chicago; and the Rosenthal
Lecture Series at Northwestern University. in 1969,
Justice Schaefer brought high honor not only to himselit
but to thie judiciary of lllinois when he received the
American Bar Associatiocn’'s most distmgmshed
award—the ABA Medal.

The primary obligation, of course, of a Justice of the
Supreme Court is to make decnsxons on litigated issues
and to reduce to writing the reasons for those deci-
sions. Justice Schaefer's opinions have been de-
scribed as “models of clarity and judicial fearning"
which embody “a comprehensive knowledge of the
law, a broad vision, and a wide, humanitarian ap-
proach”; however, Justice Schaefet’s philosophy of the
law defies description for “he is neither a liberal nor a
conservative, neither a strict constructionist nor an
activist.” Justice Schaefer's first opinion for the Court
was filed on May 24, 1951 in People v. Walker, 409 i,
232, and his first dissenting opinion was filed on No-
vember 27, 1951 in International Harvester Co, v.
Industrial Commission, 410 lil. 543 at 551. A quick
review of the many, many opinions of Justice Schaefer
since 1951 will bear out the above apprabation, but a
more vivid description of his style of writing, perhaps, is
contained in this paraphrased guotation attributed to
Mr. Chief Justice Story of the U.S. Supreme Court:
“Schaefer has a compass, puts out to sea, and goes
directly to the result.”

Justice Kluczynski Retires

Effective December 6, 1976 Justice Thomas E.
Kluczynski retired from the Supreme Court by reason
of an “act relating io the compulsory. reticement of
judges,” lil. Rev. Stat. ch, 37, §23.71 et seq.

Justice Kluczynski was born in Chicago on Sep-
tember 29, 1903 and attended Chicago public and
parochial schools. He graduated from the University of
Chicago Law School in 1927 with an LL.B. degree cum
laude and was admitted to the Hllinois Bar in October of
1927. He engaged in the general practice of law spe-
cializing in trial work until 1948 when he was appointed
a commissioner of the lllinois Industrial Commission.

On December 22, 1850, Justice Kluczynski was
appointed by the late Governor Adlai E. Stevenson I
as a-iudge of the Circuit Court of Cook County and in
February of 1951, he was assigned to the Criminal
Court of Cook County., On June 4, 1951, he was
elected to a six-year term as judge of the circuit court
and re-elected in 1957. During his tenure on the circuit
court bench, Jusiise Kluczynski served as chief justice
of the Criminal Court (1951-1952), as presiding judge
of the Family (Juvenile) Court (1952-1954) and there-
after was assigned to the common-law civil trial call. In
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1958, he was selected as the chief justice of the circuit
court, and thereafter, until September 1962, he was the
assignment judge of the circuit court (common-law
calendar) and motion judge of the unified motion call of
both the Circuit and Superior Courts of Cook County. In
1962, he was named a chancellor (chancery calendar)
of the circuit court and served there untii November of
1963 when he was assigned by the Supreme Court to
the First District Appellate Court. Justice Kluczynski
was elected to the Appellate Court in November of
1964 and there served a term as chairman of the
executive committee and presiding judge of the First
Division of that court. In November of 1966, he was
elected as a Justice of the Supreme Court from the
First District, and was retained in 1970.

Justice Kluczynski served as a judicial officer for
nearly 26 years, His extensive and practical experi-
ence as a trial lawyer, trial judge and reviewing court
justice has contributed immensely to the administration
of justice in lllinois. His sagacious advice and counsel,
his quick wit and facile mind have been to the benefit of
justice, not only as illustrated in his written opinions,
but in other judicially related activities. For example, he
served as a member of the Supreme Court Judicial
Backlog Committee; he was appointed in December of
1962 to the executive committee of the lilinois Judicial
Conference and actively and faithfully served that
committee untii December of 1966. The Supreme
Court appointed Justice Kiuczynski as its liaison officer
to the executive committee in December of 1970.

Justice Kluczynski's approach to the law and justice
is practical. In the very best sense of the phrase, he is a
judicial pragmatist who views issues in the light of
reality. His many years in the active practice of law and
his diverse experience as a judge in the trial courts are
reflected in his well-reasoned, thorough and analytical
Supreme Court opinions. Again and again, his opinions
keenly demonstrate the legal ramifications of ruling for
or against plaintiff or defendant, and this seems to be
particularly evidenced in cases dealing with the au-
thority or function of a governmental entity. He has
through the years carefully balanced the scales of
justice. Justice Kluczynski's Supreme Court opinions
are contained in 30 volumes of the Official Reports.

Judicial Appointments

The lllinois Constitution, Article VI, Section 12, pro-
vides that, in the absence of a law providing for the
filling of vacancies in the office of Supreme, Appellate
or Circuit Judge, such vacancies may be filled by
appointment by the Supreme Court. in the exercise of
this authority, the Supreme Court, during 1976, made
the following appointments of attorneys and sitting
judges {an asterisk {*) after a judge’s name indicates
that he was a sitting judge who was elevated to higher
judicial office):

Appellate Court

John C. Hayes
John M. O'Connor, Jr. (until December 6, 1976)
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Circuit Court

John M. O'Connor, Jr., Cook County
Joseph P. Koval, 7th Circuit
L. Keith Hubbard, 7th Circuit
Ben K. Miller, 7th Circuit
Wendell L. Thompson?*, 13th Circuit
Delmar O. Koebel, 20th Circuit

Clerk of the Supreme Court

The Constitution of 1970, Art, VI, Section 18, made
an important advance in removing the Clerk of the
Supreme Court and the Clerk of the Appellate Court, in
each Judicial District, from the elective process, effec-
tive upon the expiration of the elective terms of the
incumbent clerks. Section 18 provides that the Su-
preme Court and the Appellate Court judges, in each
Judicial District, shall appoint a clerk and other non-
judicial officers. Pursuant to this provision, the Su-
preme Court on November 26, 1974, appointed Mr.
Cleli L. Woods as Clerk of the Supreme Court, effective
January 13, 1975.

During 1976, the staff of the Clerk's offic# totaled
fourteen—the Clerk and thirteen deputy clerks.

1976 Annual Report of the
Supreme Court to the
General Assembly

The lllinois Constitution, Article Vi, Section 17, pro-
vides:
“The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for an
annual judicial conference to consider the work of
the courts and to suggest improvements in the
administration of justice and shall report thereon
annually in writing to the General Assembly not
later than January 31."”
Chief Justice Daniel P. *#ard, on behalf of the Supreme
Court, submitted the 1976 report on January 31, 1977,
The text of that report is set forth below:

January 31, 1977

President

Senate of the State of lllinois
Capitol Building

Springfield, lllinois 62706

Honorable William A. Redmond, Speaker
House of Representatives

State of lllinois

Capitol Building

Gentlement:

The following report is submitted in accordance with
section 17 of article VI of the lllinois Constitution of
1970 which states: “The Supreme Court shall provide
by rule for an annual judicial conference to consider the
work of the courts and to suggest improvements in the




administration of justice and shall report thereon an-
nually in writing to the General Assembly not later than
January 31."

The organization of the Winois Judicial Conference
is defined by Supreme Court Rule 41. The Conference
is a continuing body which each year provides a
number of seminars and continuing judicial education
programs, and other programs, such as visitations by
judges, in cooperation with the Director of the Depart-
ment of Corrections, at various penal institutions.
Study and standing committees are active throughout
the year and include: Committee on Juvenile Prob-
lems, which is in the process of publishing a bench-
book for judges on juvenile court procedures; Com-
mittee on Criminal Law for lllinois Judges, which is
revising and updating its benchbook; Committee on
Court Services; Committee on Indemnity, Third Party
Actions and Eguitabie Contributions; Committee on
Jury Selection and Utilization; Committee on Judicial
Education; Committee on Mental Health; Committee
on Enforcement of Support Orders; Committee on
Procedures in Quasi-Criminal and Ordinance Violation
Cases and Discovery in Misdemeanor Cases; Com-~
mittee on Bail Procedures; and others.

The attached recommendations include some com-
mented on in past years, and | deem they merit the
consideration of the members of the General Assem-
bly.

Sincerely,

(Daniel P. Ward)
Chief Justice

cc: Members of the General Assembly
Secretary of Senate
Clerk of House

Clerks ot the Circuit Courts

Circuit Court Clerks Should be Appointed, Not
Elected

in 1978 the Supreme Court appointed a committee
of respected lawyers and clerks of court to study the
laws governing clerks of court and to recommend
changes to improve the efficiency and efficacy of the
operation of the several clerks’ offices. The Committee
on Cierks of Court filed a comprehensive report with
our Court in January of 1974. The report contained
several recommendations to improve the opetation of
the various circuit court clerks’ offices (see 1974 An-
nual Report of the Administrative Office of the lllinois
Courts to the Supreme Court, pp. 17, 18.), and stated:
“"While circuit clerks perform myriad duties requiring
intelligence, discretion, good judgment and man-
agement talents, they are not responsible for for-
mulating policy. Their principal responsibility is to
faithfuily execute policies set forth in statutes, rules,
or orders of court—regardless of the reaction of the
local electorate, not in response to it. The idea that a

clerk could frustrate the policy objectives of the court
he serves on the grounds that he is elected, and
therefore ‘responsible to the people,’ is intolerable.
Our Constitution vests general adminisfrative au-
thority over the circuit courts in the Chief Judge,
subject only to the general administrative and su-
pervisory power of the Supreme Court, The clerk is
an integral part of the judicial team, as are court
reporters, for example, and that he shou!d be elect-
ed rather than appointed is a historical and political
anomaly having little, if anything, to do with promot-
ing the efficiency or effectiveness of his office. The
committee, therefore, recommends that circuit
clerks become appointed non-judicial officers of the
state court system, . ..

The Supreme Court recognizes that the power o
provide for either the election or the appointment of
clerks of the circuit court is a matter within the exclu-
sive jurisdiction of the General Assembly. Ili. Const. art.
VI, §18(b). Nevertheless, the Supreme Court concurs
with its Committee’s recommendation that clerks of the
circuit court should be appointed by the circuit judges
of the respective circuits and urges the General As-
sembly to consider changing the law in that respect.

The General Assembly Should Consider
Alternative Procedures For Dealing With Criminal
Defendants Who Are Unfit To Stand Trial But
Are Not In Need Of Hospitalization For Mental
Treatment

Under Ill. Rev, Stat. 1975, ch. 38, par. 1005-2-2
{Unified Code of Corrections, §5-2-2), a defendant has
a statutory right to release on bail or recognizance if he
has been found unfit to stand trial, but has subse-
quently been found not to be “in need of mental
treatment” necessitating his involuntary hospitaliza-
tion. While par. 1005-2-2 prescribes that the release
be subject to such canditions as the trial court finds
appropriate, situations occur in which the trial judge is
reluctant to release a defendant who has been charged
with a violent felony, preferring that the defendant
remain in the custody of the Department of Mental
Health and Developmental Disabilities until he is fif to
stand trial. Accordingly, the trial judge will remand the
defendant to the custody of the Department of Mental
Health and Developmental Disabilities, despite the fact
that the defendant has been found not to be “in need of
mental treatment.”

This precise factual situation arose in the recent
case of People ex rel. Martin v. Strayhorn, 62 Wi, 2d
296, 342 N.E. 2d 5 (1976). There, the petitioner had
been indicted for aggravated battery and attempted
murder. While this Court followed the statutory man-
date and directed the trial iudge to conduct a bail
hearing, we are aware of the extremely difficult position
in which the trial judge was placed.

The Supreme Court suggests that the legislature
consider alternative methods for handling potentially
dangerous defendants who are unfit to stand tnal but
yet not “in need of mental treatment.”
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The General Assembly Should Consider
Alternative Procedures For Dealing With Criminal
Defendants Acquitted By Reason Of Insanity
Which Persists

An equally troublesome matter, somewhat similar to
the situation described above, would seem to require
legislative consideration. lll. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 38,
$1005-2-4 (Unified Code of Corrections, §5-2-4) pro-
vides in pertinent part that where a defendant is ac-
quitted of a criminal offense by reason of insanity, the
trial court, upon a finding that the defendant has not
tecovered from his insanity, shall enter an order finding
the defendant to be “in need of mental treatment” and
shall order the defendant to be hospitalized in the
custody of the Department of Mental Health and De-
velopmental Disabilities. Thereafter, the Mental Health
Code (lll, Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 91-1/2, §1-1 et seq.)
controls the care and ireatment, and admission and
discharge of the defendant. The Mental Health Code
provides that the superintendent of the hospital “may
at any time grant an absolute discharge. . . and shall do
so If the [defendant] is no longer in need of hospital-
ization." If the hospitalization is pursuant to a court
order, the superintendent must notify the court that the
defendant has been granted an absolute discharge. lll.
Rev, Stat. 1975, ch. 91-1/2, §10-4.

Understandably, the trial court is reluctant to order a
defendant, charged with a violent felony but acquitted
by reason of insanity which persists, to be hospitalized
in the custody of the Department of Mental Health and
Developmental Disabilities without providing in its
order for further judicial review if the Department later
determines that the defendant should be absolutely
discharged from its custody. That factual situation oc-
curred in two recent cases decided by the Appellate
Court. The Appellate Court ruled that the trial court
loses jurisdiction after a finding for the defendant on
the ground of not guilty by reason of insanity, and
therefore the trial court cannot impose a condition in its
order that the Department is not to release or dis-
charge the defendant unless the trial court holds a
hearing on whether the defendant has recovered from
his insanity. See People v. Adams, 35 lIl. App. 3d 810,
343 N.E. 2d 659 (1976); People v. Javurek, 40 lil. App.
3d 218, 351 N.E. 2d 897 (1976). (In both cases, the
defendants were charged with murder, and it was
implicit from the court's order that the trial judge was
concerned about the recovery of the defendants and
about the safety of the community,)

The Supreme Court recommends that the General
Assembly consider apprepriate amendatory legislation
to provide for judicial review on the question of a
defendant's recovery from his insanity, in situations
desceribed abuve, prior to absolute discharge by the
Dbef)artment of Mental Health and Developmental Dis-
abilities,

Administrative Agency Or Person, Not Circuit
Judge, Should Assess Inheritance Tax

It is provided in lll. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 120, §385
that a circuit judge, designated and assigned by the

22

chief judge of the circuit, shall ascertain whether any
transfer of any property is subject to an inheritance tax,
and if it be subject to the tax, the circuit judge shall
assess and fix the cash value of the estates and the tax
due. Section 385 further provides that any person
dissatisfied with the circuit judge’s appraisement, as-
sessment, allowance of fees and expenses, etc. may
appeal the circuit judge's ruling to the circuit court. Qur
Court recently had occasion to decide whether §385
violated the doctrine of separation of powers and the
appeliate rule-making authority of the Supreme Court
as contained in article 1l, §! and article Vi, §§6, 16 of the
1970 Constitution. In re Estate of Barker, 63 iil.2d 113,
345 N.E.2d 484 (1976).

A majority of our Court determined that §385 was
censtitutional and that while the assessment of taxes
by the circuit judge is a nonjudicial function, §4(d) of the
Transition Schedule of our constitution allowed the
circuit courts to exercise certain nonjudicial functions
vested by law as of December 31, 1963. We further
determined that the “appeal” from the circuit judge's
assessment order to the circuit court was not an appeal
as used in article VI of the constitution but rather a
judicial review of administrative action. We concluded,
and commend to the General Assembly for its con-
sideration:

“However, that there should be a review of an order

of the ‘circuit judge' by the ‘circuit court’ is an an-

omaly which often results, as was the case here, in a

judge incongruonisly reviewing the correctness of his

own order. We consider the legisiature should pro-
vide for the assessment to be made by an adminis-
trative body or person and for a right of review in the

circuit court.” 345 N.E.2d 484, 488-489,

lllinois Should Adopt A Rule Of Comparative
Negligence For Apportioning Damages In Tort
Cases

*In court actions based upon defendant’s negligent
conduct any contributory negligence by the plaintiff
is a deterrent to recovery in all judicial systems,
based upon the English common law, In some ju-
risdictions, it is a complete bar. In others, it simply
diminishes the plaintiff's damages. In still others,
one rule is applied to some types of cases, and
another rule, to other types of cases. The practice of
diminishing plaintiff's damages to the extent of his
contributory negligence, instead of barring his re-
covery, has come to be known as ‘comparative
negligence.’
* * *

“The proponents of comparative negligence base
their most persuasive arguments on the broad phi-
losophical principle that it is more just. in addition,
they contend that it will bring about more jury waiv-
ers because piaintiffs will no longer fear the appli-
cation of the hard rules, frequently ignored by juries,
that a plaintiff cannot recover if he is guilty of con-
tributory negligence, no matter how slight. This, they
say, will result in more out of court settlements. The
opponents of comparative negligence say that any



injustice arising from barring recovery is in practice
tempered or compromised by the jury; that if recov-
ery is made easler for the plaintiff, more suits will be
filed and insurance rates will be raised. They further
argue that fixing exact percentages will confuse
juries.

“After a thorough study of comparative negligence,
{the llinois Judicial Conference Committee on
Comparative Negligence] is of the opinion that the
reasons advanced for this rule rather than the strict
contributory negligence rule provide a better stan-
dard of justice and are more persuasive.

* L3 *

“CONFERENCE ACTION:

“Resolution adopted favoring a comparative neg-
ligencerule.,..” 1964 lll. Jud, Conf. Rept. 110, 111,
113, 117,
lllinois continues to adhere to the position that a

plaintiff's negligence acts as a complete bar to recov-
ery in a common law action for damages. Several
years ago, a majority of our Court declined to judicially
revise Hlinois law in this regard by rejecting the notion
that the Supreme Court should abandon the lilincis
rule, long recognized as the law in this State, merely
because the Court is of the opinion that it might decide
otherwise were the question a new one. Maki v. Frelk,
40 1l.2d 193, 239 N.E.2d 445 (1968):
“After full consideration we think, however, that such
a far-reaching change, if desirable, should be made
by the legislature rather than by the court. The
General Assembly is the department of government
to which the constitution has entrusted the power of
changing the laws. [citation).
* * *
“Counsel on both sides have argued this case at
length, supplying the court with a comprehensive
review of many authorities. But we believe that on
the whole the considerations advanced in support of
a change in the rule might better be addressed to the
legislature.” Maki v. Frelk, 239 N.E.2d 445, 447.
Nevertheless, it is impaortant to emphasize that the
Supreme Court agrees with the Judicial Conference
Report and believes that apportioning damages
through a comparative riegligence rule is a logical and
just method of distributing responsibility according to
fauit, and the Supreme Court recommends that the
General Assembly adopt such a method.
“The hardship of the doctrine of contributory negli-
gence upon the plaintiff is readily apparent. it places
upon one party the entire burden of a loss for which
two are, by hypothesis, responsible. The negligence
of the defendant has played no less a part in causing
the damage; the plaintiff’s deviation from the com-
munity standard of conduct may even be relatively
slight, and the defendant's more extreme; the in-
jured man is in ail probability, for the very reason of
his injury, the less able of the two to bear the
financial burden of his loss; and the answer of the
law to all this is that the defendant goes scott free of
all liability and the plaintiff bears it all.” Prosser, The
Law of Torts, at 443 (3rd ed. 1964).

The Court is unpersuaded by the argument that
there are practical considerations which dictate a re-
tention of the contributory negligence rule, Some peo-
ple assert that the adoptian of a rule of comparative
negligence would increase litigation and court con-
gestion, encourage negligent driving and cause insur-
ance rates to rise. However, even if there were any
basis for such “practical” arguments, the cardinal
concern is whether the rule proposed would batter
serve to attain more just dispositions in negligence
cases. The so-called practical problems must properly
be considered subordinate to the primary considera-
tion for more just judicial dispositions of these cases.

The Principle Of Contribution Among Joint
Tortfeasors Should Be Adopted In Hlinois

Hllinois is one of only twelve states which Continue to
adhere to the common law prohibition against contri-
bution among joint tortfeasors. Under lllinois law any
one joint tortfeasor may be liable for the entire injury
without evaluation of his or her relative fault and with-
out recourse against the other joint tortfeasors, some
of whom may be far more culpable. To avoid the harsh
results which follow such a principle, over three-
quarters of the states have developed a concept of
contribution which allows a joint tortfeasor who has
paid the full judgment to proceed against his or her
fellow joint tortfeasors to distribute the llability among
the possible defendants on a more equitable basis,

In suggesting that the General Assembly act to
alleviate the inequities of a rule against contribution,
the Supreme Court is being consistent with its preced-
ing recommendation that compatative negligence be
adopted in lllinois. Though comparative negligence
deals with the relation of plaintiff-defendant and con-
tribution deals only with the relation among jaint tort-
feasors, the basic concern under both concepts is to
assure just results by a factual assessment of the
relative fault of the various parties.

The lllinois Judicial Conference appointed a Study
Committee on Indemnity, Third Party Actions and Eg-
uitable Contributions which studied in detail the
operation of the current lWinois law, the endeavors of
other jurisdictions to provide a workable concept of
contribution, and the feasibility of the adoption of a fule .
of contribution in lllinols relative to the existing statutory
framework.

In September of 1976 a comprehensive report was
filed by the Committee. The Committee unanimously
recommended the adoption of contribution among joint
tortfeasors in llinois with liability to be apportioned on
the basis of pure relative fault. The Committee specifi-
cally observed that implementation of the change by
“legislative enactment [would] present the opportunity
to view the area as a whole, rather tfian on a case by
case basis, and at one time propose answers {o those
problems which may be foreseen.” In balloting on the
recommendations contained in the Committee report,
the circuit and appellate judges of lllinois voted 173-6
in favor of the proposition that the current lllinois law
precluding contribution between multiple tortfeasors
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shouid be substantially changed and that the contribu-
tion among the tortfeasors should be assessed on pure
relative fault rather than a pro-rata basis,

Judicial Salaries

PART A
Judicial Salaries Should Be Increased

There can be little doubt that when a successful
lawyer becomes a judge in lllinois, he does so despite
the fact that he knows that he and his family will
thereby suffer a financial loss. A competent lawyer in
Minols can anticipate a substantially higher annual
income and substantially greater income tax advan-
tages than he would receive as an lilinois judge. The
Illinois Constitution and the rules of the Supreme Court
severely proscribe, and rightly so, the sources of a
judge’s income. He must devote fulltime to his judicial
duties and cannot practice law (lll. Const, art. VI,
§13(b)); he cannot assume an active role in the man-
agement of any business nor serve as an officer or
director of any for-profit corporation (lll. Rev. Stat.
1975, ch. 110A, §683); and he cannot accept compen-
sation of any kind for service performed except his
judicial salary, although he may accept reasonable
compensation for lecturing, teaching, writing or similar
activities (lll, Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 110A, §65). The
consequence of these proscriptions is that most judges
must support their family solely from the salary provid-
ed by law.

The General Assembly last favorably considered
judicial salaries on December 4, 1974 (Public Act
78-1283, approved January 8, 1975, effective July 1,
1975). (lll. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 53, §3 et seq.) While
that Act raised judges' salaries and eliminated the
disparity in salaries bptween trial judges in single
county circuits and those in multi-county circuits, a
good percentage of the salary increase has been
eroded oy inflation. The U.S. Department of Labor
reports, for example, that the consumer price index has
risen nationally more than 73% since 1967. While
judges’' salaries increased just over 40%, the con-
sumer price index has risen over 73%. More recently,
comparing the consumer price index for the year 1974
to the year 1976 through October, the index rose
17.3%.

Maintaining judicial salaries at adequate levels is
also a serious concern in the federal judiciary. In its
report to the President of the United States, filed in
December of 1976, the Commission on Executive,
Legislative and Judicial Salaries, chaired by the former
Secretary of Commerce, Peter G. Peterson, recom-
mended the federal judges’ salaries be increased as
follows: U.S. District Court Judges—$62,000 (a 47.6%
increase); U.S. Court of Appeals Judges—$65,000 (a
45.7% increase); and U.S, Supreme Court Associate
Justices—$77,500 (a 23.0% increase). See The Re-
port of the Commission on Executive, Legislative and
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Judicial Salaries, Table |, following page 19 (De-
cember, 1976). lllinois judges, not unlike their federal
sounterparts, have heavy judicial responsibilities and
families to support.

Judicial salaries should be maintained at a level
which will attract qualified lawyers to the bench and
which will enable us to retain the most qualified
members of the present judiciary. The Supreme Court
recommends that the General Assembly favorably
consider increasing judicial salaries to a level approx-
imating the recent increases in the consumer price
index.

PART B
Single Source of Judicial Salaries

Since January 1, 1964, the effective date of the
amended Judicial Article to the 1870 Constitution, lili-
nois has had a unified court structure, which has been
exemplified by legal scholars and national court and
judicial organizations as the model court system. The
heart of our court system is the jurisdiction of the circuit
court, which possesses virtually unlimited “original ju-
risdiction of all justiciabie matters.” lll, Const. ar{ VI, §9.
That jurisdiction, of course, is exercised by the j:tige
and associate judges of the circuit court, and when so
exercised, it is not confined, generally, to kinds of
cases or the geographical area where a particular
circuit court is situated. lll. Const. art VI, §16; People ex
rel. Phillips Petroleum Company v. Gitchoff et al., 65
Hl.2d 249, 357 N.E.2d 534 (1976). Trial judges, like the
judges of the Supreme and Appellate Courts, are State
officers and the source of their salary should reflect
that fact.

Public Act 78-1283 (lll. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 53,
§§3.2, 3.3) provides in substance that the salaries of
the circuit and associate judges are to be borne by both
the State and by the counties. In particular, the Act
provides that part of the salaries of circuit judges
($7,500) and of associate judges ($4,500) in multi-
county circuits shall be reimbursed to the State Trea-
sury by the counties within the circuit on a pro-rata
formula based on the total population in the circuit and
on the population of each county within the circuit.
Many years ago the General Assembly passed legis-
lation, which provided for a similar reimbursement
plan, but said plan was apparently determined not to
be susceptible to effective administration for the Gen-
eral Assembly repealed that part of the statute. See,
e.g., ll. Rev. Stat. 1967, ch. 53, §3. Similar adminis-
trative difficulties seemingly have now occurred in col-
lecting the reimbursement from the affected counties
as illustrated by legislation introduced in the 79th
General Assembly. e.g., Senate Bill 1064 and House
Bill 437 (vetoed by the Governor) and House Bill 3226.

The Supreme Court believes that the salaries of
circuit and associate judges should be paid directly by
the State without requiring each county in multi-county
circuits to reimburse, on a pro-rata basis, the State
Treasury for a portion of those judges’ salaries.




Salaries Of Official Court Reporters

The maximum salary that an cfficial court reporter
may receive is $16,000 per year. That maximum level
was set by the General Assembly, effective October 1,
1973. (lil, Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 37, par, 658.) Senate Bill
985 (passed by both Houses of the 79th General
Assembly) would have raised the maximum to $19,000
per year but was vetoed by the Governor.

Official court reporters are hard-working, dedicated
professionals who occupy an important position in the
circuit court system. To retain these professionals and
to attract additional qualified candidates for the position
af official court reporter, it is necessary to maintain a
competitive salary structure. Furthermore, official court
reporters are prohibited by our Administrative Regula-
tions from engaging in private reporting employment,

The Supreme Court recommends that the General
Assembly consider amending §8 of The Court Reporter
Act (lil. Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 37, par. 658(a)) by in-
creasing the maximum salary for official court report-
ars. If the General Assembly should increase the
maximum salary, our Administrative Director, in com-
puting the amount of salary increment for individual
official court reporters, will be guided by proficiency,
experience, and the population of the area to which an
official court reporter is normally assigned. A raise in
the maximum payable will not, therefore, automatically
result in a raise for any reporter, but will only empower
this Court to authorize higher salaries for those who, by
reason of demonstrated proficiency, experience and
workload, clearly are entitled to higher salaries.

The General Assembly Should Consider
Adopting Legislation Which Will Provide For
Payment By The State Of The Expense of
Operating The Chief Circuit Judges’ Qffices In
Multi-County Circuits and For Other
Administrative Needs Of Our Court System

"Subject to the authority of the Supreme Court, the
Chief Judge shall have general administrative au-
thority over his court, including authority to provide
for divisions, general or specialized, and for appro-
priate times and places of holding court.” li, Const,

art. Vi, §7(c).

This constitutional provision places broad adminis-
trative authority in the chief circuit judge. To properly
execute that authority, the chief judge needs person-
nel, office equipment, supplies and other items tradi-
tionally associated with management. In multi-county
circuits, an individual county board is reluctant to as-
sume the full responsibility for paying the expenses of
a chief judge’s office which serves the management
needs of counties within the circuit other than the chief
judge’s county of residence. Understandabiy, the
county boards believe they cannot justify spending
their county's taxpayers’ funds for the expenses of the
office of a chief judge who has circuit-wide manage-

ment responsibilities. Most chief judges in multi~county
circuits estimate the cost of operating their office to be
maodest.

The General Assembly pays the salary and travel
expenses of each chief judge's administrative secre-
tary (I, Rev. Stat. 1975, ch. 37, §§72.4-1, 72.4-2) but
none of the other expenses associated with the chief
judge’s office is borne by the State. The Supreme
Court believes that the expenses of the office of the
chief judge {(a constitutional officer) in multi-county
circuits should be paid out ¢f State appropriations and
that the General Assembly $hould consider legislation
providing same,

If the Supreme Court is to carry out its constitutional
mandate to administer and supervise the lllihois court
system, more resources than those urged above will
be needed. It is important that each chief circuit judge
receive adequate funding with which to operate an
efficient, responsive office in each circuit. 1t is, howev-
er, equally important that the Supreme Court receive
adequate funding with which its Administrative Director
can operate an efficient, responsive State-wide ad-
ministrative structure for ali the courts of this State.

Programs of continuing judicial education have
blossomed from a single seminar involving 140 judges
in 1964 to nine judicial education programs with an-
ticipated attendance by 1098 judges and various other
educational programs for related personnel in 1976.
Our Administrative staff is increasingly preoccupied
with organizing, preparing for and presenting such
programs to the detriment of othet, equally important,
responsibilities. The staff of the Supreme Court's Ad-
ministrative Office should be entarged so that profes-
sional staff personnel may carry out frequent personal
visits—inspection tours, if you wish-—to each county,
under the supervision of the Administrative Director.

Some of the administrative staff does have regular
contact with selected members of the judiciary (for
example, there are monthly meetings of the Confer-
ence of Chief Circuit Judges and the Executive Com-
mittee of the Judicial Conference), but they rarely have
an opportunity to visit with other circuit and associate
judges outside of educational seminars. Even rarer are
the opportunities for the Administrative staff to meet
with clerks of the circuit court, court reporters, proba-
tion personnel, public defenders, state’s attorneys and
other personnel operating within or affecting the
operation of the judicial branch of government,

Unfortunately, the startling growth of its responsibil-

ity for continuing judicial education, the growing vol-
ume of other materials which must be processed by the
Administrative Office and the increasing number of
meetings which must be attended by the staff has

made it increasingly more Jifficult for the Administra-

tive staff to make regular personal visits to each
county. ,
Additional resources will be necessary if the Admin-
istrative Office is to maintain personal contact wit'rthe
day-to-day functions of the circuit courts throughout
the State. ‘

25




The General Assembly Should Consider
Legisiation To implement The Constitutional
Guarantee To A Prompt Preliminary Hearing In
Criminal Cases

“No person shall be held to answer for a crime
punishable by death or by imprisonment in the pen-
itentiary unless either the initial charge has been
brought by an indictment of a grand jury or the
person has been given a prompt preliminary hearing
to establish probable cause.” lil. Const. art. 1, §7.
Under this constitutional provision an accused held
on a criminal charge punishable by imprisonment in the
nenitentiary must be afforded a prompt hearing to
determine the existence of probable cause. Violation of
the right to a prompt preliminary hearing has been
complained of in several cases presented to this Court
since the effective date of our new constitution. Simi-
larly, cases alleging violation of this right are being
presented to the Appellate Court. See People v. Kil-
gore, 39 lll. App. 3d 1000, 350 N.E. 2d 810 (1976).
Considering the frequency of the violations and the
possibility of future abuse, the time is appropriate to
fashion sanctions to assure and protect the right to a
prompt preliminary hearing guaranteed by §7 of article
l,
In People v. Howell, 60 lll. 2d 117, 324 N.E. 2d 403
(1975), this Court concluded:
“We consider the delays in giving an accused a
prompt preliminary hearing to be a serious depriva-
tion of his constitutional rights and we are deeply
concerned about the number of cases in which an
accused has not had a prompt probable-cause de-
termination. We consider this a subject for appro-
priate legislative action and we strongly urge the
General Assembly to consider the prompt imple-
mentation of this constitutional provision.” 324 N.E.
2d 403, 405-406.
The Supteme Gourt is aware of a measure passed
by the 79th General Assembly (i.e., House Bill 3420,
vetoed by the Gover;nor); however, the Court again

strongly recommends appropriate legislative action to
implement the constitutional guarantee of a prompt
preliminary hearing to establish probable cause in
every case in which a person is charged with an
offense punishable by death or imprisonment in the
penitentiary.

The General Assembly Should Consider
Legislation To Allow Counties To Recover The
Costs Of Defender Services From Certain
Defendants

In illinois, the trial courts are obliged by law to
appoint counsel, either the public defender or a private
attorney, to represent a defendant, who is indigent, in
all criminal cases except where the penalty is a fine
only. The cost of providing appointed counsel to an
indigent defendant is, of course, borne by the county.
ll. Rev. Stat, 1975, ch. 38, §113-3. To assist the trial
court in determining whether a defendant is indigent,
the defendant is required to execute an affidavit of
assets and liabilities. However, if it is later discovered
that in fact the defendant was not indigent, that he had
the financial resources to retain counsel of his choos-
ing at the time of executing the affidavit, there is no
statutory authorization for the county to recover its
costs from the defendant for the legal services ren-
dered by the pubtic defendcr or other defense counsel
appointed by the trial court. This precise factual situa-
tion recently arose in the Appellate Court in the case of
County of Champaign v. Hanks, 41 Wi. App. 3d 679,
353 N.E. 2d 405 (1976).

The Supreme Court recommends for the General
Assembly's consideration legislation which would pro-
vide statutory authorization for a county to recover the
cost of legal defense services provided at trial to a
defendant who falsely represented himself to be in-
digent. The General Assembly may wish to consider
legislation similar to the recovery of funds provision
contained in section 11 of the State Appellate Defender
Act. lll. Rev, Stat. 1975, ch. 38, §208-11,

The Appellate Court
Jurisdiction

The Appellate Court is the intermediate court of
review in the lllinois judicial system. Appeals from final
judgments of a Circuit Court may be taken as a matter
of right to the Appellate Court, except in cases ap-
pealable directly to the Supreme Court. There is no
appeal from a judgment of acquittal in a criminal case.
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The Appellate Court may exetcise original jurisdiction
when necessary to the complete determination of any
case on review, and it may also review administrative
actions, as may be provided by law, (Art. VI, Sec. 6).
Pursuant to the constitutional provision concerning re-
view of administrative actions, the legislature has en-
acted two such statutes: (1) the Environmental Pro-
tection Act, lll. Rev. Stat., ch. 111-1/2, § 1041, effective
July 1, 1970, provides that “final orders or determina-




tions” of the Polution Control Board may be appealed
directly to the Appellate Court; and (2) the Election
Code, lll. Rev. Stat., ch. 46, § 8-22, effective October 1,
1974, provides that “judgments” of the State Board of
Elections concernirig disclosure of campaign contribu-
tions and expenditures may be appealed directly to the
Appellate Court.

In general, Articles lll and VI of the Supreme Court
Rules govern the mechanics of appellate procedure in
civil and criminal cases. Of particular note, is Rule 335
which controls direct appeals from administrative ac~
tions to the Appellate Court.

ltis interesting to observe that lilinois is only one of a
few states that provides for appeal as a matter of
constitutional right in the intermediate court of review.
Furthermore, the Constitution in Article VI, Section 16
directs that the Supreme Court implement the right of
appeal by promulgating rules “for expeditious and in-
expensive appeals” to the Supreme and Appellate
Courts. Thus, it may be fairly stated that an aggrieved
litigant, who disagrees with the decision of the Circuit
Court, can appeal the judgment to the Appellate Court.
This right of appeal applies equally to the defendant
who is adjudged guilty of violating a traffic ordinance,
as well as to the plaintiff who has lost a $1,000,000
personal injury lawsduit. In addition, a litigant has a right
to appeal from a decision of the Appellate Court to the
Supreme Court if the Appellate Court issues a certifi-
cate of importance or a question arises under the
Federal or State Constitutions for the first time as a
resuit of the action of the Appellate Court,

Organization

The Constitution (there are only a handful of states
which constitutionally provide for an intermediate ap-
pellate court}, Art. VI, Sec. 5, provides: (1) the number
of Appellate Judges to beé selected from each judicial
district shall be provided by law; (2) the Supreme Court
shall prescribe by rule the number of appellate divi-
sions in each judicial district; (3) each appellate divi-
sion shall have at least three judges; (4) assignments
of judges to divisions shall be made by the Supreme
Court; (5) a majority of a division constitutes a quorum
and the concurrence of a majority of the division is
necessary for a decision; (6) there shall be atleast one
division in each judiciat district; and (7) each division
shall sit at times and places prescribed by rules of the
Supreme Court. Appeliate Court judges, like Supreme
Court judges, are elected for 10 year terms. (Art. VI,
Sec. 10)

As of December 31, 1974 the General Assembly has
provided for the election of 18 Appellate Judges from
the First District and 4 from each of the pther four
districts. The fourth judgeship in each of the four
downstate appellate districts was established effective
October 1, 1973 (lil. Rev, Stat., ch. 37, § 25). These
new judgeships were filled at the November, 1974
general election.

Pursuant to Section 5 of Article VI, the Supreme
Court has adopted Rule 22 which establishes the
organization of the Appellate Court. The rule contains
the following provisions:

Divisions—The Appellate Court shall sit in divisions

of three judges. In the First District there shall be five

divisions which shall sit in the City of Chicago; in the

Second District two divisions, which shall sit in the

City of Elgin; the Third through the Fifth Districts

shall each have one division which shall sit in Ot-

tawa, Springfield and Mount Vernon, respectively.

The Appellate Court in each district shall be in

session throughout the year and each division shall

sit periodically as its judicial business requires.

Assignments—The Supreme Court shall assign

judges to the various divisions.

Decisions—Three judges must participate in the

decision of every case, and the concurrence of two

shall be necessary to a decision.

Presiding Judge—The judges of each division shali

select one of their number fo serve for one year as

presiding judge.

Executive Committee—The presiding judges of the

divisions shall constitute the Executive Committee of

the Appellate Court.

Executive Committee of the First Appeliate Dis-~

trict—There shall be an Executive Committee of the

First District composed of five members, one se-

lected by the judges of gach division from among

their members, which committee shall exercise
general administrative authority; the Executive

Committee shall select one of their number as

chairman.

Caseload Summary

From 1964 through 1978, the Appellate Court has
seen a steady and dramatic increase in its caseload.
Initially, this increase was partly the result of the Ap-
pellate Court's expanded jurisdiction under the Judicial
Article of 1964 and the Constitution of 1970. Thereaf-
ter, however, the continued increase simply reflects the
overall increase in litigation in our courts. During 1964,
the Appellate Court had 1,211 new cases filed, dis-
posed of 889 and had 859 pending at the end of the
year. During 1976, the Appellate Court had 3,973 new
cases filed, disposed of 3,935 and had 4,111 cases
pending at the end of the year. These figures represent
increases of 228% in new cases filed, 343% in cases
disposed of, and 379% in cases pending at the close of
the year, over this 13 year period.

The number of new cases filed, cases disposed of,
cases pending at the end of the year, cases disposed
of with full opinions, and the number of majority and per
curiam opinions, for 1976, are set forth in the charts at
pages 96-100. A year by year comparison of those
figures with the figures for the four previous years
(1972-1976) presents a clear picture of the recent
trend of cases in the Appellate Court.

27




(Cases Filed) (Cases Pending at End of Year)

During 1972, 3,020 cases were filed as compared In 1972, there were 3,310 cases pending at the end
with 3,973 in 1976—an increase of 32% in five years: of the year as compared wih 4,111 in 1976, an in-
crease of 24% in five years:
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(Number of Opinians)

In 1973, the Administrative Office began reporting
the number of opinions written by the Appellate Court
judges. (This category is to be distinguished from the
number of cases disposed of with full opinions, supra.)

During 1976, a total of 1,853 majority and per curiam
opinions were written. A comparison of the total
number of such opinions written in the four years these
figures have been reported is as follows:
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The number of Appellate Court opinions (including
majority, per curiam, specially concerning, dissenting
and supplemental) written by each full-time Appellate
Court judge (by District and Division) during 1976, are
as follows:

First District

(First Division)

Opinions 44
46

22

_49

Total 158

(Second Division)
Opinions 47
21

36
Total 132

(Third Division)

Opinions 47
51

42

50

Total 190

(Fourth Division)
Opinions 27

Total 162
(Fifth Division)

Opinions 36
27

51

53

Total 167

Second District
(First Division)

Opinions 61
37

61

Total 159

(Second Division)

Opinions 55
48

62

Total 165

Third District
Opinions 93

Total 349

Fourth District
Opinions 71

Total . 308
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Fifth District

Opinions 63
74

60

57

Total 254

(Rule 23 Orders)

Effective July 1, 1875, Supreme Couri Rule 23 was
amended to provide for the disposition of certain
cases, in the Appellate Court, by order rather than
opinion;

“Rule 28, Disposition of Cases by Order in the

Appellate Court. When the Appellate Court deter-

mines that an opinion would have no precedential

value, that no substantial question is presented, or
that jurisdiction is lacking, it may dispose of the case
by an order briefly stating the reasons for its deci-
sion.”
In commenting upon the adoption of this rule, Justice
Kluczynski, in his address to the 1975 Judicial Confer-
ence, stated:
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“This amendment broadens considerably the
power of the Appeilate Court to dispose of cases
without opinion. However, the rule will still require
that in every case disposed of, the litigants be given
some statement of the reasons. The length of such a
statement will vary with the circumstances of the
case. For example, when the issue involved is
clearly covered by binding authority, it would suffice
to cite the controlling authority. But other cases may
require a more complete reason for the decision.”

During 1976, the following number of Rule 23 orders
was entered:

First District

Rule 23 Orders

First Division 98
Second Division 83
Third Division 60
Fourth Division 45
Fifth Division 99
Second District
First Division 76
Second Division 57
Third District 60
Fourth District 252
Fifth District 157
State Total 987
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Appellate Court Clerks

Pursuant to the lllinois Constitution (Art. VI, Sec. 18),
Appellate Court Clerks are appeinted oy the Appellate
Judges, in each appellate district. As of December 31,
1976 the Appellate Court Clerks were:

First District - Ralph L. Siegel (Acting Clerk)

Second District - Loren J. Strotz

Third District - Joseph Fennessy

Fourth District - Robert L. Conn

Fifth District - Walter T. Simmons

Assignments

The lllinois Constitution, Art. VI, Sec. 16 gives the
Supreme Coiutt authority to “assign a judge temporarily
to any court...." Pursuant to this authority, the Su-
preme Court, in 1976, assigned 6 Circuit Judges to
hear specific cases and 30 Appellate Judges (10
panels of 3 judges) to hear 17 cases from other dis-
tricts. Also, the foliowing specific assignments were
made:

Walter Dixon (retlred Appellate Judge) assigned to

the 2nd District through November 30, 1976;

Albert E. Hallett (retired Appellate Judge) assigned
to the 2nd District through November 30, 1974;

John C. Hayes assigned to the 1st District through
December 5, 1976;

Mel R. Jiganti assigned to the 1st District on March
1, 1976 until further order;

James J. Mejda assigned to the 1st District through
December 5, 1976;

Richard T. Carter assigned to the 5th District Jan-
uary 1, 1976 through January 15, 1976 and Sep-
tember 1, 1976 through December 5, 1976;

John T. Reardon assigned to the 4th District May 15,
1976 through December 5, 1976;

Albert Scott assigned to the 3rd District until further
order;

John M. O’Connor, Jr., assigned to the 1st District
on December 6, 1976 until further order;

Richard T. Carter (retired Circuit Judge) assigned to
the 5th District on December 6, 1976 until further
order,;

John T. Reardon (retired Circuit Judge) assigned to
the 4th District on December 6, 1976 until further
order.

Circuit Courts
Jurisdiction

The court of general jurisdiction or trial level court, in
fllinois, is known as the Circuit Court. It has original
jurisdiction of all justiciable matters, except: (1) in
matters relating to redistricting of the General Assem-
bly and to the ability of the Glovernor to serve or
resume office; (2) where the Supreme Court exercises
its discretionary original jurisdiction in cases relating to
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revenue, mandamus, prohibition or habeas corpus;
and (3) by statute, the review of orders of the Pollution
Control Board and certain orders of the State Board of
Elections. There are no courts of special or limited
jurisdiction in lllinois. (Hl. Const. Art, VI, Sec. 9; Hll. Rev.
Stat,, ch. 111-1/2, §1041).

CQrganization

The State is divided into 21 judicial circuits by statute
(. Rev. Stat.,, ch. 387, §72.1). Two circuits, Ccok
County and the 18th Circuit, each consist of a single
county, The other 19 judicial circuits are composed of
two or more contiguous counties as provided by law
(see map at page 102). Each judicial circuit has but
one, unified Circuit Court,

There are two categories of judges in the Circuit
Courts: (1) Circuit Judges, and (2) Associate Judges.
Both categories of judges have the full constitutional
jurisdiction conferred on the Circuit Courts, however,
the Supreme Court, by rule, provides for the matters to
be assigned to Associate Judges. Al the present time,
under Supreme Court Rule 295, the Chief Judge of a
circuit may assign Associate Judges to hear any mat-
ters except the trial of criminal cases in which the
defendant is charged with an offense punishable by
imprisonment for more than one year.

The number of Circuit Court judges is provided by
law (lil, Rev. Stat., ch. 37, §72.2). At the present time,
there are 377 authorized Circuit judgeships in the
State. Unless otherwise provided by law, there must be
at least one Circuit Judge from each county. Circuit
Judges are initially elected, either on a circuitwide
basis or from the county where they reside (lll. Rev.
Stat., ch. 37, §§72.2; 72.42-1). In the Cook County
Circuit, Circuit Judges are elected from the City of
Chicago, from the entire county cor from the area out-
side of Chicage (lll. Rev. Stat., ch. 37, §72.42).

Associate Judges are appointed on a merit basis by
the Circuit Judges in their respective circuits. Supreme
Court Rule 39 establishes the procedure for nominat-
ing and appointing attorneys who have applied for the
position of Associate Judge. The number of Associate
Judges is also provided by law. At the present time
there are 279 authorized Associate judgeships (lll.
Rev. Stat., ch. 37, §160.2).

Circuit Judges are elected for six-year terms and
Associate Judges are appointed for four-year terms
(Art. VI, Sec. 10). All judges must be licensed attorneys
(Art. VI, Sec. 11).

The Circuit Judges in each Circuit select by secret
ballot a Chief Judge from their number to serve at their
pleasure. Subject to the authority of the Supreme
Court, the Chief Judge has general administrative au-
thority over his court, including authority to provide for
divisions, general or specialized, and for appropriate
times and places of holding court {Art. VI, Sec. 7).

Appeals from the Circuit Court are to the Appellate
Court or to the Supreme Court, depending upon the




nature of the case (Art. VI, Secs. 4 and 5). No judge of
the Circuit Court has the power to review the decision
of another and there are no trials de novo. Appeals are
based on the trial court record, except where the

reviewing court may exercise its original jurisdiction as
may be necessary for the complete determination of
the case on review (Art, VI, Secs. 4 and 5).

Caseload Summatry

The total number of cases begun or reinstated in the
Circuit Courts during 1976 was 3,484,572. In 1964 the
total number of cases begun or reinstated was
2,250,233. A comparison of these two figures reveals
an overall increase of 55% in litigation over this thirteen
year period,

The number of trial court judges in 1964 was 556
with an average caseload (based on new cases filed)
of 4,053 cases per judge. The number of trial court
judges in 1976 was 603, with an average caseload of
5,746 cases per judge, This represents an inctease of

Category 1964

Law Cases 131,004
Small Claims 136,415
Chancery 12,927
Divorce 35,834
Felony* 9,202

Misdemeanor and
Ordinance Violation 283,272
Traffic 1,476,211

*Some of the increase in felony cases is due to the
expanded definition of “felony” in the Unified Code of
Corrections, [ll. Rev. Stat., C1. 38, §1005-1-9, effective
January 1, 1973.

judicial manpower of only 8% over 1964, whereas
there was a 42% increase in the average caseload per
judge.

For statistical purposes, the cases begun and ter-
minated in the Circuit Courts are divided into twenty
categories. A comparison of several of these cate-
gories for the years 1964 and 1976 reflects the general
overall increase indicated above, as well as very sub-
stantial increases in the number of felony, misde-
meanor and ordinance violation cases. The increase in
criminal cases, in particular, is most apparent and
indicative of the tremendous burden placed upon our
courts in recent years. .

1976 %lincrease
158,440 21%
185,911 36%
20,650 60%
69,634 94%
34,845 279%
478,110 69%
2,305,483 56%
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(Felony Cases) (Misdemeanor and Qrdinance Violations)
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reveals a 103% increase: five years from 1972 thro':gh 1976 reveals a 23%

increase:
45,000
700,000
40,000 )
600,000
37198 554,826
35,000 ' 513,481 520,475 Z"
34,845 500,000 i 1 L
30,000
400,000
25,000
' 24,020
- 300,000
20,000
200,000
15,000
100,000
10,000 : _ e .
1972 1973 1974 1975
5,000
Ti972 1973 1974 1975 1976

a Vi




Caseload Summary
Circuit Court of Cook County

OndJanuary 1, 1964, the amended Judicial Article of
the 1870 Constitution became effective. Amended Ar-
ticle Vi cteated a truly unified, statewide court structure
which was confirmed and preserved with the adoption
of the 1970 Constitution. Perhaps, the single most
important advance in judicial administration brought
about by the 1962 Judicial Article was the organization
of the circuit courts into a single integrated trial court
with original jurisdiction of all justiciable matters and
general administrative authority, subject only to the
authority of the Supreme Court, vested in the chief

judge. It is the circuit court, with its many component
parts—ijudges, lawyers, prosecutors, public defenders,
clerks, bailiffs, court reporters, witnesses, litigants,
courfrooms, etc.—which the public, whether as ow-
servers or participants in the litigation process, equates
with justice. it is the circuit court which is the initial, and
in most cases the final, judicial forum for resolving
disputes. It is the circuit court which touches a great
number of lives and has a great impact on individuals,

Since January of 1964, the Circuit Court of Cook
County has been the place for the doing of justice for
many, many people, as illustrated below:

Average Number of Total Cases Added

Year Cases* {Filings) In (Filings/Re- Total Cases*

per Judge instatements) Terminated
1964 6,769 1,617,822 2,173,265
1965 7,156 1,753,182 1,769,799
1966 7,078 1,734,204 1,774,336
1967 6,898 1,628,075 1,671,477
1968 7,157 1,767,865 1,740,180
1969 8,032 1,935,813 1,819,724
1970 7,608 1,965,324 1,881,089
1971 8,424 2,090,302 2,033,996
1972 7,517 1,951,758 1,937,949
1973 8,079 2,043,994 1,907,152
1974 7,687 2,043,914 1,945,142
1976 8,479 2,238,642 2,116,443
1976 8,901** 2,269,085 2,092,699

* Does not include post-termination and ancillary matters, e.g., post-decree matters in divorce cases, post-con-

viction hearing act petitions, etc.

** Based on numbur of judges sitting on May 1, 19786,

The statistical data above demonstrate why the
Cook County Circuit Court has been described by
commentators as one of the largest and busiest trial
courts in the nation, if not in the world, During 19786, the
Circuit Court received nearly 2,270,000 cases in new
filings and teinstatements, which is the greatest
number of cases added in, in any one year, during 13
years under court unification, This represents an in-
crease of 40.3% in cases added In as compared to
1964 and an increase of 1.4% as compared to 1975.
Correspondingly, the average number of cases filed
per judge per year also reached an all-time high in
1976, when compared to the preceding 12 years. The
8,901 cases filed per judge is an increasa of 31.5%
over 1964 and an increase of 5% over 1975. The
number of cases terminated, nearly 2,093,000 for
1976, is third only to the years 1964 and 1975, but
1.1% fewer cases were terminated in 1976 than in
1975.

The types of cases for which this office maintains
inventory (“pending”) information reveals the following:

36

Cases Pending at % of change

Year End of Period over preceding year
1964 148,823 |  ee-ee-
1965 148,707 -0.08%
1966 142,720 —-4.03%
1967 137,746 —3.48%
1968 138,849 +0.80%
1969 131,342 -5.41%
1970 137,379 +4.60%
1971 135,028 -1.71%
1972 137,792 +2.05%
1973 191,175 +38.74%
1974 218,701 +14.40%
1975 242,441 +10.86%
1976 290,431 +19.79%




During the six year period - 1970 through 1975 - the
avearage number of cases terminated per year was
1,970,295, Notwithstanding the 2,092,699 cases ter-
minated in 1976, the number of cases filed and rein-
stated totaled 2,269,085 versus an average of
2,055,655 during the six year period. The inventory of
cases, for which data is kept, was 290,431 cases in
1976 versus an average of 177.086 cases during the
six year period. The substantial increase (nearly 20%
over 1975) in the 1976 inventory can be traced in part
to tax cases pending in the County Division and in the
Municipal Department, While the number of tax cases
filed in 1976 negligibly appreciated in the County Divi-
sion (36,085 versus 35,311 in 1975) and actually de-
creased in the Municipal Department (66,955 versus
72,296 in 1975), the number of tax cases terminated in
1976 decreased in the County Division (24,165 versus
35,597 in 1975 - a 32.1% decline) and in the Municipal
Department (56,035 versus 70,291 in 1975 - a 20.3%
decline). (Actually the First Municipal District terminat-
ed nearly 5,800 more tax cases in 1976 than in 1975,
but Districts Two through Six terminated 20,040 less
tax cases in 1976 than in 1975.) The fewer tax case
terminations in 1976, of course, resulted in more
perding tax cases and consequently in an increase in
inventory, Of the 42,255 case increase in the total
inventory, 25,781 (61%) are due to tax cases in the
County Division and in the Municipal Department.

During 1976, the Circuit Court lost some ground in
the termination of law jury cases by verdict (less than
4% of all law jury cases disposed of are terminated by
verdict). Based on 758 verdicts during 1976, the
average elapsed time from date of filing to date of

verdict was 36.95 months in law jury cases terminated
in the Law Division and in the Municipal Department.
(528 verdicts in the Law Division with an average
elapsed time of 40.91 months and 225 verdiets in the
Municipal Department with an average elapsed time of
27.66 months.) The 36.95 month average is more than
a two month increase over 1975 (34.8 month average),
and more particularly, the average elapsed time of law
jury verdicts in the Law Division is creeping up; e.g.,
39.13 months in 1974, 39.3 months in 1975 and 40.91
months in 1976. Too, the number of pending law jury
cases in the Law Division has reached 49,156 - the first
time since the end of calendar vear 1969 that the
number of pending law jury cases has exceeded
40,600. While the overall 36.95 month average is an
increase over 1975 (34.8 months) and 1974 {34.4
months), it is still an improvement over other years;
e.g., 37.1 months in 1973; 42.0 months in 1972; 48.4
months in 1971. Also, the 1976 average elapsed time
from date of filing to date of disposition (e.q., disposi-
tion by verdict, settlement and dismissal) for all law jury
cases in the Law Division was a favorable 27.4
months.

Litigation in the court system is, perhaps, the most
exacting mirror of society. In very recent times, sortie of

society’s major concerns have been centered on

serious “street crime” and on the family as an integral
component of the societal structure. When such con-
cerns are placed in the court system in the form of
litigation, then the judges of the court rule with jystice

on each, individual case. The tables below conipare

selected dispositions of felony cases and divorce
cases since 1970 in the Circuit Court of Cock County.

Defendants Convicted of Felonies in The Circuit Court
of Cook County

Number of Defendants % of change
Year Criminal Division Municipal Department over preceding year
1970 2701* - e
1971 2703* - +.01%
1972 2417* - -10.6%
1973 5214 - +115,7%
1974 7838 - +50.3%
1975 5605 4284 +26.2%
1976 6604 3851 +57%

*Charged by indictment only.
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Dissolution* of Marriages in The Divorce Division

% of change
Year Judgments over preceding year
1970 172t  eeem-
1971 19,255 +11.9%
1972 21,494 +11.6%
1973 21,418 —0.4%
1974 22,277 +4.0%
1975 23,105 +3.7%
1976 22,809 —-1.3%

*Includes divorce, separate maintenance and annulment.

The magnitude of cases filed last year and carried
over into the new year presents a challenge to the
Circuit Court in the year 1977. Last year thirty newly
created circult judgeships and ten newly created as-

- sociale judgeships were filled on December 6 and July

1, respectively. That increased the number of autho-
tized judicial officers in the Cirguit Court to over 300
judges. However, the immediate net gain was only
nineteen additional judges out of the forty vacancies ta
he filled, for twenty-one associate judges were elected
1o circuit or appellate judgeships. (Also, five circuit
judges were elected to the Appellate Court and only
one of five circuit court vacancies has been filled.)
Shortly, most of the associate judge vacancies will be
filled and the Circuit Court will have nearly a full com-
plement of judicial officers. We are confident, as we
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have been in the past, that the new judges and the
veteran judges will put forth their determined efforts to
effectively and efficiently administer justice, but be
ever-mindful that “in the doing of justice a judge has no
mean duties, and in a proper sense, no case in which a
judge presides is of greater importance than another".
Too, the concluding remarks of Judge Gulley, the
Director of the Administrative Office, delivered in his
address at the 1976 meeting of the lllinois Judicial
Conference seem to be apropos here: “If each and
every judge . . .would firmly and irrevocably rededicate
himself to reduce the time in the disposition of litigation,
| am confident that within a relatively brief period, we
could overcome man'’s primary obstacle to achieving
justice - the delay from commencement of action, be it
civil or criminal, to final disposition.”







AVERAGE DELAY
IN MONTHS

1975 1976

)
eb
Mar
Apr.
May
June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov
9327
N
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
June
July
Aug
Sept
Oct
Nov

70

80

50

40

o

r NN
A SV

30

GRAPH PLOTTING
AVERAGE ELAPSED TIME BETWEEN DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF VERDICT
IN THE
LAW DIVISION (LAW JURY TRIAL SECTION), CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
BETWEEN JANUARY, 1975 and DECEMBER, 1976

20

39




0374

Begun CASES BEGUN OR REINSTATED AND TERMINATED IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

1964—1976
——. Terminated
0 500,000 1,000,000 1,50c'>,ooo 2,000,000 2,500,000 3,000,000 3,5ool,ooo
| | | I | l
1964* |
1965 [
1966 |
1967 L
1968 |
1969 [
1970 |
1971
1972
1973
1974 |
1975 |
1976 |

*Number of terminations unavailable




L2




Assignments

The disposition of large numbers of cases and the
remarkable progress towards achieving currency in the
Law Division in the Circuit Court of Cook County is
partially due to the Supreme Court's use of its consti-
tutional authority to assign sitting and retired judges to
those circuits in need of additional manpower (Art. Vi,
Sec. 16).

During 1976, on behalf of the Supreme Court, the
Director temporarily assigned 90 Circuit Judges (for a
total of 176 weeks and 4 days) and 84 Associate
Judges (for a total of 182 weeks and 1 day) to Cook
County. This represents the equivalent of 7-1/2 addi-
tional full-time judges in Cook County for the year.

In the other circuits, the Director temporarily as-
signed 36 Circuit Judges (for a total of 19 weeks and 3
days) and 7 Associate Judges (for a total of 3 weeks
and 4 days).

The assignment of downstate Circuit judges to serve
temporatily in Cook County may, at first glance, seem
to be a relatively simple matter. However, a number of
considerations are involved, particularly that the as-
signments from the various circuits be proportionately
equal and fair. In order to accomglish proportionate
equality a formula was developed during 1976. The
essence of this formula is set forth in the following
memorandum from the Deputy Director to the Chief
Circuit Judges:

“TO: The Chief Circuit Judges
FROM: William M. Madden
DATE: March 16, 1976

“A Formula for Assigning Downstate Judges to
Cook County

“If we define a work year for judges as 46 weeks, our
most recently published statistica! report shows that
each downstate judge disposes of an average of 70.26
cases per week. Each Cook County judge, on the other
hand, disposes of an average of 167.10 cases per
week. That does not necessarily mean that the
average Cook County judge works harder than the
average downstate judge. It simply means that there
are more cases to be disposed of in Cook County and
relatively fewer judges available to deal with them.

“If 307 downstate judges were permarently as-
signed to Cook County and a like number of their Cook
County colleagues were permanently assigned to the
posts left vacant downsiate, we would see—after a
brief period of readjustment—absolutely no change in
the rate at which cases are disposed of, either in Cook
County or downstate. The downstate judges assigned
to Cook would dispose of an average of approximately
167.10 Cook County cases each week and the trans-
planted Cook County judges would dispose of an
average of approximately 70.26 downstate cases each
week. And each judge would be as fully occupied in his
new role as he was in his last.

"Why? Because the time it takes to complete any
task expands and contracts in direct proportion to the

time allocated to complete it. Or, as C. Northcote
Parkinson otsserved:
“Work expands so as to fill the time available for its
completion.. ..
“A lack of occupation is not necessarily revealed by
a manifest idleness. The thing to be done swells in
importance and complexity in a direct ratio to the
time to be spent. This fact is widely recognized, but
less attention has been paid to its wider implications,
more especially in the field of public admiinistration.”
Disposition rates are systemic: Each judicial com-
munity disposes of as many cases as it must to avoid
developing a significant backiog., No one plots that
performance standard in advance. It just happens. It is
systemic.

Optimum Disposition Rates

“Somewhere between the leisurely pace evidenced
by a disposition rate of 36.89 cases per judge per week
in the 2nd Circuit and the frenetic disposition rate of
167.10 cases per judge per week in Cook County lies
an optimum disposition rate which can ac¢t as our guide
to determining how much judge-time each downstate
circuit could reasonably free up for duty in Cook
County. For the sake of having some place o start, |
will arbitrarily suggest that—given optimum condi-
tions—we could reasonably set the optimum disposi-
tion rate at the statewide average of 118.68 cases per
judge per week, And starting with that presumption, |
will calculate how many judge-weeks each downstate
circuit can be expected to provide to Cook County for
the remainder of this year.

“However, because of varying circumstances in
each circuit, we must first adjust this arbitrary optimum
disposition rate to accommodate such things as: (1)
necessary travel time within and other factors affecting
large circuits, (2) growing backlogs in some circuits
and (3) the increasing workload in all circuits.

Geographical Area

“It is almost impossible to calculate the actual
handicap suffered by Chief Judges who have to ser-
vice a large geographical area with few judges. Each
circuit handles the problem somewhat differently. in
some circuits a resident judge may regularly sit in the
county of his residence hearing every case that arises
in that counly. In other circuits judges are always
travelling—rarely if ever sitting in their county of resi-
dence, We will never be able to devise a uniformly
perfect factor to account for the geographical handi-
cap. However, to accommodate the probability that
judges in circuits having a large geographical area will,
on an average, be able to dispose of fewer cases per
week than judges in compact circuits, we will—in cir-
cuits in which the area per judge exceeds 100 square
miles—reduce the optimum disposition rate in each
such circuit by one case per judge per week for sach
25 square miles of land in excess of 100 square miles
per judge. Thus, for example, instead of assuming that

41




=N

gvery judge in the 4tk Circuit can dispose of 118.68
cases per judge per week, we will—because of the size
of that circuit—reduce our optimum disposition rate for
that circuit to 108.00 cases per judge per week.

Growing Backlogs

“In circuits in which the number of cases per judge
added during the year exceeds the number of cases
per judgo terminated, we have an incipient backlog
problem. In order to avoid aggravating an already
troublesome backlog problem in any circuit, we will
build info our equalion a factor to recognize the fact
that circuits threatened by a rising backlog cannot
roalistically be expected to contribute as large a share
of their judicial manpower to out-of-circuit assignments
as circuits which have stable or declining case inven-
tories. Some might complain that this factor rewards
circuits which allow backlogs to develop, and there
might be some substance to that charge. However,
lack of diligence is not the sole cause of backlogs.
Such matiers as unusually high case filings in a given
year, judicial vacancies, iliness, having circuit judges
assigned to the Appellate Court and other factors can
contribute to the rise of a backlog ih any circuit.
Tharefore, in every case in which filings exceed termi-
nations, we will further reduce the optimum disposition
rate for thal circuit by one case per judge per week for
overy 50 cases per judge, of fraction thereof, by which
filings exceeded terminations during the preceding
yedar.

Assessing Proportionate Responsibility

"The proportionate responsibility of each downstate
gircuit for providing judicial manpower for Cook County
will be calculated by deducting the total number of
judge-weeks each circuit would require to dispose of
all the cases pending at the beginning of and filed
during the year in that circuit at the optimum disposition
rate for that ¢ircuit, from the 46 judge-weeks we cal-
culate as being available to the circuit during the com-
ing) year. The ratio which the excess judge-weeks
available in any circuit bears to the total number of
rxeess judge-weeks available downstate will deter-
ring the propottion of judge-weeks which will be ex-
pected from each cireuit.

“Thal is, if every judge in every circuit were to
dispose of cases at the optimum rate for that circuit
each week, how many excess judge-weeks would be
available in each circuit after the circuit's entire yearly
inventory of cases was depleted? And what is the
proportion of excess judge-weeks in that circuit to the
total excess judge-weeks available throughout down-
state lllinoig?"

Based on these factors the following formula was
doeveloped:

Yoo (P, v+ F) ¢+ J, x (E-q, b)) + C,
The formula stated above determines the number of
“Exceoss Judge Weeks™ available in each of the down-
stale cireuits. The formula does not imply that each of
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the circuits actually has excess judge weeks available,
it is simply a shorthand way of expressing the following
concept; If each downstate circuit were to dispose of its
Total Anticipated Case Inventory during the coming
year at an "Optimum Disposition Rate"” per judge per
week, how many weeks would be left after the entire
inventory was depleted?

When we determine the relationship that the total
“Excess Judge Weeks" in each circuit bears to the
total excess judge weeks available throughout down-
state, we then know what %-age of the judicial man-
power the Supreme Court authorizes for assignment to
Cook County will be the responsibility of each down-
state circuit.

Notes:

(1) Subscripts (i.e. P, through P,) relate to the
circuit numbers.

(2) "“Y" = Judges' work year (Arbitrarily set at 46
weeks for these calculations).

(8) “P" = Pending Case Load in each circuit at the
end of previous year.

(4) “F" = Total cases filed in each circuit last year.

(5) "J" = Number of Judges in each circuit.

(6) “E" = Average Disposition Rate Siatewide
during the past year—118.68 cases per judge per
week during 1974, the period used for these calcula-
tions.

(6 "a" = Square mileage differential for each cir-
cuit,
(7) “b" = Backlog factor for each circuit.

(8) “C" = Excess Available Judge-Weeks per cir-
cuit, per year.

(9) When “C" is a negative number, the circuit will
be responsible for only a token assignment—usually
not more than three judge weeks per year.”

Rule 295 Assignments

In implementing the expanded assignability of As-
sociate Judges, the Supreme Court has adopted a
policy of limiting such authorization to limited periods of
time, not to exceed six months. During 1976, 132
Associate Judges were authorized to hear criminal
cases in which the defendant was charged with an
offense punishable by imprisonment for more than one
year. The number of Associate Judges so authorized in
1976 and their respective circuits are as follows:
Cook County - 72 Associate Judges for 6 months.
Downstate
1st Circuit - 2 Associate Judges for 6 months,
4th Circuit - 7 Associate Judges for 6 months;

1 Associate Judge for 2 months.
7th Circuit - 6 Associate Judges for 6 months.
Oth Circuit - 1 Associate Judge for 4 months.
10th Circuit - 3 Associate Judges for 8-1/2 months.
12th Circuit - 1 Associate Judge for 6-1/2 months;
2 Associate Judges for 5 months.




13th Circuit

14th Circuit
trial.
17th Gircuit

18th Circuit
19th Circuit
20th Circuit

2 Associate Judges for 6 months;

2 Associate Judges for 83 months;

1 Associate Judge for 1 month.,

1 Associate Judge for caompletion of a

4 Associate Judges for 6 months;

4 Associate Judges for 4 months.

1 Associate Judge for 2-1/2 months.
2 Associate Judges for 1-1/2 months.
7 Associate Judges for 6 months;

13 Associate Judges for 3 months.
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The Judicial Conference

The linois Constitution provides in Section 17 of
Article VI that there shall be "an annual judicial con-
ference to consider the work of the courts and to
sugnest improvements in the administration of justice.”
Suareme Court Rule 41 implements Section 17 by
establishing membership in the Conference, creating
an oxecutive committee to assist the Court in con-
ducting tha Conference, and appointing the Adminis-
trative Office of the lilinois Courls as secretary of the
Confaerence, The text of the rule follows:

“AULE 41. (a) Duties. There shall be a Judicial

Conforence to consider the business and the prob-

lems pertaining to the administration of justice in this

Slate, and 1o make recommendations for its im-

provement,

{b) Membership, The judges of the Supreme
Court, the judges of the Appellate Court, and the
judges of the circuit courts shall be members of the
conferenco,

(¢) Executive Commiltee, The Supreme Court
shall appoint an executive committee to assist it in
conducling the Judicial Conference.

(1) The committee shall consist of six judges
from Cook County, the First Judicial District,
and six judges from the other judicial districts
outside Cook County. A designated Justice of
the Supreme Court shall be an ex officio
member of the committee. Members shall be
appointad for a term of three years.

(2) Eachyear the Supreme Court shall designate
one of the members of the committee to act
as c¢hairman,

{3) The committee shall meet at such time and
such place as may be necessary, or at the call
of the Supreme Courl,

(4) The committee shall recommend to the Su-
preme Court the appointment of such other
committees as are necessary to further the
objectivas of the conference.

(5) Atlloast 60 days prior to the date on which the
Judicial Conference is to be held the commit-
tea shall submil to the Supreme Court a sug-
gosted agenda for the annual meeting.

(d) Meelings of Conference. The conferance shall
meat at least once each year at a place and on a
date to bo designated by the Supreme Court,

(&) Seocretary. The Administrative Office of the
{inois Courts shall be secretary of the conference.”
The Judicial Conference membership includes all

Supreme Court justices, Appeliate Court judges and
Circuit Gourt judges. From this pool of judges, the
Suprome Court designates six judges from Cook
County and six judges oulside Cook County as
members of the Executive Committee.

As of November 30, 1976, the Executive Committee
consisted of Frederick . Graan, Chairman, Nicholas J.
Bua, Vice-Chairman, Jay J. Alioy, Joseph J. Butler,
Wiliam G. Calvin, Harry G. Comerford, Me!l R. Jiganti,
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George W. Kasserman, Jr., Daniel J. McNamara, Jo-
seph A. Power, Daniel J. Roberts, George W. Unver-
zagt, and Thomas E. Kiuczynski, Liaison Officer,

The Executive Committee meets regulatly every
month and supervises the organization of the annual
Conference, annual Associate Judge Seminar, the
New Judge Seminar, regional seminars and the work
of the various Judicial Conference committees. In ad-
dition, the Executive Committee considers recommen-
dations relating to the improvement of the administra-
tion of justice which are developed at the Conference
and seminars and by the committees. Those recom-
mendations found to be meritorious are submitted to
the Supreme Gourt for its consideration, Some of the
Executive Committee’s activities, during 1976, are re-
flected in the following actions:

(1) Appointed the Committee on Judicial Educa-
tion, effective July 1, 1976.

(2) Appointed a sub-committee for the purpose of
considering a unified Judicial Conference, to include
Associate Judges.

(3) Appointed new liaison officers to the various
Conference committees.

(4} Considered the report of the Study Committee
on the Effect of Sniadach and Fuentes on lllinois Law
and approved of the recommendation that confession
of judgments should be abolished by legislative action.

(5) Selected the 1976 Judicial Conference semi-
nar committees.

(6) Added an optional Thursday evening session
to the 1976 Judicial Conference.

(7) Approved the new and expanded format for the
regional seminars.

(8) Arranged for tours by associate judges of the
new federal Metropolitan Correctional Center in Chi-
cago.

(9) Appointed liaison officers to the 1976 Confer-
ence seminar committees.

(10) Made new appointments of members to
various Conference committees.

(11) Decided that a judge would serve with the law
professors as cofaculty in the new regional seminar
format,

(12) Decided that a unified Judicial Conference with
Associate Judges was not feasible at this time.

(13) Approved the topics and faculty for the 1976-
77 series of regional seminars.

(14) Approved a questionnaire to be sent to all
Cireuit judges soiliciting questions for discussion at the
optional Thursday evening session,

(15) Considered and disapproved of a proposal that
post-trial motions be abolished as a condition prece-
dent to appeal,

{186) Agreed to present to the Supreme Court a
request for the creation of a study committee on the
appointment of fiduciaries where any question of fa-
voritism might be raised.

(17) Appointed new members to the Associate
Judge Seminar Coordinating Committee.

(18) Approved the topics for the 1976 Judicial Con-
ference,




(19) Approved of an informational letter to be sent
to all lllinois judges to keep them informed of the status
of study committee reports, development of bench
books and the new regional seminar format.

(20) Approved the Trial Judges Writing Program at
the University of Colorado Law School on July 25-30,
1976, for attendance by lllinois judges.

(21) Selected the dates for the 1977 Associate
Judge Seminar.

(22) Authorized the Committee on Court Setvices to
consider and propose minimum standards for the se-
lection of adult probation officers.

(23) Approved proposed Rule 416 on misdemeanor
discovery and forwarded the proposal to the Supreme
Court.

(24) Approved the agenda for the 1976 Judicial
Conference.

(25) Approved the study committee and seminar
topics for the 1977 Associate Judge Seminar.

(26) Selected the panel members for the optional
Thursday evening session at the 1976 Judicial Con-
ference.

(27) Approved the 7th Annual Institute on Law,
Psychiatry and the Mentally Bisordered Offender for
attendance by Hlinois judges.

(28) Considered various proposals for the improve-
ment of the annual Conference and annual Associate
Judge Seminar.

(29) Approved the creation of a sub-committee to
study the problems of search warrant processing.

{30) Selected topics for the 1977 Judicial Confer-
ence.

1976 JUDICIAL CONFERENCE

The twenty-third annual Judicial Conference was
held in Chicago on September 8, 9 and 10, 1976. Chief
Justice Daniel P. Ward opened the Conference with
remarks in which he commented on the state-wide
court facility study now in progress. Justice Ward ex-
plained that the purposes of the study are to obtain a
complete inventory of existing court facilities; provide
an assessment of needed facilities; provide an overall
plan for development and improvement of court facili-
ties; and to provide recommendations for short-term
improvements and future development of our court
facilities.

A special address on court administration was pre-
sented by the Director who, among other things, em-
phasized the responsibility of each judge for good court
administration and the need for timely disposition of
cases:

“Earlier | mentioned that judges are court adminis-
trators because they control the progression of litiga-
tion. Let me now turn to that matter, While 1 have briefly
discussed the administrative significance of the chief
judge—the most important person in the administration
of the court's business is the trial judge.

“Each judge has an individual responsibility to put
forth his best efforts to improve the efficiency of court

administration in his trial call, in his county, in his
circuit, in other circuits, where necessary, and in the
entire court system. ’

"Our Supreme Court has stated in genetal terms in
its rules some of those individual responsibilities a
judge should faithfully discharge in the performance of
his judicial and administrative duties. Let me read them
to you:

(1) The administration of justice should be speedy
and careful;

(2) A judge shall devote full time te his judicial
duties:

(3) A judge should be prompt in the performance of
his judicial duties and should avoid habitual lack of
punctuality or diligence which creates dissatisfaction
with the administration of the court;

(4) A judge responsible for administration should
organize the court with a view to the prompt and
convenient dispatch of its business;

(5) A judge should so direct the trial of a case as to
prevent unnecessary waste of time;

(6) A judge in considering applications for continu-
ances should insist, but without unreasonableness,
upon a proper cbservance by counsel of their duties so
as to expedite the disposition of matters before the
court.

(7) Ajudge should promptly certify the report of trial
proceedings on timely application, so that appeals may
be perfected.

“You will note that the aforesaid standards have a
common concept—time and the passage of time. That
concept which | exemplified at the beginning of my talk
is, 1 believe, the primary reason why the discipline of
court administration has evolved in recent years.

While it may be true that the passage of time—the
delay between the fliing of a case and its final disposi~
tion—has on occasion been overstressed by the legal
academies, court administrators and judges, never-
theless, | think that it is the most important and most
constant cause of dissatisfaction with the court system
and the legal process.”

Study Committee on Indemnity, Third Party
Actions and Equitable Contributions

The Study Committee on Indemnity, Third Party
Actions and Equitable Contributions, consisting of
James A. Geroulis, Chairman, Calvin R, Stone, Vice-~
Chairman, James H. Felt, Alfred E. Woodward, Minor
K. Wilson, Mel R. Jiganti, Liaison Officer, Professor
Nina S. Appel and Professor Richard A. Michael, Re-
porters, presented its report to the entire conference.
The committee had been appointed in 1975 to study
and survey the status of lilinois law on indemnity, third
party actions and equitable contributions. After the
presentation of the report to the entire conference, the
judges discussed the report in smaller groups and then
voted on whether to adopt the committee’s recom-
mendations. The results of the balloting were then
forwarded to the Executive Committee for its con-
sideration. The report of the committee and resuits of
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the balioting can be found in the 1976 Report of the
Judicial Conference.

Educational Topics

The continuing judicial education portion of the
Conforonce offored six lopics:
. Evidence
I Recont Developments in Civil Law
I Profossional Malpractice
V. Emerging Thories of Recovery, Punitive Damages,
Emotional Distress, and Invasion of Privacy
V. Aecent Dovelopments in Criminal Law
Vi Family Law

1976 Associate Judge Seminar

The 1976 Associate Judge Seminar was heid on
Margh 81, Aprit 1 and 2, 1976 in Chicago. The seminar
wis planned and organized by the Coordinating Com-
miltoe which consgisted of Joseph F. Cunningham,
Chairman, Robert C. Bucklay, Vice-Chairman, Ronald
4. Crano, Hita B. Garman, Paul F. Gerrity, Meyer H,
Goldsteiny, John A, Holtzme.., Marilyn R. Komosa, Al-
hert 8. Porter, Charles L. Quindry, John P. Shonkwiler,
and Daniel J. McNamara, Liaison Officer.

Tho Associate Judges were addressed by Chief
Justice, Daniot P. Ward, who discussed the causes of
dissatisfactios with the administration of justice and the
eminent respongibility of judges in the maintenance
and davelopment of our society. In his remarks Justice
Ward siatod:

“Paoplo expect judicial officers to be endowed by
carlain humane qualities, cortain virtues, and in a
sense, they are. These qualities certainly include
integrity, learning, fairness, compassion, under-
slanding and dignity. And | suppose that a daily
prayer that cach of us might say is that when we
leawo the office we aro tamporarily occupying, it may
be said thal under us it hecame larger and greater
hocause wo beld it”

A special foature of the Seminar wag an address by
puyehiatngt, Dr. Baroard Rubin, on the development of
a sense of justice.

Study Committee on Mental Health

The Study Committee on Mental Health, consisting
of Lawtence Goenason, Chairman, Roland J. De Marco,
Vice-Chairman, Cornelius J. Colling, John F. Michela,
Robort 4 Saunders, Joseph Schneider, Consulting
Member, Rita B. Garman, Liaison Officer and Profes-
sor Dongld H. J. Hormann, Reporter, presented its
repurt o the ontire Seminar. This committee had been
appointed to survey the mental health law, current
problems, proposals for reform and to make recom-
mandations for consideration and possible approvat by
the Assosate Judge Seminar. The judges then dis-
vussed the report in smaller groups and voted on the
recommendations. The results of the balloting were
thon lorwarded to the Executive Committee for its
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consideration. The report of the Commiitee and resulis
of the balloting can be found in the 1976 Report of the
Judicial Conference.

Study Committee on Procedures in Quasi-Criminal
And Ordinance Violation Cases And
Discovery in Misdemeanor Cases

The Study Committee on Procedures in Quasi-
Criminal and Ordinance Violation Cases and Dicovery
in Misdemeanor Cases, consisting of Thornas R.
Doran, Chairman, Anthony S. Montelione, Viee-Chair-
man, Peter Bakakos, William C. Calvin, John B. Cun-
ningham, Allen Hartman, Robert A. Nolan, John A,
Ouska, John P. Shonkwiler, Liaison Officer, Joseph F.
Cunningham, Ex-Officio, and Professor Vincent F, Vi-
tullo, Consultant, presented its report to the entire
seminar. The judges then discussed the report in
smaller groups and voted on the recommendations.
The results of the balloting were then forwarded to the
Executive Committee for its consideration. The report
of the Committee and the results of the balloting can be
found in the 1976 Report of the Judicial Confererice.

Educational Topics

The continuing education portion of the Seminar
consisted of five topics:
|, Evidence
II. Recent Developments in the Law
Ill. Motion Practice
V. Sentencing and Probation
V. Forcible Entry and Detainer and Supplementary
Proceedings

1976 New Judge Seminar

The llinois Judicial Conference conducted its fifth
seminar for new judges on December 8, 9 and 10,
1976 in Chicago. The seminar was attended by over
100 judges who had been elected or appointed since
January of 1974, The program consisted primarily of
lecture and discussion of the following topics:

I. Videotape: Trial Chronology, produced by the
American Academy of Judicial Edu-
cation

Il. The lllinois Judicial System: lts Structure and

Operation - Hon. Roy O. Guliey
1ll. Opportunities and Responsibilities of Public Ser-
vice - Dr. Carl S. Winters
V. Judicial Ethics - Panel Discussion
V. Evidence
Vi, Criminal Law and Progedure
VIl. Function and Authority of the Trial Judge

1976 REGIONAL SEMINARS
Criminal Law Seminars

During 1976, the Committee on Criminal Law for
llinois judges, consisting of Hon. Richard Mills, Chair-
man; Hon. Richard J. Fitzgerald, Vice-chairman; Hon,




William C. Calvin; Hon. Louis B. Garippo; Hon. John F.
Hechinger; Hon. Alvin H. Maeys, Jr.; Hon. Keith F.
Scott; Hon. Fred G. Suria, Jr.; Hon. Alfred E. Wood-
ward; and Mel R. Jiganti, Liaison Officer, conducted its
fifth series of tegional criminal faw seminars, Five
seminars were conducted: January 30-31, at Carbon-
dale: February 27-28, at Springfield; March 26-27, at
Morris; April 23-24, at Rockford; and May 28-29, at
Chicago.
The topics and faculty for these seminars were as
follows:
Mental Health and Criminal Procedures

Hon. Robert L. Gagen

Hon. Fred G. Suria

Prof. Jerry L. Norton

Jury Selection Problems

Hon. Richard J. Fitzgerald
Hon. Wayne C. Townley
Prof. Vincent F. Vitullo

Pleas of Guilty
Hon. John F. Hechinger
Hon. John E. Sype
Prof. Robert E. Burns
A total of 136 judges (inciuding facuity) attended the
seminars.

Civil Law Seminars

During 1976 the Committee on Civil Law Seminars,
consisting of Hon, Paul C. Verticchio, Chairman; Hon.
George J. Schaller, Vice-chairman; Hon. Earl Arkiss;
Hon. Nathan M. Cohen; Hon. Harry G. Comerford;
Hon, Robert E. Hunt; Hon. Henry Lewis; and Hon.
Roger H. Little, presented its fourth series of regional
civil law seminars. Three seminars were conducted:
April 30-May 1, at Mt. Vernon; May 14-15, at Cham-
paign; and June 11-12, at Rockford.

The topics and faculty for these seminars were as
follows:

What Every Trial Judge Should Know About Appeals—
Protecting The Recotd
Hon. John J. Stamos
Hon. Harold Clark
Prof. Richard Michael

Creditor and Debtor Rights and Duties
Hon, Myron Gomberg
Hon. Howard Lee White
Prof. Don Garner

Zoning Litigation
Hon, Robert E. Hunt
Hon. Raymond Berg

Prof. John McCormack

A total of 125 judges (including faculty) attended the
seminars.

Committee on Judicial Education

Effective July 1, 1976, the Judicial Conference's
newly created Committee on Judicial Education as-
sumed the responsibility for sponsoring and coordin-
ating all regional and specialized seminars,

During the second half of 1976 the Committee,
consisting of Me! R. Jiganti, Chairman, George W.
Unverzagt, Harry D, Strouse, Jr., Harry G. Comerford,
and Paul C. Verticchio conducted two seminars,

Pursuant to the report of an earlier sub-commitiee
on judicial education, the Committee on Judicial Edu~-
cation was formed and undertook to modify the pro-
gram of regional seminars. Rather than presenting a
large number of 1-1/2 day seminars, fewer seminars of
longer duration and greater depth were adopted by the
Committee. The new seminars are designed to present
comprehensive and sophisticated treatment of select-
ed basic legal topics. Correspondingly, the seminars
have been increased to 3 days duration, and the
reading materials are more extensive. Judges attend-
ing are expected to read the materials in advance and
be prepared to actively participate in the sessions.

The topics of Civil Procedure, Civil Remedies and
Criminal Law were selected for the 1976-1977 fall-
spring seminars. Each topic was presented twice, once
in Collinsville and once in Rockford.

During the fall of 1976, two of the new seminars
were presented.

The first was held at Rockford on October 14, 15 and
16, 1976, with 40 judges in attendance. The topic and
faculty for this seminar were as follows:

Civil Remedies
Hon. Allen Hartman
Professor Donald H. J. Hermann
Professor Vincent F. Vitullo

The second seminar ih this series was held at Col-
linsville on November 11, 12 and 13, 1976, with 50
judges in attendance. The topic and faculty for this
seminar were as follows:

Criminal Law
Hon. Louis B. Garippo
Professor Robert E. Burns
Professor James B. Haddad

Judicial Elections
Contested Election

The Hinois Constitution, Article VI, Section 12 (a)
provides:

“(a) Supreme, Appellate and Circuit Judges shall be
nominated at primary elections or by petition. Judges
shall he elected at general or judicial elections as the
General Assembly shall provide by law. A person
eligible for the office of Judge may cause his name to
appear on the ballot as a candidate for Judge at the
primary and at the general or judicial elections by
submitting petitions. The General Assembly shall pre-
scribe by law the requirements for petitions,"”
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The results of the November 2, 1976 judicial election
wore ags {oflows (single asterisk (*) indicates that the
suscessiul candiate was a sitting judicial officer who
war slocted o a higher judicial office, and a double
antensk (**) indicates that the successiul candidate
win a Supreme Court appointee to fill a judicial va-
RITRY

Candidates Elected
Judge of Supreme Court

FIRST DISTRICT
(Vacancy of Thomas Kluczynski)
William G. Clark (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Walter Schaefer)
Jamos A. Dooley (D., Chicago)

SECOND DISTRICT
(Vacancy of Charles Davis)
*Thomas J. Moran (R., Waukegan)

Candidates Elected
Judge of Appellate Court

FIRST DISTRICT
(Vacancy of Thaddeus Adesko)
*Nicholas J. Bua
(0., Melrose Park)

{(Vacaney of Joseph Burke)
*James J. Mejda (D., Burr Ridge)

(Vacancy of Henry Burman)
Maurice Porlin (D., Northbrook)

(Vacancgy of John Dempsey)
*Konneth E. Wilson (D., Chicago)

Vacancy of Joseph Drucker)
*David Linn (D., Skokie)

(Vacancy of Edward Egan)
*Philip Romiti (D., Hillside)

{(Vacancy of Robert English)
*Helen F. MeGillicuddy
(D., Chicago)

FOURTH DISTRICT
{Vacancy of Samuel Smith)
*Richard Mills {R., Virginia)

Candidates Elected
Judgo of Gircuit Court

FIRST CIRCUIT
Jackson County Only
{Vacancy of Everelt Prosser)
Bilt F. Green (D., Murphysboro)

Union County Only
(Vaeancy of Paul Reese)
D D. Bigler (D., Anna)

SECOND CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Randall Quindry)
Robert W. Whitmer (D., Robinson)

(Vacancy of William Eovaldi)
Robert S. Hill (D., Benton)

{Vacancy of Charles Jones)
**Albert W. McCallister
(D., Carmi)

THIRD CIRCUIT
Madison County Only
(Vacancy of Fred Schuman)
**Horace L. Calvo
(D., Granite City)

FOURTH CIRCUIT
Shelby County Only
(Vacancy of Robert Sanders)
William L, Turner (R., Shelbyville)

SIXTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Frederick Green)
**Harold L. Jensen (R., Urbana)

(Vacancy of Birch Morgan)
Robert J. Steigmann
(D., Champaign)

SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Macoupin County Only
(Vacancy of Francis Bergen)
**Joseph P. Koval (D., Staunton)

Sangamon County Only
(Vacancy of William Conway)
James T, Londrigan
(D., Springfield)

EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Brown County Only
(Vacancy of Edward Turner)
**David K. Slocum
(R., Mt. Sterling)

NINTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Keith Scott)
**William L. Randclph
(R., Macomb)

Henderson County Only
{Vacancy of Earle Kloster)
**Stephen G. Evans
(R., Gladstone)

TENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of J. Richards)
**Stephen K. Covey (R., Duniap)

ELEVENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Leland Simkins)
**Luther H. Dearborn
(R., Bloomington)



Livingston County Only
(Vacancy of Milton Erlenborn)
**Charles E. Glennon (R., Dwight)

TWELFTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Robert Higgins)
*Charles P. Connor (R. Joliet)

(Vacancy of Victor Cardosi)
*John F. Michela (R., Kankakee)

FOURTEENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Dan McNeal)
*Jay M., Hanson (R., Geneseo)

Mercer County Only
(Vacancy of Charles Carlstrom)
David Mason (D., Aledo)
Rock Istand County Only

(Vacancy of Richard Stengel)
David DeDoncker (D., E. Meline)

SIXTEENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Alfred Kirkland)
**Joseph M. McCarthy (R., Elgin)

(Vacancy of John Peterson)
Marvin D. Dunn (R., Batavia)
Kendall County Only

{Vacancy of Robert Seals)
**Wilson D. Burnell (R., Oswego)

SEVENTEENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of Seely Forbes)
Philip G. Reinhard (R., Rockford)

EIGHTEENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacangy of LeRoy Rechenmacher)
*Helen C. Kinney (R., Hinsdale)

(Additional Judgeship)
John J. Bowman (R., Oak Brook)

NINETEENTH CIRCUIT
(Vacancy of William Gleason)
*Roland A. Herrmann
(R., McHenry)

TWENTIETH CIRCUIT
St. Clair County Only
(Vacancy of James Gray)
Patrick J. Fleming (D., O'Fallon)

COOK COUNTY
(Vacancy of Charles Barrett)
**Earl Arkiss (D., Park Forest)

(Vacancy of Norman Barry)
**Garland W. Watt (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Abraham Brussell)
Vincent Bentivenga (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Daniel Covelli)
Thomas J. O'Brien
(D., Park Ridge)

(Vacancy of Wilbert Crowley)
*John J. Moran (D, Chicago)

{Vacancy of William Daly)
*Thomas J. Cawley
(D., Park Ridge)

(Vacancy of Thomas Donovan)
Joseph Gordon (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Robert Downing)
**John J. Grown (D., Winnetka)

(Vacancy of Robert Dunne)
*Robert J. Dempsey (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Samuel Epstein)
Charles J. Fleck Jr. (D., Chicago)

{Vacancy of Hyman Feldman)
Thomas R. Fitzgerald
(D., Chicago)

{Vacancy of Thomas Fitzgerald)
Allen A. Freeman (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Harry Hershenson)
Charles E. Freeman (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of F. Emmett Morrissey)
*Lawrence |. Genesen
(D., Glenwood)

(Vacancy of Harry Stark)
Albert Green (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Eugene Wachowski)
*Arthur N. Hamilton (D., Chicage)

(Vacancy of Harold Ward)
Monica D. Reynolds (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Alfonse Weils)
Lawrence P. Hickey (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Minor Wilson)
**_ouis J. Hyde (D., Chicago)

(15 Additional Judgeships)
Mary H. Hooton (D,, Chicago)
John A. McElligott (D., Chicago)
*Aubrey F. Kaplan (D,, Chicago)
Arthur J. Cieslik (D., Chicago)
Jerome Lerner (D., Skokie)
*Francis J. Mahon (D., Oak Park)
*Howard M. Miller (D., Chicago)
*Marilyn R. Komaosa (D., Chicago)
*Adam N. Stillo (D., River Forest)
R. Eugene Pincham (D., Chicago)
Mary Ann McMorrow
{D., Chicago)

*Richard L.. Samuels
{D., Flossmaar)
Gerald L. Sbarboro (D., Chicago)
Theodore M. Swain (D., Chicago)
*Anthony J. Scotillo (D., Chicago)

City of Chicago Only
(Vacancy of Felix Buoscia)
Philip J, Carey (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Norman Eiger)
Harold M. Nudelman
(D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of Joseph Hermes)
*Marion W, Garnett (D,, Chicago)

(Vacancy of David Lefkovits)
*James L. Griffin (D., Chicago)

(Vacancy of John Paviik)
*Thomas J. Janczy (D., Chicago)

{(Vacancy of Ben Schwartz)
**Roger J. Kiley Jr. (D., Chicago)

(10 Additional Judgeships)
William Cousins Jr. (D., Chicago)
*John H. McCollom (D., Chicago)
Sylvester C. Close (D., Chicago)
*William E. Peterson (D., Chicago)
*John F, Reynolds (D., Chicago)

**Raymond S. Sarnow
(D., Chicago)
*Raymond C. Sodini (D., Chicago)
James Traina (D., Chicagn)
**Jose R, Vazquez (D., Chicago)
**Warren D. Wolfson
{D., Chicago)

Qutside of City of Chicago Only
(Vacancy of Thomas Batrett)
Donald E. Joyce (R., River Forest)

(Vacancy of Norman Korfist)
Marion E, Burks (R., Evanston)

(Vacancy of Alvin Kvistad)
**John A. Nordberg (R., Golf)

(Vacancy of Anton Smigiel)
Robert L. Skiodowski
(R., Northbrook)

(5 Additional Judgeships)
Brian B. Duff (R., Wilmette)
Richard J. Petrarca (R., Flossmoor)
Romie J. Palmer (R., Blue Island)
Edward C. Hofert
(R., Mt, Prospect)

George M. Marovich
(R., South Holland)
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Judicial Hetention Election

The Mllinois Constitution, Article Vi, Section 12(d),
provides that a Supreme, Appellate or Circuit Judge
who has been electod to that office may file a declara~
tion of candidacy to succeed himself. The names of
judges seeking retention are submitted to the voters,
separatoly and without party designation, on the sole
question whether each judge shall be retained in offics,
A judgo who seeks retention "runs on his record” und
without opposition. The affirmalive vole of three-fifths
(60%) of thoge voting on the question is required 1o
oloct the judge to another term. On November 2, 1976,
sixly-5ix judges stood for ralention, All, except one,
wore retained in office. The results of the retention
oloction are as follows:

% of “Yes” Votes
SUPREME COURT JUDGE

Third Judigsial Distrigt
Hon. Howard C. Ryan 80.2

CIRCUIT COURT JUDGES
First Judicial Circuit

Hon. John Clayton 77.9
Hon. Peyton Kunce 751
Hon, William Lewis 78.1
Second Judicial Circuit
Hon Frank Hanagan 67.3
- Third Judicial Circuit
Hon. Joseph Barr 83.1
Hon. Harold Clark 82.8
Fourth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Daniel Dailey 72.5
Hon. Paul Hickman 73.1
Hon. Raymond Horn 73.3
Sixth Judicial Cireuit
Hon Rodney Scott 82.9
Hon Albart Webbor il 79.6
Seventh Judicial Circuit
Hon Harvey Beam 78.4
Eighth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Richard Mills 84.1
Hon Richard Scholz 75.3
Ninth Judicial Circuit
Hon Gale Mathers 80.8
Hon. Albert Scott 82.8
Tenth Judicial Cireuit
Hon Robert Hunt 83.1
Hon. Galvin Stone 83.1
Hon. lvan Yontz 82,7

Elevonth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Wayne Townley Jr. 79.2

Thirteenth Judicial Circuit

Hon. Thomas Clydesdale 75.3
Hon. Leonard Hoffman 82.0
Fourteenth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Conway Spanton 80.9
Fifteenth Judicial Circuit
Hon. James Bales 83.7
Hon. John Moore 81.9
Sixteenth Judicial Circuit
Hon. John Krause 73.4
Hon. Carl Swanson Jr. 77.1
Seventeenth Judicial Circuit
Hon, William Nash 79.3
Eighteenth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Phillip Locke 65.7
Hon. George Unverzagt 73.4
Hon, Alfred Woodward 76.9
Nineteenth Judicial Circuit
Hon. Harry Strouse Jr. 77.7
Hon. Lloyd VanDeusen 78.6
Cook County Judicial Circuit
Hon. L. Sheldon Brown 74.7
Hon. Nicholas Bua 78.6
Hon. Archibald Carey Jr, 79.6
Hon. Robert Collins 81.0
Hon. Harry Comerford 76.0
Hon. lrving Eiserman 76.0
Hon, Paul Elward 63.0
Hon. Philip Fleischman 78.7
Mon. James Geocaris 79.1
Hon. Jacques Heilingoetter 78.6
Hon, Reginald Holzer 80.0
Hon. Harry iseberg 61.8
Hon. Mel Jiganti 78.3
Hon. William Kane 80.0
Hon. Anthony Kogut 79.8
Hon. Frank Machala 77.9
Hon. Nicholas Matkovic 74.8
Hon, John McGury 79.1
Hon. James Murray 77.7
Hon. Benjamin Nelson 75.6
Hon. Donald O'Brien 68.6
Hon., Wayne Olson 76.4
Hon. Maurice Pompey 78.3
Hon. Joseph Power 58.8
Hon. Edith Sampson 61.9
Hon. George Schaller 77.0
Hon. Chester Strzalka 60.1
Hon. Fred Suria Jr. 78.8
Hon. Vincent Tondryk 77.8
Hon., Raymond Trafelet 78.4
Hon. Kenneth Wilson 80.4
Hon. Joseph Wosik 75.5

It should be observed that Judge Richard Carter,
Twentieth Judicial Circuit, filed a declaration of can-




didacy to succeed himself (that is, to be retained in
office) but withdrew the declaration before the election.
Effective December 6, 1976, he retired as a circuit
judge.

The 1975 report related that in the case of Lefkovits,
et al v. State Board of Elections, 400 F. Supp. 1005
(N.D. lll. 1975), a three judge federal pane! upheld the
60% affirmative vote requirement of the lllinois Consti-
tution for retention in judicial office. An appeal was filed
in the U.S. Supreme Court (No. 75-758) in late 1975.
On Febrary 24, 1976, the U.S. Supreme Court, by
summary action, affirmed the judgment below. 44 LW,
3463.

Federal Funding of State Court Programs

During 1976, the U. S. Congress extended the life of
the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration for
another three years. Since its inception in 1968, the
LEAA, through a system of state planning agencies in
each state, has awarded grants of funds for the pur-
pose of improving law enforcement and criminal jus-
tice, under the federal Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act.

The fargest percentage of federal funds has been
awarded to law enforcement and correctional agen-
cies. Grants to the courts were generally minimal in
most states. The principal reason for this low level
funding of the courts seems to have been a reluctance
on the part of the various state court systems to accept
funding from a state planning agency created and
controlled by the executive branch of the state gov-
ernment. In an effort to correct this situation and en-
courage greater court participation, the Crime Control
Act of 1976 included some significant provisions relat-
ing to the state courts. Among these new provisions
are the following:

1. The state planning agency must include as judi-
cial membetrs, at a minimum, the chief judicial
officer or other officer of the court of last resort,
the chief judicial administrative officer of the
state, and a local trial court judicial officer.

2. Any executive committee of a state planning
agency must include in its membership the same
proportion of judicial members as the total mem-
bership of the state ptanning agency.

3. Establishment of a judicial planning committee
for the preparation of an annual state judicial plan
which shall:

(a) establish priorities for the improvement of the
courts of the state;

(b) define, develop and coordinate programs
and projects for the improvement of the
courts of the state; and

{c) develop an annual state judicial plan for the
improvement of the courts of the state to be
included in the state comprehensive plan.

4, The judicial planning committee shall submit to
the state planning agenoy its annual plan for the
improvement of the courts of the state, Except to

the extent that the state planning agency deter-
mines that such a plan or part thereof is not in
accordance with the federal act, is not in confor-
mance with, or consistent with, the statewide
comprehensive plan, or does not conform with
the fiscal accountability standards of the state
planning agency, the state planning agency shall
incorporate such plan in the state comprehensive
plan.

Although lilinois has had a judicial planning com-
mittee (Supreme Court Committee on Criminal Justice
Programs) since 1970 and has participated in the
Crime Control Act program through the acceptance of
grants for various court programs, the changes indi-
cated above should serve to give the courts a greater
voice in how the federal funds might best be used to
meet the needs of the lllingis judicial system.

Court Facility Improvement

In his 1975 report to the General Assembly, the
Chief Justice pointed out the need for court facility
improvement in many of our counties. Among other
things, he stated:

“While this is not to say that every county has
neglected its courthouse needs—indeed, an appre-
ciable number has provided new facilities or are in
the process of doing so—the lack of adequate court
facilities in many areas Is a major handicap to the
effective administration of our judicial system.,

"Itis particularly distressing to realize that miflions
of dollars in federal money have been aliocated to
linois in recent years which, if it could have been

used for the ptiority programs identified by our court, -

could have made significant inroads in dealing with
these problems., Our court has consistently main-
tained that federal funds allocable to the courts to

improve the administration of criminal and juvenile

justice "could most fruitfully be applied to funding

capital improvements—abuilding, repairing and re-

modeling courthouses.”

As a first step toward meeting the need to provide
adequate court facllities, the Administrative Office,
during 1976, applied for and was awarded the sum of
$150,000 for the first phase of a courthouse facility
study of all 101 downstate counties. The scope and
objectives of this project are set out in greater detail in
the following excerpts from the grant application filed
with the lllinois Law Enforcement Commission,

"The problem of inadequate court facilities has con-
cerried lilinois judges for many decades. Not until
1963, however, was an organized effort made to look
at facility needs. In anticipation of the unification of the
court system, a Supreme Court Commiittee on Court-
houses and Related Court Facilities in Downstate llli-
nois was appointed that year. Assisted by Professor
Rubin G. Cohn of the University of lllinois College of
Law as Secrefary, the Committee was directed to
appraise the adequacy of the physical facilities of all
courts then existing: circuit, county, probate, clty, town,
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village, municipal, and justice of the peace; to consider
how those facilities mighi be allocated among the new
judiciary; 1o recommend improvements needed, and to
invesligate capital funding possibilities.

“Tne Committes reported its preliminary findings
ang conelusions 1o the 1963 llinois Judicial Confer-
oo (See 1963 Annual Report of the lllinois Judicial
Conferonco, pages 79-102.) After deseribing facility
condtions in detail, the Committee stated flatly that
courtrooms and related facilities in most of 101 down-
state counting wore sariously deficient when measured
by minimum acceptable standards, and that in all such
countics some measure of improvement was needed.

“Tho Commillee continued its work in 1964, report-
<y that substantial improvements had been made or
ware in progross in a few counties (Peoria, Sangamon,
Will, Alexander, and Calhoun), but littie or o effort had

heen mado 1o upgrade facilities in most counties
downstale. (8eo 1964 Anpual Report of the lllinols
Judicial Conference, pages 181-196).

“The Committee was disbanded in 1964, and the
subject was dormant as a broad-scale issue until 1972,
whon William G. Bohn, then a member of the ILEC
staff, again surveyed wownstale court facilities in con-
nection with a research paper he prepared for the
Institute for Court Management (See William G. Bohn,
Minois Courtrpoms 1872, published by the lllinois Su-
preme Court Committee on Criminal Justice Programs
with funds awardod by ILEC).

"Mr. Bohn's work again focused attention upon
arossly inadequate court facilities in many counties.
Concorning the stlate of facilities, Mr. Bohn said (at

page 4):

‘Generally speaking, it would have to be said that the
majority of the courtrooms within the State of Hllinois
provide an inadequate atmosphere for the proper
dispenging of criminal or civil justice, The majority of
gourtroomg, while they might have been remodeled
within the last 10 to 12 years, still would leave the
viewer with the impression that an old, dark, dingy
room was the stage for the proceedings. ...’

“An analysis of courthouse longevity prepared by
the 1963-64 study committee indicated that the major-
ity of courthouses dated from the 19th Century:

Mo - 1900 62
1900 - 1940 30
1840 - 1963 9
Total 101

"Mt Bobn updated that survey and revised the
dstnbution to includg recent remodeling efforts, He
foundd the following changes:

Proa = 1800 6
1900 « 1940 18
1940 - 1963 9
1664 - 1872 68
Total 101

“As the later information indicales, some work has
beon done since 1963 in a majority of the courthouses.
A Tew, such as Lake and St Clair Counties, are new.
The others have been refurbished to a greater or lesser
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extent, but the work has been piecemeal, and more of
a crisis response than an organized, well-conceived
altempt at facility planning.

"The later information also indicates that lllinois
judges have persisted in their efforts to obtain ade-
quate facilities, and continue to do so today. Minimal
results and inaction can be traced to a variety of
reasons;

In some counties, voters have refused to approve

bond referenda which would provide the funds for

consiruction or remodeling.

In some counties, the governing bodies are unwill-

ing, disinterested, or hostile.

In other counties, particularly those south of Spring-

field, tax resources are not sufficient to pay tie cost,

even on a long-term basis.

Because of ILEC's moratorium on construction,

grant funds available from LEAA cannot be used

where needed.

"Meanwhile, the caseload experience of the courts
has aggravated the problem. In 1864, for example, the
20 Judicial Circuits downstate reported 632,411 new
cases filed during the year: 49,267 criminal, 159,713
civil, and 423,431 municipal.

"By 1974, however, the caseload had increased by
73 percent. New filings totaled 1,095,057 cases:
104,457 criminal cases (112 percent increase),
210,305 civil cases (32 percent increase), and 780,295
municipal cases (84 percent increase).

“As a result of continuing discussions within the
judiciary, the Director of the Administrative Office of the
llinois Courts determined that the faciiity problem
would have to be brought under control, He asked
ILEC for funding to support a comprehensive study of
facilities and facility needs, ILEC approved the concept
as a two-year project and allocated the first increment
of funding in the State’s 1976 plan.

"With funding potentially available, the Director
submitted the concept to the Supreme Court of llinois
and obtained the Court's approval and authorization to
seek funds,

"To initiate the competitive bidding process, a Re-
quest for Proposal was prepared, approved by the
Director, and submitted to and approved by the Su-
preme Court Committee on Criminal Justice Programs
on February 13, 1976. The RFP was sent to prospec-
tive bidders later in February and in early March.

"The bidder's list was composed of consultants rec-
ommended by the Criminal Courts Technical Assis-
tance Project of the American University Institute for
Advanced Studies in Justice (the Project was contact-
ed upon advice of LEAA Region V office), and of
consultants who had communicated directly with the
Administrative Office.

“The list included the following firms and organiza-
tions:

Touche, Ross and Company, Chicago

SUA, Incorporated, Los Angeles

Space Management Consultants, Inc., Honolulu

Architectural Planning Research Associates,
Washingt~n, D.C.




PBA Associates, Champaign
Real Estate Research Corporaticn, Chicago
Arthur Andersen and Company, Chicago
National Clearinghouse on Criminal Justice Plan-
ring and Architecture
"By the final submission date, March 22, 1978,
proposals had been received from the following five
cohsultants, listed in descending bid order:

SUA, Incorporated $452,367
Real Estate Research

Corporation $300,000
National Clearinghouse on

Criminal Justice Planning

and Architecture $296,016
PBA Associates $291,835
Space Management

Consultants, Inc. $277,000

“At the request of the Director, the Supreme Court
Committee on Criminal Justice Programs reviewed the
bids on April 9, 1976 and recommended selection of
Space Management Consultants, Inc.,, as qualified
lowest bidder,

“Subsequent to the April 9, 1976 review by the
Committee, Paltiel J. Bach of PBA Associates, by letter
dated April 23, 1976, asked the Committee for leave to
amend his proposal, which amendment resulted in a
reduction of his bid price to $266,935,

"On May 10, 1976, Walter Sobel, FAIA and Asso-~
ciates submitted a proposal to the Administrative Of-
fice. Prices were quoted for two options, one at
$899,558, and the other at $569,504.

“The Director again referred the matter to the Com-
mittee for its further consideration. At the meeting of
May 14, 1976, the Committee reaffirmed its recom-
mendation of April 9, 1976, The Director thereupon
selected Space Management Consultants, Inc. as
project consuttant, contingant upon the availability of
funds from ILEC.

Scope of the Project

"As envisioned by the Director, the study will extend
to all space and facility needs of the Circuit Courts and
the Appeliate Courts in the four Judicial Districts
downstate. The Circuit Court of Cook County and the
Appellate Court, First Judicial District, are not included
because Appellate Court facilities are adequate in the
First District, and the facilities of the Circuit Court of
Cook County were the subject of a previous study
(Grant No. 364, awarded January 28, 1972).

"“The project will address such space needs as
courtrooms; chambers; offices for Clerks, State's At-
torneys, Public Defenders, and court reporters; jury
assembly and deliberation; attorney-client confer-
ences; prisoner detention; file storage; administrative
support; and probation activities.

“The study will include cantral and satellite facilities
now in use or needed, and it will consider the present
basis for capital funding and assess the availability and
need of other funding opportunities.

“The study also will consider the desirability and

detriments of locating court facllities separately from
county administration headquarters, and the feasibility
of regionalizing court faciiities and services.

“As a product of this work, the Supreme Court and
the Director expect to obtain:

1. A complete inventory of all facilities now in use,

central and satellite,

2. An assessment of facility needs projected
through the year 2000,

3. A master plan for the development and improve-
ment of court facilities.

4, Recommendations for short-term improvements
which can be implemented quickly at minimal
cost.

5. A comprehensive plan for long-term facility de-
velopment.

6. A manual of space standards and design guide-
lines,

7. A catalogue of facility information,”

Using this study as a guide, it is hoped that through a
combination of local, state and federal funds, the court
facifities in every llinois county can be improved
wherever necessary,

Cook County Court Facilities

Over the past several years Cook County has taken
major steps to provide badly needed courtrooms in
Chicago and the suburban districts,

The largest of the facility projects is the Criminal
Court Complex at 2600 South California Avenug. The
ptoject is well underway with the remodeling & the
existing Criminal Courts Building. The remodeling in-
cludes new lighting, alr conditioning, and new coutt-
room fixtures and appointments,

A new Criminal Administration Building will be lo-
cated to the south of the Criminal Courts Building. The
new building will be on a site area of approximately
215,900 square feet. The building will have a cruciform
configuration utilizing a service core to the side of the
tower to facilitate maximum flexibility for internal space
planning. The tower will be fourteen stories high with
an additional iwo floors below ground. The new build-
ing will house the following offices which are currently
in the Criminal Courts Building and Daley Center:
Psychiatric Institute, Social Service, State's Attorney,
Sheriff, Public Defender, Clerk of the Circuit Court,
Jury Assembly Room, Adult Probation, Officiai Court
Reporters and the Chicago Police Department,

Placing all of these agencies in the new building will
free the first three floors of the Criminal Courts Bullding
which will then be renovated to provide twenty new
courtrooms.

(1st Municipal District)

Ten new courtrooms will be available with the com-
pletion of the new district headquarters for Chicago
Police Areas 2 through 6. There will be two new
courtrooms at each of these new area headquarters,

The new facilities at areas four and six have been

completed and are presently in use,
In addition, eleven new courtrooms will be available
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in early 1977 in the remodeled ITT building at 1340
South Michigan Avenue,
(Municipal Districts 2-6)

The building program is not limited to the County
Dapartment and the 1st Municipal District. The county
is also constructing facilities in suburban districts 2-6.

A mini-civic center has been completed and is in use
in the 4th Municipal District in Maywood, The building
contains ten courtrooms, 5 jury and 5 non-jury. In
addition to the courtrooms there is space for the State’s
Attorney's Office, Office of the Public Defender, Clerk
of the Circuit Court, Adult Probation, Court Reporters,
Sheriff's Office, Law Library, the Psychiatric Institute,
and Juvenile Probation.,

A secord mini-civic center is underway in the 6th
Municipal District in Markham. It will contain 16 court-
rooms and be modoled after the facility in Maywood.

New facilities are also in the planning stage for
Municipal Districts 2, 3 and 5.

(Financing)

Tho above facility projects are unique because of
the mothod being used to finance their construction.
The usual method of financing government construc-
tion in the past has congisted of having the job es-
timalod and seeking a bond issue for an amount
slightly larger than the estimate lo provide for any
unoxpected expenses. Interest on such bonds is paid
on the full amount of the bond issue, although not all of
e money is needed at the outset. Under the new
mathod, five major Chicago banks will provide the
funds on a loan basis as needed. Interest will be paid
only-on the monay actually in use by the County. When
the project is completed, an exact amount of money
may bo asked for in a bond issue, thus saving the
County a large amount of money in interest payments.
This unique system is being used in the buitding of the
Criminal Court Complex and the 4th and 6th Municipal
Distriet buildings.

Noew Fourth District Appellate and Circult Court
Facilities

Senale Bill 1742, passed in the 1975 session of the
79th General Assembly appropriates over $15 million
for construction, tand acquisition, planning, and site
improvement, for a courts complex for Circuit and
Appellate Courts and for paralegal and legal education
in Springtield. Itis hoped that the educational facilities
might become a cenler for continuing judicial educa-
lion.

Increased Judgeships

The number of Circuit and Associate Judges is
provided by law (lll. Rev. Stat., ch 37, §72.2 and ch. 37,
§160 2). However, unless otherwise provided by law,
tho Constitution, Arl. VI, Ssc. 7, tequires that there
shall be at least one Circuit Judge from each county
and, in Cook Gounty, thal there be at least twelve
chosen at large from the area outside Chicago and at
least thirty-six chosen at large from within Chicago.

During 1975, the General Assembly increased the
number of Circuit and Associate judgeships.

HB-2625 (PA 79-843) made the following increasés:
(1) Cook County - 15 additional Circuit Judges to be
elected at large; 10 additional Circuit Judges to be
elected from within the City of Chicago; 5 additional
Circuit Judges to be elected from the area outside the
City of Chicago; ard (2) 18th Judicial Circuit (Du Page
County) - 3 additional Circuit Judges to be elected at
large (2 of these 3 judgeships may not be filled until on
or after July 1, 1977). All of these judgeships, with the
exception of 2 in the 18th Circuit, were filled at the
November, 1976 general election.

SB-0883 (PA 79-687) increased the number of ad-
ditional Associate Judgeships from 40 to 50, to be filled
as directed by the Supreme Court,

Conference of Chief Circuit Judges
Committee on Traffic Rules

At its January 16, 1976 meeting, the Conference
reactivated the Conference Committee on Traffic
Rules and appointed Chief Judge Harry D. Strouse, Jr,,
19th Judicial Circuit, as a committee of one and chair-
ran to study proposals and recommended changes in
Art, V of the Supreme Court Rules, In addition, Judge
Strouse was given the responsibility and authority to
review and revise the Uniform Citation and Complaint
form and advise the State Police of the decision of the
Conference of Chief Circuit Judges in that regard. The
decision was that the ticket be amended {o provide in
bold, red type on the face of the ticket 'notice-the trial
will not be given on the date set below-read the back of
this ticket."”

Mental Health Hearings

The Conference corisidered the prohlern of counties
failing to reimburse Randolph County for the costs of
processing mental health hearings when non-resident
indigents are committed to the institution at Chester. it
was suggested that Randolph County send a copy of
all such bills to the Chief Judge of the circuit as well as
to the county board. In that way every Chief Judge
could keep track of which counties in his circuit are
paying and which are not.

Attachment Act

The Conference considered the opinion of the U.S.
District Court (N. Dist. E. Div., Case #74C3473, Her-
nandez v. Finley) wherein the court held the Hinois
Attachment Act unconstitutional. A copy uf that opinion
and the order in the case were distributed to every
Chief Judge. Coples of the opinion and order were also
mailed to every clerk and sheriff in the state by the
Administrative Office.

Jury Demand Fee
The Conference adopted a motion that the statute




be amended to add a civil jury demand fee of $50 to the
downstate clerk’s fee statute.

Service in Cook County

Chief Judges agreed to cooperate in providing
judges to Cook County for the coming year.

Uniform Citation and Complaint Form

At the February 20, 1976 meeting of the Conference
copies of the proposed new Uniform Citation and
Complaint form which was developed in cooperation
with the State Police were distributed.

Appearance Date in Traffic Cases

The Conference was advised of the decision of the
Appeliate Court, 1st Dist., in Village of Park Forest v.
Fagan, ....App.3rd.., 340 N.E.2d 596 (1975) which
ruled that Supreme Court Rule 504, which provides in
pertinent part that: "The date set by an arresting officer
for a defendant's appearance in court shali not be less
than 10 days but within 45 days after the date of an
arrest, whenever practicable” must be strictly complied
with and that the words “"whenever practicable” mean
within the 10 to 45 day period. In the absence of a
ruling to the contrary by another District of the Ap-
pellate Court, it would appear that all circuits are bound
to follow the Fagan case untii the Supreme Court elther
reverses it or amends its rule.

The Conference adopted a motion that Rule 504 be
amended to provide that the period be modified, as
follows: "The first appearance date shall be not less
than 10 days but within 60 days after the date of the
arrest, whenever practicable.”

On February 4, 1976, a petition for leave to appeal to
the Supreme Court was filed in the Fagan case (Su-
preme Court docket #48241). The Supreme Court
granted leave to appeal on March 25, 1976.

Speedy Trial Statute

The Conference adopted a motion that the Confer-
ence recommends to the General Assembly that the
effective date of PA 79-842 (speedy trial statute) be
amended to read July 1, 1977 (from July 1, 19786).

Supervision

The Conference discussed Feople v. Breen,
wherein the Supreme Court held that an order of
“supervision” is not an authorized order and recom-
mended that the General Assembly consider the social
merit of allowing orders of supervision,

State Reimbursement of
Juvenile Probation Personnel

Judge Boyle appointed a comimittee comprised of
Judge Scholz as chairman, with Judges Roberts and
Yontz, and asked them to review the Conference's

standards on state reimbursement of probation per-
sannel.

Procedures for Mailing Supreme and
Appellate Court Opinions

It was unanimously agreed that the Clerk of the
Supreme Court shouild be asked to send a copy of the
slip opinion in each case to the trial iudge and the Chief
Judge of the Circuit. On the Appellate Court level, eagh
Chief Judge will contact the Appellate Clerk in his
District and ask for the appellate opiniens in cases that
arose in his circuit,

Jury Certificates

It was agreed that it would be a good idea for the
Chief Judge to issue certificates to jurors for their
service.

Property Taxes - Compromise Agreements

At its March 19, 1976 meeting there was a disctis-
sion of the bmdmg effect on the court of compromise
tax agreements worked out betwoen the objector aind
the State's Attorney. It was concluded that the judgio is
not bound by an agreement which calls for him to sign
an order. If he does not agree with the compromise, he
may simply refuse to enter the order, thus requiring the
parties to renegotiate,

Uniform Circuit Court Rules

The Chief Judges considered the proposed unifdrm
ruies and unanimously approved their content. The
Conference unanimously voted to recommend to fhe
lllinois State Bar Association Assembly that it apprdve
the uniform rules submitted to it by its committee gnd
unanimously agreed to recommend to the Supr@lL‘\
Court that the rules be adopted as Supreme qut
Rules,

Probationary Appointment of Court Reporteriﬁ

The Conference discussed the hiring of court fe-
porters on a probationary period and the propriety:of
doing so. There was general agreement that such a
procedure could and should be followed if there was
any doubt about the competence of the appomte}e

Consideration of Scope and Interpretation of!
Supreme Court Rule 70

Atthe April 23, 1976 meeting, the issue of how mu"ah
political activity was aermissible under Rule 70 {or
judges seeking retention was discussed. It was sup-
gested in light of the dilemna created by the uncertainity
of the situation, that it might be the proper prerogati(ge
of the Conference to pass a resolution covering the
major areas of concern. However, no further action
was taken on the issue of interpretation of Rule




Roport of the Commitiee on Changes in Article V

Judge Strouse distributed a new ticket form which
had heen developed by the commitiee in conjunction
wnth seprasentalive police agencies. Following brief
descussion, tho Conforonce unanimously approved the
proposed ticket form without modification.

Rofusal of County Boards 1o Pay County Share
of Judicial Salary

Jurdne Gulley reported that he was aware of lwelve
countios 1o date n which the county board has indi-
£xded an intontion to refuseo to pay the sounly share of
il safarios. Judoge Gulley simply noted the nen-
dency of the probiem and expressed his anticipation of
poooible Iegal action to compel the counties 1o make
payment pursuant ta the stalute.

Burdei ¢ Becordation of Grand Jury Testimony

it was generally agreed that the statute requires the
county to pay the cost of recording the grand jury
procecdings and, therefore, the courl should appoint a
reporter when the Siate’'s Attorney fails to provide one.
Of wpurse, the Stale's Aftorney should carry the pri-
mary burden in complying with the recording require-
mants of the statute.

Voice Writing

AtLits May 21, 1976 meeling, the Conference was
presentod with g demonstration of the voice writing
inchniquos. The minutes of the meeling were taken in
thirr; fashion

Ethics Committee Report
The Gonfarence adopted a motion to the effect that

tho Suprome Gourt consider and take some action cn
the report of the Judicial Conference Study Commiitee
an Tthies. This was done with the hope that it would

tosult w some clarification of Rule 70.

Conditions on Bail

The Conlorenpe discussed the situation where a
defendant comnats another erime while out on bail,
The guestion prosented was whether the bail could be
ookt Tho Conference arrived at no conclusion on
thes queshion

Roport of the Subcommittee on Minimum
Slandords {or Juvenile Probation Personnel

The Conloronge adopted a report of the subcom-
malten on standards and guidelines for who shouid
rocove stale renmbursemant for juvenite rehabilitative
work

Disposing of Decedent Estates
The Conleronce recognized the problem existing in

many circuits wherein oid estates were nct being
closed. The Conference discussed various methods
which might be used to insure that estates are closed
on a timely basis.

Supervision

The Conference discussed the social merits of the
disposition known as “supervision” then pending in the
legislature. The Conference was generally in favor of
"supervision” as a disposition in misdemeanor cases.

Court Facilities Study

The Conference was advised of the forthcoming,
downstate court facilities study to be undertaken by the
Administrative Office, through the use of a consultant,
The project will be funded by the lllinois Law Enforce-
ment Commission.

At the September 8, 1976 meeting, Dr. Michael
Wong, President of Space Management Consultants,
Inc., was invited to bring the Chief Judges up-to-date
on the court facilities study. He expla Yed that employ-
ees of his office had started to do on-site studies of the
court facilities and that the questionnaire previously
sent out had been received, with the exception of four
counties.

Holidays

The Conference adopted a motion adopting the
holidays defined by lil. Rev, Stat., 1975, ch. 98, paras.
18, 19, 20, 20a, 20b, 20c and 20d.

Mental Health

At Judge Gultey's request, the Chief Judges were
asked to favorably consider the possibility of sending
two judges from each circuit to participate in the 7th
Annua! Institute on Law, Psychiatry and the Mentally
Disordered Defendant which was held in Carbondale
on November 9, 10 and 11, 1976.

A motion was adopted that the Conference of Chief
Circuit Judges endorse the program and will cooperate
fully in sending judges to attend it.

Processirig Search Warrants

A motion was adopted that the Chief Judges unani-
mously agreed to request that an appropriate commit-
tee of the Illinois Judicial Conference study the prob-
lems of search warrants and make a report and
recommendation to the Judicial Conference.

Overweight Tickets

A motion was adopted that the overweight ticket
forms presently used by the State Police be approved
for use in all counties, except Cook County.

Expungement of Records

A motion was adopted that a committee of Chief




Judges should be appointed to study the problems
surrounding the expungement statute, and to make
recommendations for uniform procedures and forms.
Judge Boyle appointed a committee consisting of
Judges Scholz, Roberts and Strouse.

Allowable Conditions for Probation

Judge Boyle appointed a subcommittee consisting
of Judges Bales, Clark and McCullough to study the
matter of discretionary probation conditions and to
report back to the Conference of Chief Circuit Judges
at the earliest opportunity.

Clerk’s Fees

Judge Gulley reported on the passage of S.B. 1560,
Among other things, the Bill provides a $10 clerk’s fee
for “marriages in court.” Some cierks believe this
means that whenever a person is married by a judge,
the clerk is entitled to a fee of $10, in addition to the
$10 fee payable to the marriage fund under Supreme
Court Rule 41. Judge Gulley expressed his opinion that
this was an erroneous interpretation of that statute,

The clerk's fee for minor traffic, conservation or
ordinance violation cases has been raised from $5 to
$10, with no provision being made to amend either
Supreme Court Rule 551 or the Uniform Traffic Ticket,
There will be considerable confusion in the distribution
of fees and fines until those changes can be made. In
addition, the fee for a traffic offense case when a court
appearance is required has been raised from $10 to
$15,

Attorney Fees for Representing
Indigents in Juvenile Cases

There was general discussion concerning the rmea-
sure of fees to be paid to an attorney appointed to
represent a juvenile in a delinquency matter. It was
generally agreed that the fees for representing a juve-
nile on a delinquency petition should be calculated in
the same way as are fees paid to an attorney who
represents an indigent criminal defendant.

Court Holidays

At its October 15, 1976 meeting, the Conference
adopted a motion that any State holiday defined in
Chapter 98 which falls on a Saturday will be celebrated
as a court holiday on the preceeding Friday.

Attorneys Fees

The Confarence generally discussed the setting of
attorneys feés in cases where the court is required to
approve the fee. It was generally agreed that an hourly
basis was preferable to a percentage basis for setting
the attorneys fees. In criminal cases it was agreed that
the statutory amounts should be adhered to when
setting fees,

Continuing Legai Educaiion Policy

The Conference was advised that the lifinois Insti-
tute for Continuing Legal Education has forwarded to
Judge Gulley a new policy concerning judges' atten-
dance at Institute Programs: Judges may atlend Insti-
tute programs on a complimentary basis. However, if
they wish to receive the materials soid in connection
with the seminar, they must be purchased at the regu-
lar purchase price. Judges need not pre-registes for
any course. They need only appear at the seminar
registration desk, identify themselves as members of
the judiciary and be admitted,

Department of Corrections

Mr. Madden advised the Conference that he re-
ceived a letter from Lawrence X. Pusateri, one of the
attorneys for the Department of Corrections in which
he asks the Chief Judges to discuss the problem the
Department is having in cases in which inmates are
unable to obtain from the clerks of various courts a
record of credit they have for their county jail time. Mr.
Pusateri reminds the Conference that Section 1005-4~
1(d) of the Code of Corrections provides that:

“The clerk of the court shall transmit to the De-
partment the number of days, if any, which the
defentant has been in cusiody and for which he is
entitied to credit against the sentence, which in-
formation shall be provided to the cierk by the
sheriff.”

The Chief Judges voted to have the Secretary ad-
vise Mr. Pusateri that the matter of clerks’ failure to
provide a report on the time served by defendants in a
county jail was discussed by the Chief Judges and that
each Chief Judge will attempt to insure that each circuit
clerk conforms with the statute.

Mental Health - Sriminal Procedure

Judge Boyle advised the Conference that Cook
County had adogted general order 1-2.1 which reads
as follows:

“VII. Criminal Division”

“The Criminal Division hears criminal actions and
prosecutions commenced by indictment or infor-
mation and related matters arising under the
Mental Health Code of 1967..." (Emphasis sup-
plied)

Under this revision to the general order, the same
judge who hears the criminal case ¢ gainst a defendant
alleged to be incapable of cooperating with counsel will
also hear the civil commitment and determine whether
the defendant is in need of hospitalization for further
mental treatment,

Sapreme Court Rule Changes

The Conference was advised of several Supreme
Court Rule changes:
Rule 214 the amendment merely adds testing or sam-
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pling a6 a putpose for production of specified docu-
maents.

Rule 277(a) adds the word judgment before the word
deblar and deleles cerlain language.

Rule 277() changes the method of calculating the time
for terminalion of supplementary proceedings.

Rulo 284(a) increases mailing fee from $1.50 to $2.25
for cach dofendant served in small ¢laims cases.
Hule 330(a) requires the Circuit Court Clerks to trans-
it g copy of the notice of appeal to the court to which
the appeal i being taken within five days after the filing
of the notice of appeal.

Rulen 315(b), (g), and 376(a) deal with extensions of
timn in appellate procedures.

Rule 412 adds to the information a criminal defendant
15 antiled 1o at discovery.

Rulo 413 requires a defendant relying on alibi defense
to discloge thoe place where he maintains he was at the
time of the offense.

Lawyers Publicizing Commencement of
Disclplinary Proceedings Against Judges

The Conference adopted a motion to propose to the
Suprome Court the adoption of a rule which wouid read
substantially as follows:

"No allornoy shall directly or indirectly make
public the filing or the intention to file a complaint
with the Judicial Inquiry Bowrd, unless and until
tha Judicial Inquity Board has filed a complaint
with tho GCourts Commission.”

Ball on Minor Traffic Offenses

Aftor some discusgion the Conference moved to
recommaond 1o the Supreme Court that bail in all minor
triftic offonses, under Supreme Court Rule, be raised
i 35

Article V

~ Atits Novomber 19, 1976 meeting, Judge Strouse,
Charman of the Ad Hoc Committee to Consider Revi-
son of Article V of the Supreme Court Rules, reported
an the moeeting of the Ad Hoc Committee. He reviewed
the commitleo’s aclivitios and the changes it would be
recommending in Ardicle V.

Uniform Mittimus

Judge Boyle reported that William Gainer, Esq.,
Counagel to the Gircuit Clerk of Cook County will look
mto the possibilty of crealing a uniform mittimus form
qGied report back to the Chief Judges at his earliest
ronvnionea

Jury System

Judgo Boyle briefly explained the jury selection
systom bong used in Houston, Texas and Detroit,
Michigan In Houston, a juror is called and, if selected
13 somve on a ury he is free to go home after comple-
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tion of service on the first jury on which he is sworn, If
he is questioned on voir dire for a jury, but is rejected
for any reason, he is also free to go. There is no set
period of time for which jurors are called. In Detroit, a
similar system is used except that a juror must remain
for at least one full day even if rejected for more than
one jury during that day.

Court Reporters’ Transcript Fees - Both
Indigent and Non-Indigent Cases

The Conference discussed the problem of whether it
is necessary for court reporters to attend the arraign-
ment for every accused who, upon convicition, may be
punished by imprisonment in the penitentiary and shall
take the plea or change of plea, the admonishments
given by the court, and the inquiries made by the court
on matters required by Rules 401 and 402 of the
Supreme Court, and transcribe these notes. No con-
sensus was reached.

Error and Omission Insurance
Coverage for Circuit Clerks

The Conference discussed the question of whether
or not the statutory $5,000 fidelity bond (lll, Rev. Stat.
1975, ch. 25 §4) required of clerks of the circuit court is
adequate, It was observed that the amount in the
statute is a minimum. There is no question that the
judges of the court can raise that amount if they wish,
There was general consensus that the fidelity bond
required of the clerk should reasonably reflect the
responsibility that officer has for handling the court's
money and his responsibility to litigants.

Article V

At its December 2, 1976 meeting, Judge Strouse
presented the final draft of the proposed revisions to
Article V of the Supreme Court Rules.

CHIEF JUDGES
(as of December 31, 1976)

Circuit Name
1st Hon. John H. Clayton
2nd Hon. Philip B. Benefiel
3rd Hon. Harold R. Clark
4th Hon. Bill J. Slater
5th Hon. Ralph S. Pearman
6th Hon. Rodney A. Scott
7th Hon. Byron E. Koch
8th Hon. Richard F. Scholz, Jr.
9th Hon. Daniel J. Roberts
10th Hon. ivan L. Yontz
11th Hon. John T. McCullough
12th Hon. Michae!l A. Orenic
13th Hon. William P. Denny
14ih Hon. Paul E. Rink
15th Hon. James E. Bales
16th Hon. Ernest W. Akemann




17th Hon. John E. Sype

18th Hon. George W. Unverzagt
18th Hon. Harry D. Strouse, Jr.
20th Hon. Joseph F. Cunningham

Cook County Hon. John S. Boyle

Compulsory Retirement of Judges

ll. Rev. Stat,, ch. 37, §23.71 et seq. provides for
compulsory retirement of judges upon the attairiment
of age 70. Although this statute was enacted in 1965, it
has affected only a few judges thus far because it
contained a delayed effective date as to judges in
office who had not served long enough to qualify for full
pension benefits. However, in 1976 a number of sitting
judges attained compulsory retirement status. Two
Supreme Court Justices, five Appellate Court Justices,
twenty-two Circuit Judges and six Associate Judges
were affected.

The full text of the compuilsory retirement statute is
as follows:

“23.71 Automatic retirement—Conclusion of
pending matters. §1. A judge is automatically retired
on the first Monday of December next after the general
election at which members of the General Assembly
are elected immediately following the attainment of age
70 of such judge. Such judge shall conclude all matters
pending before him unless the Supreme Court makes
other provisions for the disposition of such matters.

23.72 Continuance in office—Conditions—Date
of retirement. §2. The provisions of Section 1 of this
Act are suspended, however, with respect to any judge
in office on the effective date of this Act. Such judge
may continue to serve until the occurrence of one of
the 3 following dates whichever occurs last: (1) Jan-
uary 1, 1976; or (2) the date upon which such judge
completes 18 years of judicial service in courts of
record including all such service rendered prior to, on,
and after the effective date of this Act; or (3) the date
upon which such judge reaches age 70. The provisions
of Section 1 of this Act are also suspended as to any
judge in office on June 30th, 1973 who cannot fulfill the
minimum eligibility requirements under the Judges
Retirement System of llinois, Article 18 of the lllinois
Pension Code, on the day of his becoming age 70, but
who can do so by remaining in office after age 70 for
the balance of his current term.

“Upon reagching the date provided in this Section 2,
whichever is appropriate, such judge is retired on the
first Monday in December next after the general elec-
tion for members of the General Assembly occurring
immediately after such refirement date except that
such judge shall complete all matters pending before
him unless the Supreme Court makes other provisions
for the disposition of such matters.”

The Courts Commission

in prior annual reports to the Supreme Court, par-
ticularly the 1975 Annual Report, the history and
course of judicial discipline in lllinois were extensively

related and will not, therefore, be repeated here, Since
July 1, 1971, discipiinary proceedings against judicial
officers have been bifurcated: the Judicial Inquiry
Board, composed of nine members, which includes
four lay-persons and three lawyers appointed by the
Governor, and two circuit judges appointed by the
Supreme Court, conducts investigations against
judges, files formal voted complaints against judges
with the Courts Commission, and prosecutes the voted
complaints before the Courts Commission. The Gourts
Commission, composed of five judges, is limited to
hearing the complaints filed by the Judicial Inquiry
Board, to making findings, and to entering dispositive
orders of dismissal or of imposition of sanctions. Upon
a finding against a respondent-judicial officer, the
Courts Commission, after notice and public hearing,
may “remove from office, suspend without pay, cen-
sure or reprimand a Judge or Associate Judge for
willful misconduct in office, persistent failure to perform
his duties, or other conduct that is prejudicial to the
administration of justice or that brings the judicial office
into disrepute, or . . .to suspend, with ot without pay, or
retire a Judge or Associate Judge who is physically or
mentally unable to perform his duties.” lll. Const. art.
VI, §15(e).

The judicial officers who have been appointed as
members of the judicial disciplinary entities are, as of
December 31, 1976:

Appointed by the Supreme Court to the Judicial
Inquiry Board

Circuit Judge Walter P. Dahl, Cook County
Vacancy created by the retirement of Circuit Judge
John T. Reardon, Eighth Judicial Circuit. It is an-
ticipated Judge Reardon’s vacancy will be filled in
January of 1977,

Appointed by the Supreme Court to the Courts
Commission

*Supreme Court Judge Joseph H. Goldenhersh
(chairman)

*Circuit Judge Robert E. Hunt, Tenth Judicial Circuit
*Circuit Judge James C. Murray, Cook County
Circuit Judge Rodney A. Scott, Sixth Judicial Circuit
(alternate)

Circuit Judge Arthur L. Dunnie, Cook County (altéer-
nate)

Appointed by the Appellate Court to the Courls
Commission—

*Appellate Court Judge Edward C. Eberspacher,
Fifth Judicial District

*Appellate Court Judge John J, Stamos, First Judi-
cial District

Appellate Court Judge Glenn K. Seidenfeld, Second
Judicial District (alternate)

Appellate Court Judge Thomas A. McGioon, First
Judicial District (alternate)

*Present members of the Courts Commisslon. »

Pursuant to rule of the Commission, the Adminis-
trative Director, Roy O. Gulley, is the Commission
secretary.

61




Giuringy 1976, four formal complaints were filed by
thn Judicisl inquiry Beard with the Courts Commission;
ant complunt lled v 1975 was adjudicated in 1976;
and one complamt filed in 1976 was carried over into
1677 The Gommission, upon a finding against a re-
spondont-judge and after a public hearing, may dis-
ciphng the jdgn by remaoval from office, suspension
with o without pay, retirement, censure or reprimand,
The 1976 actvities of the linois Courts Commission
Wore.

(13 Gomplunt 75-CC-4 alleged that a Cook County
annooite udge brought the judicial office into disre-
it by ongaging @ marfded woman in a privale con-
yorsation m the respondent’s chambers and there
mide a proposal “domeaning” 1o the woman, to the
rogpondont and to his judicial office.

Frior 10 o hearing by the Commission, the respon-
dont rosigned, effoctive December 31, 1975, from ju-
dicial office. Tho Commission dismissed the complaint
on January 16, 1976.

(2) Complaint 76-CC=1 charged a cerfain associate
jdge of tho Sixteonth Judicial Circuit with willful mis-
sonduct in office, conduct prejudicial to the adminis-
tration of justice and conduct which brought the judicial
office into disreputa in that ho proceeded to an apart-
mont building in which he had an ownership interest,
and there he, armad wilh a handgun, apprehended a
formor tonant who was creating a distutbance. The
annocale judgo then caused the police to be sum-
moneed, caused the sald tenant to be arrested for
enininal trespass, and caused him o be taken to the
police station where the associate judge noliced that
the aaid enant had in his possession a key to the
apantmont building. The sald tenant was charged with
thelt, and the agsociate judge then had the said tenant
axoetdo ¢ ploa of guilty. Thercafter, in the police sta-
tion, the assoginte judge hoid courl, tried the said
tenant on tho plea and sentonced him to eight months
af mearceration All of the above events nceurred be-
tween 11:00 P M. and midnight,

n Apnl 26, 1976, the Commission determined that
ther chargos wore proveed by clear and convinging
—4ience” and ordered the raspondoent-judge removed
from offico.

{3 Complant 76-CG-2 alleged that a Cook County
el judgo brought the judicial office into disrepute
wathywallful misconguct in office and conduct prejudicial
t e admmistration of justice by selting excessive bail
n rgdemeanor €ases, eontinuing motions (o reduce
ol untit the day of trial and excluding a defense
Mternpy from tho courtroom

On September 13, 1976, the Commission held that
on the “whole rocord, the Commission finds that the
vharges havo beon praved by elear and convinging
evidonesy and ardered tho respondent suspended for
ane manth withouwt pay.

{4 Complount 76-CC-3 complained that the conduct
of a cerfanerent judge of the Eleventh Judicial Circuit
wag witllul risconduet in office, prejudicial to the ad-
mwistration of yustiee and brought the judicial olfice
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into disrepute; viz., he ordered male defendants con-
victed of traffic or related offenses to obtain haircuts as
a condition of probation in violation of statute; and he
ordered defendants convicted of misdemeanor and
fraffic offenses 1o surrender their driver's license to the
court as a condition of probation and in lieu of the
license, he caused to be issued to said defendants a
certificate which contained language to the effect that
the bearer of the certificate had posted his valid driver's
license with the court,

On December 3, 1976, the Commission ruled, one
member of the Commission filing a vigorous dissent as
to the jurisdiction of the Commission to hear the case,
that the respondent ""be suspended for a period of one
month" without pay.*

{5) Complaint 76-CC-4 charged a certain circuit
judge of the Twelfth Judicial Circuit with willful mis-
conduct in office, other conduct prejudicial to the ad-
ministration of justice and conduct which brought the
judicial office into disrepute in that he was discourteous
1o and inconsiderate of a young attorney who appeared
before him and in that he appeared before the Judicial
Inquiry Board and while under oath did make “willful,
knowing and deliberate misrepresentations of fact.”

The Commission is expected to set a hearing on the
complaint during March of 1977.

During the period July 1, 1971 through December
31, 19786, the Judicial Inquiry Board had filed 22 formal
complaints with the Courts Commission. The disposi-
tions of the complaints by the Commission were as
follows:

Respondents removed from office -8

Respondents suspended without pay -

Respondents censured -

Respondents reprimanded

Complaints dismissed

Complaint pending -1

The Judicial Inquiry Board in its 1975 Annual Report
and supplement states that since July 1, 1971 it had
closed 605 files, of which 128 were closed during 19786.
The report further states that each communication
complaining about a judge's conduct is carefully ex-
amined; however, ‘relatively few of the communica-
tions justify further action by the Board” because per-
sons "who have had a disappointing experience in the
courts or have lost a case. . .are sometimes inclined to
an exaggerated idea of the power of the Boar? to
rectify what they regard as a miscarriage of justice”.

Nevertheless, the power of the Board and the appli-
cation of that power has caused some concern, par-
ticularly among the judiciary. That concern has been
expressed by Justice Robert C. Underwood in a law
review arlicle, 47 Notre Dame Lawyer 247:

“While the creation of the Judicial Inquiry Board was
opposed by the members of the Supreme Court as
unnecessary, and as creating a potential threat to the
independence of the judicial branch of government, |
am sure that the members to be appointed will be
selected with care and will be sincere, conscientious
individuals, aware of the seriousness of their respon-
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sibilities. 1t is their constitutionat obligation to maintain
the confidentiality of all complaints until such time as a
formal charge, if warranted, is filed against a judge. A
working knowledge of the judicial process will be im-
perative for the Board members if they are to distin-
guish between improper judicial conduct as opposed to
mere dissatisfaction with a judicial ruling or opinion.
While a potential threat to judicial independence has
been created, | trust that will never become a reality.
That independence can, in fact, be enhanced if the
Board performs its duties in a responsible, impartial

and nonsensational manner.”

What the future holds for the judges qf Hinois relat-
ing to the regulation of the judiciary is du%2udt to per-
ceive. The overwhelming majority of judicial officers
are men and women of high integrity, honesty, virtue
and self-discipline for hard work and devotion to their
judicial dulies. Judges are human beings with the
same virtues and failings of other professional people;
but because they are public servants, they are rightly
held to a high degtee of trust and corifidence.

*The jurisdiction of the Courts Commission in Complaint 76-CC-3 has been challenged by respondent in a petition for

a writ of mandamus filed in the Supreme Court.
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The Administrative Office
Introduction

Tho Administrative Office of the lllinois Courts (see
Appondiz B for histonieal development) is established
purcuant 1o Articla VI, Section 16 of the Constitution of
10970, 10 assasl the Chief Justice carry out his duties in
prarcsing the administrative and supervisory authority
af the Supreme Courl over all the courts.

The lunctions of the Administrative Office cannot be
axiustively delineatod, for the Supreme Court's ad-
rmnitrative authority oncompasses every aspect of the
jdicial systom. Howaver, these functions can be gen-
eratty deseribed as including personnel, fiscal man-
agemon, continuing judicial education, records and
statinlics, secrelariat, liaison with the legislative and
exocutive hranches, management of court facilitics
and equipment, and research and planning. Within
eiach of those catogories fall the specific functions of
ther Administrativo Office which aro reported in greater
detadl in this foporl. |t s interesting to nole that the
funetions of the Administrative Olfice, as they have
developed since 1969, correspond very closely to
thoso ostablishod in the 1974 A.B.A. Slandards Relat-
g 1o Court Organization (Standard 1.41) for slate
connt administralive offices:

“(1) Proparation of standards and procedures for
tho rocruitment, evalualion, promaotion, in-setvice
trauning, and discipline of all personnel in the court
qystom, ather than judges and judicial officers.

{7y Financial admimsiration of the system, in-
cluding budgel proparation and administration, ac-
counting and auditing.

(3) Managoment of the court system’s continuing
nducation programs for judges, judicial officers, and
non judicial personnal,

(4) Promulgation and administration of uniform
requiremonts eoncerning records and information
systems and statistical compilations and controls.

() Secratanat, ineluding acting as secretary to
the udicial counail and judicial conference and their
cammillens, aranging meetings of the judiciaty,
dissammating reports, bulleting, and olher official
wilormahon, and rendering annuat and other periodic
reports on hehalf of the court system.

ihy Veuson for the count system as a whele with
ther Tepnlature and the chief executive, and with the
her the news medin, and the general public.

171 Buperagion of construction o major physical
faclities and ostablishment of standards and pro-
cedures for acquisition of equipment, incidental fa-
ethen, and purchased services

i) Research for planning for future needs.

19 Management of the stalf of the central ad-
minstratve othico”

The Admunistrative Qlfice 15 also responsible for the
admunsteation of several programs pursuant to spegific
Supreme Gourt rules. (1) temporary icensing of senior
faw students {Rulo 711): {2) imparhial medical expert
proggram (Rule 218), {3) tellor of elestions of Associate
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Judges (Rule 39); (4) secretary to the Judicial Confer-
ence (Rule 41); (5) custodian of judicial statements of
economic interest (Rule 68) and (6) repository of Ap-
pellate and Circuit Court rules (Rule 21). Also, the
illinois Courts Commission has designated the Admin-
istrative Office as secretary in all proceedings before
the Commission.

Persaonnel

The Administrative Office maintains two offices, the
headquarters in Springfield and the other in Chicago.

During 1976, the staff of the Administrative Office
totaled twenty-eight persons. In addition to the Direc-
lor, the staff included the Deputy Director (attorney);
four Assistant Directors (38 attorneys and 1 non-attor-
ney); one Supervisor V; one Administrative Assistant [;
one Administrative Assistant; one Assistant Supervi-
sor; iwo Statasticians; two Accountants [Il; seven Ac-
countants ll; two Accountants |; one Secretary I; two
Secretaries; one File Clerk; and one messenger.

Fiscal

The Administrative Office’s unified accounting divi-
sion was established on October 1, 1963. The organi-
zation of the accounting division served as the basis for
transforming the former fragmented system of ac-
counting for funds expended by the court system into
an integrated system accountable for all funds appro-
priated by the General Assembly to the State judicial
system. Upon the establishment of the accounting
division, the Supreme Court appointed Jeanne Meeks
as supervisor who, with the assistance of her staff, has
maintained strict control of the disbursal of appropriat-
ed funds, The division is located in the Springfield
office.

General Revenue funds appropriated to the Su-
preme Court which are monitored by the accounting
division cover salaries for all judges, appellate law
clerks, court reporters, clerks of the Supreme and
Appellate Courts and related personnel. In addition,
there are approptiations for payment of the operational
costs for the Supreme and Appellate Courts, Adminis-
trative Office, Judicial Conference, Impartial Medical
Program, travel for judges and court reporters, tran-
scription fees, and other allied miscellaneous ac-
counts. There are forty-two separate appropriations
which, in Fiscal Year 1977, totaled $44,029,529, Of
this figure, $36,398,644 was approptiated for judicial
and related personnel salaries and $8,464,514 for the
operational costs of the previously identified judicial
divisions.

it is interesting to note that of the total FY '77 State
budget ($10,026,000,000), the portion appropriated to
the judicial system was only four-tenths of one percent.
{See dollar chart.)

It is not possible to exhaustively define the many




duties of the accounting division, for the accounting
procedures of documenting, verifying and summarizing
are indeed numerous. The accounting division’s pri-
mary function is to properly approve, audit, process
and record all judicial expenditures drawn or each of
the forty-two appropriations.

Though the division operates as a unit, its functions
can be categorized as budget, payroll, vouchers, in-
surance, property control, fiscal reports, deposits of
funds, and finally, reconciliation of the division's
ledgers as opposed to Comptroller printouts.

A brief description of each of the previously men-
tioned components will identify the accountability of the
division.

Some of the rudiments in computing annual budgets
are perusing and comparing expenditures over a three
year span, incorporating specific needs over and
above the ordinary obligatory requirements, and ap-
plying the cost of living index wherever necessary.
Each new budget is prepared when only three months
of the current fiscal year have passed. Expenses in-
curred in the first month of a new fiscal year are
generally not received for processing until the second
month. This fact results in the availability of merely two
months of expenses as a basis for accumulating sup-
portive data for the preparation of the new budget.

Budget forms represent the anticipated funds which
will be needed to operate the judicial system in the new
Fiscal Year. Each appropriation is studied and carefully
computed, using expenditures for past, current, and
anticipated future costs as a barometer. Each line item
within the total budget is calculated as nearly as pos-
sibie for the exact amounts required. Requests in each
of the line items for each appropriation are justified with
a succinct written explanation which accompanies the
completed budget forms. All budget forms, object ¢code
forms, back-up sheets, written justifications, etc. are
arranged in book form, After much detailed compila-
tion, the annual budgets for the Supreme Caurt and
allied appropriations are finalized and delivered to the
Bureau of the Budget, The completion date for sub-
mitting budgets to the Bureau of the Budget is De-
cember of each year.

The accounting division prepares the necessary
appropriation legislation. Staff members of the Senate
and House of Representatives review the budget
carefully for the purpose of recommending reductions,
approvals or disapprovals of every budgetary request
contained within the total budget. Conferences are
held with these staff members prior to the commitiee
hearings. The Supervisor then appears with the Direc-
tor before the appropriation committees of the General
Assembly to provide information and answer questions
relating to the proposed budget.

The payroll section computes all deductions affect-
ing warrants such as Federal and State withholding
tax, judicial and state employees’ retirement, bonds,
and state employees' insurance. This section adds
new employees to respective payrolls, deletes re-
signed, retired, and deceased personnet on a semi-

monthly and monthly basis. Other payroll functions of
the accounting division are to maintain payroll contrals,
registers, and ledgers, and make monthly entries in
posting ledgers for each employee with a cumulative
balance. Salaries for judicial and related personnel
average $2,650,000 monthly.

House Bill 2518 (PA 78-1283) amended the statute
on judicial salaries (li. Rev. Stat., ch. 53, §§3, 3.1, 3.2
and 3.8), effective July 1, 1975, to provide a salary
increase for judges. In addition to the increase, this
amendment provided that a portion of the salaries of
Cireuit Judges and Associate Judges is to be paid by
the respective counties, In single county circuits this
portion is paid directly to the judges by the county. In
multi-county circuits, however, the county purtion is
initially paid out of the State Treasury and the counties
making up the circuit are required to reimburse the
State Treasury, annually, on a pro-rata population
formula. The statute requires the Administrative Office
to compute the sums to be paid by the counties in each
cireuit. Prorating portions of judicial salaries is not new
to the accounting division. However, this Act has ex-
panded the procedure on a statewide basis and has
generated a great deal of additional recordkeeping in
the accounting division.

Although statutorily the fiscal year ends June 30th of
each year, there is a three month extension of time to
allow for payment of all encumbrances contracted prior
to July 1st. This means that during the period July
through September of each year, the need for careful
accounting is greater as there are two fiscal years for
which funds are being disbursed.

All vouchers submitted are categorized according to
the fiscal year and are thoroughly checked against
vendor records to avoid duplicate payment. Routinely,
each voucher must be audited according to the ad-
ministrative standards set within the office. Any dis-
crepancies concerning statements or vouchers are
corrected through correspondence or returned for cor-
rection. The pre-audit procedures are extensive and
are applied before the voucher is processed for pay-
ment. The accounting division processes approxi-
mately 17,000 vouchers per annum. Included in this
figure are vouchers for judges and court reporters
travel expenses as well as transcription fee vouchers.
Each of the travel vouchers is checked for proper
charges for mileage, lodging, food, receipts and sig-
natures. Transcription fees are audited pursuant to the
number of transcript pages and are checked against
previous vouchers to avoid duplicate payment.

Passage of the State Employees' Insurance Act
mandates that all state employees are entitied to in-
surance coverage pursuant to the master policy on file
with the Insurance Commission. Additional duties
created by this statute fall within the division. Each
employee’s record must be perused monthly to es-
tablish age, which affects insurance rates. Accordingly,
changes in rates automaticaily dictate adjustments in
the payrolls. Also, requests for insurance claims must
be handled in the division, There are defailed insur-

B3
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aneo reports covering transactions under the various
aptions contaned in the types of health and life insur-
anece for which each member has subscribed. These
mtricate reports are furnished to the Insurance Com-
mission on a spmi=monthly and monthly basis.

All squipment purchased with State funds must be
procured in accordance with the State Property Act of
Hinois. Tag numbers are affixed to eachitem, recorded
and roporied 1o the Property Contral Agency promptly
upon payment to the vendors. Monthly reports are
reconciled and any discrepaney is pursued and cor-
rectod.

Each month all ledgers are balanced with internal
controls and those figures are transferred in report
farm. Copies of the monthly report reflecting the ex-
ponddures from each appropriation are furnished to the
mormbors of the Supreme Court and the Director, The
soction of the report relating to each budgetary division
in the judicial system is provided to its administrative
hoad.

Subsoquent to the close of business of each fiscal
yoar, all lodgers and in-house records are closed and a
final fiscal report is filed with the appropriate depart-
ment. This roport discloses the amount of the appre-
priation, expenditures, and lapses in the appropriation.
This roport, coupled with in-house stalistics, also
sorves 10 aid in projecting costs for the forthcoming
yoir.

Pursuant {o stalute, all cash received in the various
dopartments is deposited in the State Treasury under

s respoctivo account number, Ledgers are maintained

and all monthly reports are reconciled with the Comp-
troller and Treasurer. Typical oxamples of the intake of
cash are filing feos, appearance foes, etc.

This division complies with the fiscal policies, ac-
counting principles, controls, operating procedures and
roporting requiremonts of the Complraller's Unified
Statewide Accounting System. Monthly printouts which
are produced by the State Comptroller pertinent to

cash receipts, obligations, contracts, and appropriation
expenditures are reconciled with the in-house records
maintained in the accounting division.

The Supreme Court Committee on Criminal Justice
Programs was established in 1970 and designated as
the principal agency within the llinois judicial system to
plan, coordinate, administer and supervise grant-
funded programs designed to improve criminal and
juvenile justice. Some of the current grants to the
committee include judicial education, court personnel
{raining, the operations of the committee and its staff,
the Circuit Court Administrator-Pilot Project, and com-
puter transcription of court reporter notes. Expendi-
tures relating to these federal grants are processed
within this division, records are maintained and reports
furnished in compliance with the ILEC regulations on a
monthly basis.

The lllinois Constitution of 1970 initiated a funda-
mental change in the auditing program for the State of
fllinois. The new Constitution abolished the office of the
Auditor of Public Accounts and established the office of
the Comptroller and the office of the Auditor General.

The Auditor General is responsible for the post-audit
function in state government and is mandated to do a
financial audit of every state agency at least every twe
years.

In 1973, the lllinois General Assembly passed the
Hlinois State Auditing Act and expanded the concept of
auditing. It includes not only financial and fiscal audit-
ing but also performance and managerial auditing.
Effectiveness and efficiency are the bywords of audit-
ing today. It is no longer concerned simply with ac-
counting, but more importantly, with accountability.

To date, the accounting division has maintained a
high degree of efficiency and accountability for proper
administration of funds and has received favorable
audits entirely void of recommendations for amending
its procedures.

FISCAL NOTE
JUBICIAL AND RELATED PERSONNEL
July 1, 1963 through June 30, 1977

Period Appropriation  Expended
(in millions  (in millions
of dollars) of dollars)
July 1, 1963 < June 30, 1985 73rd Biennium .. ..o oo o $16.3 $14.7
July 1, 1965 - June 30, 1967 7dth Biennium . .. ... . it iini e $27.4 $24.5
July 1, 1967 - Juna 30, 1969 76th Biennium ... ..o s iv it $35.0 $32.7
July 1, 1969 - June 30, 1970 76th GL A ~1stHalf. . ... ..ot $23.1 $20.1
July 1, 1970 - June 30,1971 76Ih GL A - 2nd Half . ..o oot $23.4 $21.0
July 1, 1971 = June 30,1972 77th GL A -~ dstHalf. . .. ..o oo $27.6 $23.3
July 1,1972 - June 30, 1978 77Hh G A - 2nd Half ... ..o oo oot $27.8 $26.0
July 1, 1973 « June 30, 1974 78h GL A - tstHall. .. oo oo $29.2 $27.8
July 1, 1974 - June 30, 1975 78th G. A. - 2nd Half . ..o oo i oo $39.6* $31.1
July 1. 1978 - June 80, 1076 7Oth G A - st Halt. ..o o oei oo i oo $41.7 $39.2
July 1, 1976 - June 30, 1977 70th G A . ~2nd Half . . .. ..o vo i vt $44.0

*Inclugdes Supreme and Appellate Court Glerks' budgets beginning July 1, 1974,

66




STATE OF ILLINOIS

Appropriated funds for Fiscal Year 1977 - in millions of dollars $10,026.

INVESTING IN EDUCATION ALL OTHER PURPOSES INCOME SUPPORT
3,374 1,904 1,175
33.7% 19% 11.7%

HE O DED ST 1S QAN

THIS NQTE 18 LEGAL TH G 1 6 2 c
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D
FOf ALL VERYS, PUBLICAN b PrIVATE

TRANSPORTATION HEALTH
1,938 & SOCIAL SERVICES
19.3% 1,635
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JUDICIAL*
(44.0)
¢

*The cost of administering the Judicial System is .4 of 1 percent of the total State Budget for Fiscal Year
1977

Prepared by Jeanne Meeks
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Teller of Elections

Suprome Courl Rule 39 provides that a vacancy in
the oftico of Associate Judge shall be filled by an
plactive process among the Cireuit Judges. In general,
this numbor of Associate Judges each circuit may have
15 detormined by population (one Associate Judge for
ovary 35,000 inhabitants in the circuit or fraction
thareof) and by need. In the latter instance, the Chief
Judae filog with the Director a statement supporting the
circuit's need for an additional Associate Judge, and
the Diractor then makes a recommendation to the
Supreme Court which may allocate an additional As-
sociate Judge o the circuit. The “permissive™ Asso-
ciate judgoships are in addition to those authorized
undor the population formula, and the Supreme Court
can authorize new Associate judgeships in those cir~
cuits whore litigation is particularly heavy.

Oneo o vacangy oxists in the renks of Associate
Judgo, whether by death, resignation or authorization
of additional Associate Judges, the Chief Judge no-
tifies the bar of the circuit that a vacancy exists and that
it will be filled by the Circuit Judges. Any illinois li-
censod atlorney may apply far the position by com-
pleting an application and filing it with the Chief Judge
and the Director. In ¢ircuits having a population of more
than 500,000, & nominating tommittee selects, from
thoe applicants, twice as many names of qualified can-
didates as there are vacancies to be filled. The names
of the applicants are gortitied 1o the Director, who then
phices the names on a ballot which is mailled to the
sircuit Judges. The Direclor tabulates the ballots and
cortifios the results to the Chief Judge, maintaining the
socrocy of the ballots. The applicant receiving the
maority of volos is thon declared appointed to the
Associate Judge vagangy.

During 1976, the Director certified that the following
poarsons had hoon selocted as Associate Judges:

15t Gircuit « Arlie O. Boswell, Jr.
Thomas W. Haney
JArd Circuit = William E. Johnson
M Gireuit - Richard C. Ripplo
Charles H. Wilhelm
1 Crreul - Thomas M. Ewert
13th Gireuit = Fred P. Wagnor
Jamos L. Waring
16h Creut - James K. Marshall
Froad M. Morelli, Jr.
Richard Waeiler
thth Ciret - Kevin P. Gonnelly
Robert A. Cox
Samuel Keith Lewis
James R. Sullivan
19h Cireuit - Michael J. Sullivan
Alfonge F. Witt
20th Circut - Robert A. Hayes
Milton 8. Wharton
ook County - Clarence Bryant
Henry A. Budzinski
William J. Gallahan
Robert J. Downey
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Edward M. Fiala, Jt,
Charles C. Leary
Edward H. Marsalek
Michael E. McNuity
Nicholas T. Pomaro
Frank V. Salerno
Marjan Peter Staniec
Jack G. Stein

Frank G. Sulewski
Eugene R, Ward
Stephen R. Yales

Judicial Economic Statements

Supreme Court Rule 68 provides that the Adminis-
trative Director shall be the custodian of certain state-
ments of economic interest which must be filed an-
nually by lllinois judges. The rule provides that judges
must file annually with the Director: “(1) a sealed,
verified, written staterent of economic interests and
relationships of himself and members of his immediate
family and (2) an unsealed, verified, written list of the
names of the corporations and other businesses in
which he or members of his immediate family have a
financial interest.”

The sealed statements shall be opened only by the
Supreme Court or by the lllinois Courts Commission
when specifically authorized by the Supreme Court for
use in proceedings of the Commission, As to the
unsealed statements, within 30 days after an order has
been entered in any case, any party may request
information concerning whether the most recent un-
sealed list of the judge entering that order contains the
name of any specific person, corporation or other
business which is a party to the case or which has an
interest in its outcome as described in Rule 66,

Judicial Statistics

The Administrative Office collects, compiles and
analyzes statistics relating to the number, kind and
disposition of cases in the lilinois judicial system. The
value of these court statistics lies in their ability to
measure how well the court system is functioning in
terms of the orderly and timely disposition of cases and
to serve as the basis for administrative decisions. For
example, the assignment of judges to heavier volume
circuits and determining the need for more or fewer
judges in a particular circuit are made possible by
analyzing caseloads and the age of cases as revealed
by the statistics. In addition to their use within the court
system, the court statistics are of value to persons
outside the court system who &= interested in the
social and economic implications of increases in
various types of litigation.

The statistical reports currently maintained by the
Administrative Office and published in this report are
as follows:




Supreme Court

(1) Number of New Filings

(2) Number of Cases Decided With Full Opinions
(8) Number of Petitions for Rehearing

{4) Number of Petitions for Leave to Appeal

(5) Number of Motions Disposed Of

Appetllate Court

(1) Trend of Cases
Number of Cases Pending at End of Year
Numbe~ of New Cases Filed
Number of Cases Disposed Of
Number of Cases Disposed of With Full Opin-
ions
Gain or Loss in Currency

(2) Cases Disposed Of
Affirmed
Reversed
Affirmed in Part
Modified
Rule 23 Orders
Without Opinion
Dismissed with Opinion

(3) Time Lapse Between Date of Filing and Date of
Disposition

(4) Time Lapse Between Date Briefs Were Filed
and Date of Disposition

(5) Number of Opinions Written by Judges of the
Appellate Court

(6) Cases Disposed of Without Opinion

Circuit Courts

(1) Ratio of Caseload Per Judge

(2) Number of Cases Begun and Terminated (di-

vided into 20 separale categories)

(3) The Trend of All Cases

Cases Begun ¢r Reinstated

Cases Terminated

Number of Law Jury Verdicts

Time Lapse Between Date of Filing and Date of
Verdict and the Average Delay (in months) in
Reaching Verdict

(4) Disposition of Defendants Charged With Felo-

nies

(5) Sentences Imposed on Defendants Charged

With Felonies

In addition to the above, more specific statistical
reports are received and maintained with respect to the
Circuit Court of Cook County, by division and depart-
ment.

The Administrative Office also receives and main-
tains monthly reports from judges in the Circuit Court of
Cook County, Law Division and Divorce Division and
the 20 downstate circuits, which show the amount of
time spent on their cases. Monthly reports showing the
trend of cases in Cook County are issued, in addition to
this annual report.

All the reports received from the circuits are ana-
lyzed for correctness and tabulated by Mr. Clarence
Hellwig in the Chicago Office and Mr. Jerry Gott in the
Springfield office.

Circuit Court Administrators

A steady increase in the volume of cases (civil and
ctiminal) filed in the WMinois court system has placed
burdens upon our courts unanticipated a generation
ago. In addition to increased civil litigation, the courts
have had to bear the brunt of a 150% increase in
criminal cases in the last decade.

As the work of the courts has grown, the need for
improved court management has become, apparent.
The modern court is a complex public institution em-
ploying many persons petforming a variety of profes-
sional and clerical tasks. The management of busy trial
courts calls for careful planning, system and organiza-
tion. In addition to handling an ncreasing volume of -
cases, the courts must supervir ¢ official court report-
ers, probation officers, clerks, jury systems, court bud-
gets, collection of statistics, and the receipt and dis-
bursal of large sums of maney.

Recognizing the growing need to provide assistance
to Chief Circuit Judges in carrying out their adminis-
trative responsibiliies, the Winois Supreme Court in
1974 authorized the initiation of a trial court adminis-
trator program on an experimental basis. Pursuant to
that authorization, the Administrative Office selected
two circuits (3rd and 19th} in which to establish this
pragram.

The Circuit Administralors are responsible to both
the Chief Circuit Judge and the Director for carrying out
their respective assignments, The Director has estab-
lished overall policies and exercises general supetvi-
sion. The day to day activities of the Circult Adminis-
trators are subject to the direction and control of the
Chief Judge.

Subject to the ditection and supervision of the
Director and the Chief Judge, the functions of the
Circuit Court Administrators include (but are not limited
to) the following:

(1) Implementation of policies establishad by the
Supreme Court, the Director or the Chietludge
in administrative matters; }

(2) Preparation of the budget for the Circuit Cous;

(8) Assisting the Chief Judge in recruiting, hiring,
training, evaluation and supervising the non-
judicial personnel of the Circuit Court;

(4) Management of space, equiptment and facilities
of the Circuit Court; ,

(5) Procurement of supplies and services for the
Circuit Court; "

(6) Preparation of reports, as required, concerning
the administrative operation of the Circuit Court;

{7) Juror management;

(8) Study and improvement of caseflow and calen-
daring;

(9) Development of improved methods for court
operations, particularly the adaption of applica-
ble modern business and data processing tech-
niques.

The project is funded with federal funds granted

through the lllinois Law Enforcement Comnmigsion.
Third year funding of the project was awarded during
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1976 However, future funding of the Circuit Court
Admmstrators will have to be sought elsewhere as
LEG has placed a throe year limit on funding.

Attho ond of the project’s second year, the Admin-
trativa Office and tho Chiof Judges for the two circuits
ovaluated it and sondt their report fo the ILEC. In gen-
aral, the evaluation found that the project was maeting
mast of the goals set forth above. The evaluation
concludod:

“It g apparent from the Chiof Judges' reports and
avialuations, the monthly narrative reports and our own
mamiterng of the projoct, that the Circuit Administra-
lnrs, 1y the refatively brief span of 20 months, have
porormed surprisingly well in most of the functional
arens mitially developed for this project. Considering
the briof porad of timao in which they have been work-
ing and the difficulty of attempling to achieve funda-
monlal changes, particulardy in the areas of case
management and application of data processing, we
are of the epinion that the Circuit Administrators have
achigved a highly satisfaetory level of accomplishment.
A an expenmental program, the project is proving lo
be guecossful. Tho presumed value of Circuit Court
Admnisttators i downstate judicial circuits is being
tomonstrated.

Althaugh the precise role and the effectiveness of
nal court administrators will, undoubtedly, be subject
1y a progoss of continuing growth and development,
Ihe propoct is domonstrating that:

(1) The assistance of a qualified administrator can
aid a Chiof Circuit Judge in the more efficient
earrying out of his administrative responsibili-
tien,

1?1 The specilic duties and responsibilities of a trial
court pdministrator, oullined above, can be as-
sumod by a qualified administrator, subject to
the suporvigion of the Chiet Circuit Judge and
the Admmatrative Office;

{3} The ootablishment of the position of Circuit

Court Administrator, in circuits having sufficient
population and caseload, can contribute to the
improved administration of justice and would
justify a request to the General Assembly for the
additional funds required.”

Recordkeeping

The basic recordkeeping procedures, prescribed by
statutes first enacted in 1874, had remained largely
unchanged until the Supreme Court, in 1968, adcpted
its General Administrative Order on Recordkeeping in
the Circuit Courls. Having pioneered in the unification
of the trial court, it was appropriate that Hinois should
also lead the way in developing and implementing a
modern and efficient system for uniformly maintaining
the records of that court—a system which continues tc
attract nation-wide interest.

The recordkeeping system provided by the Supreme
Court Order has, and contiriues to, become effective in
counties at such time as the Director of the Adminis-
trative Office specifies. During 1976, a year in which
clerks of the circuit courts were concerned more with
getting nominated and re-elected to office than with
improving or changing their office procedures, the Ad-
ministrative Office supervised the implementation of
the uniform recordkeeping system in the Circuit Court
Clerks' offices of Macoupin County in the 7th judicial
circuit and in the counties of Ford and Woodford in the
11th judicial circuit, This btings to 73 the number of
counties in which the uniform procedures have been
irplemented and with the addition of Ford and Wood-
ford Counties, all of the counties in the 11th judicial
gircuit are now included.

Preliminary discussion and arrangements with the
clerks in Clark and Cumberland Counties were also
completed in order lo have the system become effec-
tive in those counties during 1977.
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UNIFORM RECORDKEEPING IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS

Recordkeeping system provided
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Official Court Reporters
Testing Programs

Tho Administealive Office prepares and presents
Offcigl Court Repotiors Proficiency Examinations fo
detorrminag the qualilications of applicants for the posi-
o of Glficial Court Reporter. Class B or Class C
ropoioes already i the employ of the Supreme Court
as Offical Gourt Reporters may also take tests to
achisve a Class A or Class B raling which will result in
a hughor salary, undoet the alary schedule adopled by
the Supremo Court pursuant o law. Tesls are admin-
wdered by the Administrative Office at loast twice each
yoar (Il Rov. Stal. 1975 Ch, 37, Par. 657). To dale,
1.5453 poercons have ottempled to qualify either for
appomimont a5 Official Court Reporters gr for ad-
vancement 1o a highor pay level within the Official
GCourt Roporter ranks. A proficiency test has three
parts "A" "B" and "C" The "A" parl requires the
greatest proficiongy while the other two tosts are less
domanding. Each lost congists of a two-voice Q & A
nocton and a legal epinion soction. Each test is dic-
taled by professional readers. Candidates who pass
the proliciency examinations may be appointed o the
post of Gfficial Courl Roporter by any Chief Judge of
any Gircuit Court. By statute, the Suprome Court de-
tormines e number of Official Court Reporters in
each crecuit (I Rov. Stal. 1975 ch. 37, par. 653). The
Courl may increase or decroase the number of court
reporlers in any-gircuit affor considering various factors
provided for by slatule. As of December 31, 1976,
there worg 480 official court roporters in llinols, - - - of
which 32 worg part time.

Dunng 1976 aix Olficial Court Reporter Proficiency
Pxaminabons woro administered, Three in Chicago
and throe atl lhnois Stale University in Normal, Of 344
appheants, 87 passed part "A” of the examination and
34 passed pant “B”. Threo people passed Parl "C”. Of
o remander of thoso scheduled o take the exami-
mahon duning 1976, 43 failed to appear for testing, 107
Ludedd part “A” of the oxamination, 40 failed part "B" of
the exammhaton and 15 failed part "C" of the exami-
st Twonty people faiked to turn in any transeript at
« after hawng taken tho examination.

Hronghout the yoars of our lesting program, we
have continued 10 have problarhs with people who
Ay 1 ko our lest but fail to gpipear when scheduled
Wil 1o For examplo, during calendar year 1975, 96
ot ol 98¢ applicants, or 25%, failed. to appear when
woheitied Boeauso that problem dig, nol appear to
abte dunng ealendar year 1976, we “stablished new

- standards and procedures for seheduling candidates to

ke the tost On July 1, 1976, Wiliam M. Madden,
Dopaty Duector in our Chicago Ollico, forwarded the
fittovang totter 10 all candidates for the Official Court
Reporter Proliciency Examination.

July 1, 1976

To Candidates for the Official Court
Reporter Proficiency Examination

During the past 12 months this office has offered
seven Official Court Reporter Proficiency Examina-
tions-—three in Chicago and four in Normal. A total of
417 applicants have been scheduled to take those
examinations. Only 326 of the 417 who applied for and
were scheduled to take the examinations actually ap-
peared. Ninety-one applicants (almost 22%) simply
failed to appear.

Of the 326 candidates who did appear, 87 (or 27%)
passed the "A" test, 32 (10%) passed the “B" test and
three (1%) passed the “C" test, A whopping 62-1/2%
(204 candidates) failed to pass any part of the test (See
attached chart).

It is manifest:

(1) That almost one-fourth of our applicants have
been casual about their obligation to actually
appear to be tested after they have applied for
and have been scheduled for our test, and

(2) That many applicants simply do not appear to be
qualified to pass our test,

i candidates continue to disregard our notices to
appear for testing | will recommend that all applicants
be required to make a cash deposit which will be
returned to them only when they appear for testing at
the time and place designated in the notice.

Of greater cancern at this time, however, is the fact
that students and others who are not already employed
within our reporting system and who may not yet be
fully qualified for official reporting duties appear to be
using our testing procedures as practice sessions, It is
ernensive, time-consuming and frightfully injurious to
the image of the reporting profession in lllinois for so
great a percentage of our candidates to fail even the
most elementary tests.

HEREAFTER:

(A) No person will be scheduled to take the “A” part
of the Official Court Reparter Proficiency Ex-
amination unless he or she:

1. Is a Class "B" Official Court Reporter pre-
sently in the employ of the State of lllinois
who is striving to achieve a higher profi-
ciency rating, or

2. Possesses an unrestricted lllinois CSR Cer-
tificate, or

3. Presents a certificate from an accredited
reporting school certifying passage of at
least 180 wpm. Q & A for a period of 5
minutes with 95% accuracy or better, or

4. Presenis a certificate signed by an official
court reporter of this State certifying that he
or she has passed a test administered by or
witnessed by said official court reporter
which equals or exceeds the standards set
out in paragraph 3 above.




(B) No person will be scheduled to take the "B* part
of the Official Court Reporter Proficiency Ex-
amination unless he or she:

1. Is a Class "C" Official Court Reporter
presently in the employ of the State of lilinois
who is striving to achieve a higher profi-
ciency rating, or

2. Possesses an unrestricted lllinois CSR Cer-
tificate, or

3. Presents a certificate from an accredited
reporting school certifying passage of at
least 140 wpm. Q & A for a period of 5
minutes, with 95% accuracy or better, or

4. Presents a certificate signed by an official
court reporter of this State certifying that he
or she has passed a test administered by ar
witnessed by said official court reporter
which equals or exceeds the standards set
out in paragraph 3 above.

(C) No person will be scheduled to take the "C” part
of the Official Court Reporter Proficiency Ex-
amination unless he or she is an Official Court
Reporter presently in the employ of the State of
lllinois who has previously passed no other part
of the examination.

Exceptions to these requirements may be granted
only upon the written request of a Chief Circuit Judge
specifying the reasons an exception is necessary. Ex-
ceptions will be rare.

Please complete and return the attached certificate
at your earliest convenience. Those who demonstrate
quatifications for testing will be scheduled for testing in
the order in which the certificates are received in this
office.

Sincerely,

William M. Madden
Deputy Director

WMM:ddi
cc: All Chief Circuit Judges
Attachment

Computer Transcription of Court Reporters’
Notes

During Calendar year 1976, our program of experi-
mentation with computerized transcription of court re-
porters’ notes was delayed temporarily. It remains
cledr that the major barrier to a successful experiment
is ou continuing inability to recruit fully qualified Offinial
Court Reporters who are both able and willing to be
tuned for computer transcription and to actually use the
computer system of transcription over an extended
periad under actual work conditions.

Itis clear that not just any stenotypist can success-
fully participate in such an experiment, Those who will
make good computer-aided stenotypists must have a
high degree of skill on the stenotype machine which
will enable them to write precisely the same way under
all circumstances, at high speed under crowded and
sometimes confusing coutiroom conditions. Because
the need for such discipline in writing techniques had
not existed prior to the intraduction of computer-as-
sisted transcription, most of our older reporters have
not developed such a disciplined system of writing, We
hope that through loaning computer stenotype ma-
chines to various schools throughout the Chicago area
that a generation of official court reporters wiil be
graduating who can enter the system and carry this
experiment to a successful conclusion.

Secretariat

The Administrative Office serves as secretary to the
Judicial Conference and a host of committees and
sub-committees. In addition to arranging meetings,
recording minutes and keeping records, the office acts
as a fact finding body, does research, conducts sur-
veys and apprises judges of recent developments in
procedural and substantive law. Some of the commit-
tees served by the Administrative Qffice durung 1976
included:

1. The Executive Committee of the Judicial Con-
ference. Supreme Court Rule 41 designates the
Administrative Office as secretary to the Confer-
ence. The office handles all details for the regular
monthly meetings of the Executive Committee, in-
cluding research, draiting of minutes, preparmg
agendas, arrangirg meetings and assisting the
chairman with his correspondence, The office im~-
plements plans for the annual Conference, the an-
nual Associate Judge Seminar and the regional

seminars. The office also acts as secretary to all the

study and seminar committees. During 1976 alone,
there were fourteen such study and seminar com-
mittees,

2, Conference of Chief Circult Judges. The
office prepares agendas, arranges the monthly
meetings, maintains close liaison with the chairman
and prepares a synopsis of bills introduced in the
General Assembly.

3. Courts Cornmission. The Director, pursuant to
Rule 2 of Rules of Procedure of the Commission, is
the secretary in all proceedings before the Com-
mission. He performs the duties ordinarlily performed
by Circuit Court clerks, preserves the records, and
prepares “subpoenas returnable before the Com«
mission.

4, Administrative Committee of the Appellale
Court. The office arranges meetings, assisis in
drafting proposed rule changes, and provides re-
search assistance.
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4. The Commiltes on Juvenile Problems. This is
aslanding committeo of the Judicial Conference and
3 tonpongble for sludyving problems relating to ju-
vanila proceedings. This committee has developed
ot lor use in juvenile proceedings, conducted
wemmats, deaflod Supreme Court rules and devel-
uped 3 bonehbook for usa In juvenile proceedings,

6 The Committeo on Court Services. This is a
saanding commitico of the Judicial Conference, es-
tablishied in 1975 to study, ovaluate and make rec-
gmmoendations coneorning court services such as
probation, moental health, clerks, social and other
oneliary court services.

7 Tha Commillee on Criminal Law for lllinois
Judges. Thig is a standing commitiee of the Judicial
GCarforance and s rogponsible for studying prob-
fnmag in crimingl law and recommending changes in
practico and procoadure 1o improve the administra-
tion of ¢riminal justice. The commiltee also con-
ducted ragional seminars on criminal law until that
function wag laken over by the Committes on Judi-
el Education,

B. Committoe on Civil Law Seminars. This com-
mittoe wan rosponsible for conducting regional
aeminars in oivil law untit that function was taken
over by the Committea on Judicial Education,

i Supromg Court Commilleo on Rules of Evi-
gdonco. Thio commitieo was established in 1975 and
mants rogularly to roview the rules of evidence
appleablo to Minols courts and 1o suggest such
ravisions as it may deom advisable,

10. Sludy Commitlee on Jury Selection and Uli-
hration. This is a study committee of the judicial
canlorence oslablishod for the purpose of studying
and roporting on gpecific problems relating to jury
soleghon and ulilization,

11 Study Gommiltee on Mental Health, This was
aspocial study committee created for the purpose of
sludying probloms of the mental health law and
roporting thoroon al the 1976 Judicial Conference.

1& Study Committeo on Indemnity, Third Party
Actions ant Equitable Contributions. This was a
special study committoe croated for the purpose of
studying the matters indicated in the title and re-
potiing thercon at the 1976 Judicial Conference.

13 Sludy Committee on Procedures in Quasi-
Cammal and Ordinance Violation Cases and Dis-
viwery in Misdempanor Cases. This was a special
study committeo created for the purpose of studying
e mattors indicated in the title and reporting
ereon at the 1978 Associate Judge Seminar,

Impartial Medical Expert Rule

The Adanmstrative Olfice is charged with adminis-
takon of Suprome Court Rule 215(d). The stalistical
aummary on pages 76 and 77 provides a protile of the
a:ga of Hule 215¢d) n the Cirouit Courts of Hinois during
RS l? ‘3

#t should bo oxplained again ihis year that the sta-
bstical broakdown i divided, necessarily, into the

o

categories of “orders”, “examinations” and “costs"”.
The orders refer to orders entered by the courtin 1976.
Some of the examinations ordered in 1976 took place
in 1877 and therefore those examinations are not
contained in these statistics while the orders for those
examinations are contained in these statistics. Simi-
larly, some examinations scheduled in 1976 were
scheduled on the basis of orders entered i 1975. In
the category of costs, the average cost per case refers
to cases in which an order for an impartial medical
examinalion was entered in 1976. The average cost
per exam refers to exams aciually performed in 1976.

The statistical breakdown indicates that there was a
slight decrease in the use of Rule 215(d) for impartial
medical examinations during 1976, This decrpase may
be due in part to an effort by the Administrative Office
to restrict the use of the rule to its intended purpose, it
became apparent that the rule was being used more
and more simply for the purpose of obtaining advisory
medical opinions, rather than seeking an impartial
medical examinalion in cases where there might be
conflicting medical testimony. Because of this, the
following letter was sent to all judges who used the rule
in the preceding year (the letter is self-explanatory):

October 24, 1975

“To: All Judges Using Rule 215(d) During the 12
Month Period Ending October 24, 1975

“This office has been receiving increasingly large
numbers of requests for Impartial Medical Exami-
nations under Supreme Court Rule 215(d) in cases
in which it is clear that the parties to be examined
have not previously been examined by a privately
retained physician or by a physician designated
under Rule 215(a). In such cases, and even in some
cases in which prior examinations have been made,
there appears to be little likelihood that the parties
will present conflicting medical testimony which will
need to be clarified, refuted or put into proper per-
spective by an Impartial Medical Examiner’s testi-
mony.

“And the sole purpose for examinations under
Rule 215(d) is understood by me to be to clarify,
refute or put into proper perspective conflicting
medical testimony offered by the parties. It is not
intended as a means to allow medical examinations
of litigants or others Involved in litigations when the
parties are unable or unwilling to bear the cost of
such examinations. Nor is it intended to be a means
by which the triat judge may obtain advisary medical
opinions to guide him in reaching a decision when
he is the finder of fact.

“The question af this point is not whether our
system ought to have the means to accomplish
either of the last-stated objectives, the question is
whether Rule 215(d) is designed to accomplish ei-
the of those goals and, if it is not, whether we can
continue to suffer its use in a purpose for which it
was never intended. | think the answer is “no” on
goth caunts.




“Henceforth, we will accept requests for Impartial
Medical Examinations only in cases in which the
judge expressly finds that the parties have, will or
most probably will present conflicting medical testi-
mony concerning the physical or mental condition of
one or more persons involved in the case. (See Draft
Order, attached).

“} will be happy to work with any judge who has

found Rule 215(d) useful as a tool to accomplish the
objectives for which | believe it was not intended to
devise alternative procedures for accomplishing
those objectives.

Sincerely,

William M. Madden
Deputy Director”
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IMPARTIAL MEDICAL EXPERTS - SUPREME COURT RULE 215(d)
1976 STAT!STICAL SUMKIARY

Subject Statistical Breakdown Totals
Orders
Orders Entered Downstate Altorney Registration Cook Couﬁty a7
During 1976 10 1 26
oy Lawyer Discipline Civil Divorce
AGTON 1 Personal Injury-10 Chitd Custody-26 87
Specialties Ophthalmology Cardiology Internal Medicine Plastic Surgery Orthopedics Neurolagy Psychiatry .
- 38
Required 1 1 1 1 7 1 26
*In one case 2 specialties were required
20 Judges
) 15 Judges 2 Judges 1 Judge 1 Judge 1 Judge
F';’{‘g?",‘gyag’;(gfe Ordered 215(d) Ordered 215(d) Ordered 215(d) Ordered 215(d) Ordered 215(d) Oncored 215(d)
By Judges Exams in Exams in Exams in Exams in Exams in a Total of
y 1 Case 3 Cases 4 Cases 5 Cases 7 Cases 37 Cases
Disposiiion of . s - . Some ot Ali Examinations
Orders Entered Ali Examinations in 4the Case Cancelled Order for Exam;nahons Vacated Ordered In the Case Were Performed a7
During 1976 32
Examinations
IME Examinations Vacated By Order Cases Settled Before Trial Examinations Cancelled For Examinations Actually Performed
Scheduled 1n 1976 2 2 Other Reasons 70 78
4 (Downstate 11) (Cook County 59)
Spaialties Required Cardiology Ophthaimology Neurology Orthopedics Internal Medicine Psychiatry
Exams Actually 1 1 1 5 2 59 70
Porformed
Number of Exams _
Pertormed By 7M. 7 M. 1M, 1 LM, 1 M. 1 LM, 1M, 19 LM. Experts
Individual IME Experts Exparts Expert Expert Expert Expert Expert Performed a
~=Frequency of Use Performed Performed Performea Performed Performed Performed Parformed Total of
of 1 Exam 2 Exams 3 Exams 4 Exams 5 Exams 15 Exams 27 Exams 70 Exams
Panelisls
Cost
Average Cost Downstate Cook County $243.87
Par 1976 Case $226.28 $248.80 '
Average Cost Downstate Cook County $111.48
Par 1976 Exam $144.00 $105.42 :
Number of Cases _
In Which Testimony Ophthalmology Psychiatry 2
1s Requited at Trial 1 1 ($150.00)
In 1976 (Average {$200.00) {$100.00) y
Cost Por Case)

s




CUMULATIVE STATISTICAL SUMMARY

January 1970 - December 1976

Subjsct Statistical Breakdown Totals
Ordors
Total Downstate Attorney Registration Cook County 510
Orders Entered 71 3 436
Action Mental Probate Juvenile Adoption Criminal Civil-Personal Injury Divorce-Child Custody 510
Health 4 3 2 4 27 143 327
Testimony Required a7
Al Trial
Examinalions
IME Examinalions Cases Settled Before Trial Cancelled Exams Examinations Actually Performed 1014
Scheduled 23 101 890
Spacialties Re- . . . .
o o ; Cardio- | General | Geri~ | Plastic | Pedi- | Radio- Ophthal- | Otolaryn- | Internal | Neuro-| Ortho- : Psy-
quired A!Ec):‘z;g‘\'l;lahons Obstglncs logy | Practice | atrics | Surgery| atrics | logy Urogogy mology gology | Medicine | logy | pedics Alleggles chiatry 890
3 8 1 1 2 1 10 6 17 34 61 742
Parlormed
Cost
Average
Cost Per Exam Including Ancillary Cost & Testimony $103.25

Aclually Performed

J
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Representation By Supervised
Senior Law Students

Dy 1876, 530 temporary licenses were issued.
O thn rule's ncephon in may, 1969, a total of 3,205
reter b studonts have participated in this legal
sternohip program.

The comparative chart below indicatos the use of
Bl 711 10 the lant oix years,

600 503
- .
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400
350
300
250
200
160
100

50
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1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976

nov, Suprome Gourt Rule 711 provides for the
wmporary heansing of law students who are certified
by thew doan as having recoived crodit for work repre-
sentng at 1east two thirds of the total hourly credits
requetend for graduation from the law school. The stu-
sant must beon good academic slanding and be eligi-
B ander the school's entena lo undertake tho activi-
e authonged by the rule.

Thir services authonized by the rule may only be
Haned anen the course of the student’s work with one
o fene of the ollowing:

£1 A tegal aud bureaw, legal assistance program,

sripanzaten, of chine chartered by the State of

mnnG or approved by a law school located in lllinois;

L4 The wlfiwo of the public dofonder:

3% A Lw oflico of the State or any of its subdivi-

Frdiig

Hader 1o supervision of a member of the bar of this
sState and with the watten consont of the person on
whonn bobalf b g geting, an eligible law student may
taider the foltowing services.

13 Ho may eounsel with chients, negotiate in the
setfoment of claims, and engage in the prepa-
rakon and dradhing of logal instruments.

11 He may appeac i the tridl courts and agminis-

T

trative tribunals of this State, subject to the

following qualifications:

(i) Appearances, pleadings, motions, and
other documents to be filed with the court
may be prepared by the student and may
be signed by him with the accompanying
designation "Senior Law Student” but
must also be signed by the supervising
member of the bar.

(i) Incriminal cases, in which the penalty may
be imprisonment, in proceedings chal-
lenging sentences of imprisonment, and in
civil or criminal contempt proceedings, the
student may participate in pretrial, trial,
and post-trial proceedings as an assistant
of the supervising member of the bar, who
shall be present and responsible for the
conduct of the proceedings.

(iii) In all other civil and criminal cases the
student may conduct all pretrial, trial, and
post-trial preceedings, and the supervising
member of the bar need not be present,

(3) He may prepare briefs, excerpts from record,
abstracts, and other documents filed in courts
of review of the State, which may set forth the
name of the student with the accompanying
designation "Senior Law Student” but must be
filed in the name of the supervising member of
the bar,”

The number of temporarily licensed law students
and their law schools for 1976 are as follows:

John Marshall Law School 85
University of lllinois 74
lIT—Chicago Kent 73
DePaul University 67
Loyola University 63
Southern lllinois University 44
University of Chicago 35
Northwestern University 26
St. Louis University 22

Washington University
University of Texas

University of Michigan
Hamline University

Harvard University

Boston College

George Washington University
Vermont Law School

Suffolk University

Golden Gate Universily

Notre Dame University
Georgetown University
University of Nebraska
Marquette University

Drake University

Hofstra University

Southern Methodist University
Marshall-Wythe School of Law
University of Arkansas

Ohio Northern University
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Northeastern University
American University
Tulane University

gil— -~ <&

Total:

Agencies with which temporarily ficensed students
were associated during 1976 are as idiluws!

Public Agencies

State's Attorneys' Offices 130
Public Defender Offices 85
Southern lllincis University Prison Legal Aid 35
lllinois Attorney General's Qffice 30
Municipal Legal Departments 24
State Appellate Defender 5

Department of Children and Family Services 4
Department of Mental Health 3
Chigago Transit Authority 2
Department of Public Aid 1
L.ake Michigan Federation 1
CTA 1

Private Agencies

Mandel Legal Aid Clinic 32
Cook County Legal Assistance Foundation 30
Northwestern U. Legal Assistance Clinic 23
DePaul Law Clinic 20

Legal Assistance Foundation of Chicago 20
Criminal Defense Consortium of

Cook County 19
Land of Lincoln Legal Assistance Foundation 15
Chicago Volunteer Legal Services

Foundation 14
Hlinois Migrant Legal Assistance Project 8
lllinois State's Attorneys Appellate
~ Assistance Setrvice
Prisoners' Legal Assistance Project
Legal Aid Bureau
West Town Legal Services
Legal Referral Bureau of Lake County
Cook County Special Bail Project
Cabrini Green Legal Aid Clinic
Will County Legal Assistance Program
The Ark
Peoria Court Counseling Program
Criminal Defense Services
Macon Gounty Legal Aid Society
Federal Defender Program
St. Louig U. Appellate Practice Clinic

U S VT G I G PR R S I\ IS 0 IO N}

Legislation

Each year, numerous bills affecting the practice of
law, criminal and juvenile justice, the vperation of the
court system and court personnel are introduced in the
General Assembly. Because of the impact such bills
would have upon the judiciat system, in the event they
are enacted into law, it is necessary for the Adminis-
trative Office to be familiar with them and follow their
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progresy through the legislature very clossly. A syn- /7

opsis of bills affecting the courts is prepared by the /.
administrative Office each year. The progress of\

pending bills is noted and the synopsis is contmuc:usly o

updated. At the conclusion of the legislative session
and after the Governor has acted upon the bills, a copy
of the synopsis is sent to each judge in the state.
During 1976, the following bills affecting the courts
and judicial admmlstratlon were enacted into !aw (ref-
erences are to lll, Rev. Stat.,, ch. ..., § .. ..

(Clerks and Fees)

SB-1560 (ch. 25, adds pars. 27.1, 27.2, 27.3; and
ch. 63, pars. 37a and 48; rep. pars. 31, 31.1, 32. 32.1,
51, 51.1 and 82) amends various acts regarding the
fees and salaries of clerks of the Cicuit Court by
changing the fee structure and salary scheduls, in-
serting new provisions into “"An Act to revise the law in
refation to clerks of court" and deleting provisions
relating to such fees and salaries presently in acts
contained in ch. 53, (PA 79-1445)

HB-3191 (ch. 81, par. 81) provides that the county
board of any county may establish and maintain a
county law library, to be located in any county building
or public building at the county seat, A library fee of up
to $2 is authorized to pay for such libraties, (FA 79-
1336)

HB-3436 (ch. 53, pars. 71, 72, 73 and 81) amends
an Act concerning fees of the sheriff, recorder and
clerk in counties aver 1,000,000 population; exempts
units of local government and schoo! districts from
paying fees; and also amends an Act concerning fees
for appeals in the same manner. (PA 79-1414)

(Courthouse Construction)

8B-1742 makes reapproptiations for permanent im-
provement and related grants to the Capital Develop-
ment Board for various State agencies, Including au-
thorization for construction of a Circuit and Appellate
Courts complex and for legal and paralegal education
in Springfield. (PA 79-1325)

HB-3976 provides that any county with a population
of mare than 450,000 by resolution of its county board
may incur indebtedness for the reconstruction and
remodeling of an existing courthouse or the construc-
tion of a new courthquse and related facilities at the
same or a new location and for the acquisition of land
and fixtures therefor, issue and sell general obligation
bonds therefor and levy taxes upon all taxable property
of the county sufficient to pay the principal on the
bonds at maturity and to pay interest thereon as it falls
due. (PA 79-1467)

(Cnmmat Law)

SB-1997 {ch. 38, pars.\|206-5, 1005-6.1, 1005 B-4;
adds pars. 1005 1-21, 1005-6-3.1) permns a court to

place a person charged with a misdemeanor or traffic .

offense under “supervigion” for up to 2 years, If the
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person successfully completes the period of supervi-
sion, the court shall dismiss the case. It also provides
that this procedure does not result in a conviction of a
crime for purposes of lilinois law. (PA 79-1334)

HB-3856 (ch. 38, par. 1)3-5) amends the Code of
Cfiminal Procedure by extending from July 1, 1976 to
March 1, 1977 the effective date of PA 79-842 relating
to the effect of delay caused by the defendant on the
period in which the case must be tried. (PA 79-1237)

5B-1881 (ch. 56-1/2, pars. 703,711, 715, 1102 and
1410) amends a number of acts to transfer the Dan-
gerous Drugs Comrnission the primary respornsibility
for drug abuse programs and related duties. (PA 79-
1465)

(Judicial Elections)

HB-3810 (ch. 46, par. 17-18.1) amends the Election
Code to provide, on 2 permanent basis, a system of
extra or special judges of election for the purpose of
tallying and canvassing the votes cast in certain elec-
tions of judges, when the humber of judges or judge
candidates, or both, exceeds 15 in number at any
election. (PA 79-1473)

(Juvenile Court Act)

HB-3308 (ch. 37, par. 704-2) amends the :Juvenile
Court Act to provide that when a juvenile is in detention
and the petition alleges a violent crime (defined), the
State may request that the adjudicatory hearing be
postponed for up to 10 additional days. (PA 79-1478)

HB-3512 (ch. 37, par. 706-1) amends the Juvenile
Court Act to require the probation department to
maintain financial records related to juvenile detention.
(PA 79-1416)

(Medical Malpractice)

HB-3957 (ch, 51, pars. 71, 73, 101; et al.) amends
various acts to make changes in laws related to medi-
cal practice and recovery for malpractice. It also pro-
vides that in every case where damages for injury to
the person are assessed by the jury, the verdict shall
be itemized so as ‘o reflect the monetary distribution
among economic loss and non-economic loss, if any.
(PA 79-1434)

HB-3958 (ch. 10, par. 101; ch. 73, adds pars.
76L...0, 768.21), the Malpractice Arbitration Act, es-
tablishes special requirements in relation to agree-
ments to arbitrate claims for damages arising from
injuries alleged to have been received by a patient due
to the negligence of a hospital or other health care
provider and in relation t¢ proceedings under such
agreements. It also amends the Uniform Arbitration Act
to include reference to this act. Among other things, the
act also provides that every malpractice arbitration
agreement may be cancelled by any signatory within
60 days of its execution or 60 days of patient's dis-
charge from the hospital, whichever is later, (PA 79-
1435)
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Undating Legisiation

The WHlinois General Assembly has taken action to
streamline the body of law contained in the lllinois
Revised Statutes. P.A. 79-662 provides for the cre-
ation of the Law Revision Commission, which consists
of twelve members appointed by the General Assem-
bly., The Commission is charged with making “a thor-
ough study of the statutory law of lllinois with a view to
determining what laws are obsolete, outdated or un-
necessary and should be repealed.” The Commission
is further directed to “call upon State officers, depart-
ments and agencies to review the various statutory
provisions they have responsibility for administering, to
evaluate their necessity and relevance, and to make
recommendations as to which of such provisions, if
any, no longer serve any purpose and should be
repealed.”

The Public Act states that "“the promiscuous
spawning of legislation without any corresponding ef-
fort to repeal archaic, outmoded and unnecessary laws
has caused a steady increase in the bulk of the statu-
tory law of Hllinois” and that “it seems highly likely that
among the lllinois statutes are many laws the existence
of which is unknown not only to members of the
general public but even to the officers who are charged
with their enforcement.”

The Commission has named Harry G. Fins of Chi-
cago as counsel.

Continuing Judicial Education

In its capacity as secretariat to the Judicial Confer-
ence, the staff of the Administrative Office is respansi-
ble for implementing the programs of continuing judi-
cial education developed by the Executive Committee
and the Subcommittee on Judicial Education.

Between 1964 and 1971, continuing judicial educa-
tion in lllinois consisted largely of seminars on various
legal topics held in conjunction with the annual Judicial
Conference, the annual Associate Judge Semiinar
{begunin 1966) and the New Judge Seminar (begun in
1968 and held every two years). However, beginning in
1971, the continuing judicial educaticn program was
expanded to include regional seminars on criminal faw.
Based on the success of these regional seminars, the
program was expanded to include regional seminars
on juvenile law and civil law topics. By 1976 as many
as ten regional seminars were conducted in addition to
the annua! programs. The regional seminars were
sponsored and conducted by the Committee on Crimi-
nal Law for lllincis Judges, the Juvenile Problems
Committee and the Committee on Civil Law Seminars.
Recognizing the growth of the regional seminar pro-
gram and the need for greater coordination, the Judi-
cial Conference’s Executive Committee, in early 1976,
established the Subcommitiee on Judicial Education.
This committee now has the full responsiniiity to con-
duct the program of regional seminais.

During 1976, the following continuing judicial edu-
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cation programs were held:

I Annual Judicial Conference

Il Annual Asscciate Judge Seminar

Il New Judge Seminar

IV Regional Criminal Law Seminars (5)

V  Regional Civil Law Seminars (5)

Originally, the regional seminars were 1-1/2 days in
duration. Under the reorganized program of the Sub-
committee on Judicial ducation the regional seminars
are now 3 days in duration and are devoted to basic
legal subjects such as Civil Remedies, Criminal Law,
and Civil Procedure.

Attendance at the annual Conference, Associate
Judge Seminar and New Judge Seminar is mandatory.
Attendance at the regional seminars is not mandatory,
but an effortis made, through the Chief Circuit Judges,
to have those judges attend who have rescently been
assigned to those areas to be covered at the seminarg
and who would benefit most from attending.

The staff of the Chicago office has spent an in-
creasing amount of time (approximately one-half) in
meeting with seminar committees and making ar-
rangements for these programs.

As secretary to the various seminar committees and
faculties, the staff arranges all committee meetings,
conducts surveys to determine preferred topics, retains
law professors to serve on the faculties, and arranges
for seminar facilities. In addition the staff provides for
the duplication and distribution of all reading and ref-
erence materials used at the seminars.

Synopsis of Supreme Court Opinions

In connection with its continuing judicial education
function, the Administrative Qffice, for several years,
has reviewed the recent decisions of the Supreme and
Appelliate Courts and mailed copies of a synopsis of
sorne opinions to Illinois judges before the cases were
available in the advance sheets. This service contin-
ued to grow, and in 1975 the Administrative Office
began to regularly prepare and distribute to all Hlinois
judyes a synopsis of particularly significant Supreme
Court decisions, after each term of court. During 1976,
summaries of 45 Supreme Court opinions were in-
cluded in the synopsis.

Judicial Visitation Programs To Penal
Institutions

Events which have occusred in the first years of this
decade have catapuited the condition of the national
and state prisons to the forefront of public concern.
indeed, probing questions have been raised by the
general public and governmental officials as to the
objectives and purposes of incarceration. Too, the
recent wave of serious “street crime” has been por-
trayed by the news media, penologists, prosecutors
and police agencies as a national nightmare. The
result has been billions of dollars poured into “people
programs” and hardware to combat crime. Predictably,
penologists and other “experts” on crime and the

criminal justice process have reached into their grab
bag of answers and propesed a variety of plans, in-
variably known as “criminal justice or correctional
models”, which suggest that “flat sentencing” or “de-
criminalizing” victimless offenses is the answer to re-
ducing criminal activity. Today, the emphasis clearly is
cn protecting society by incarcerating convicted de-
fendants rather than on rehabilitation.

No person has a greater responsibility and burden of
determining whether a convicted defendant will be
imprisoned than the sentencing judge. It is he who
must decide whether the convicted defendant will lose
his freedom by imprisonment. In making that decision
the judge considers many factors including the feasi-
bility of rehabilitation, reintegration of the defendant
into society and the best forum to accomplish these
objectives.

Recognizing that judges must be familiar with the
State's penal system and programs, the Director of the
Administrative Office and the Director of. the lllinois
Department of Corrections formulated plans for or-
ganized visits by judges to the various correctional
facilities. During the period 1971-1975, nine programs
were held and in 1976 one additional program wzs
conducted. On June 4, 1976 judges visited the Cor-
rectional Center at Menard and the Mental Health
Center at nearby Chestzr. Including the 31 judges who
attended the 1976 program, a total of 331 lllinois
judges has participated in the organized tours. The
program ran for a full day, and the judges generally had
access$ to institutional buildings, including vocational
workshops, classrooms, cellhouses, etc. The visit
ended with a question and answer period in which
institutio:yal administrators participated.

The Menard facility consists of two separate and
distinct institutions - the correctional institution itself
which houses ordinary inmates and the psychiatric
center which houses sexually dangerous inmates and
those diagnosed as mentally ill. The entire complex Is
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Corrections,
At the correctional component at Menard, the judges
were told that the inmate capacity is 1050 (ori@ man
per cell) but there were 2011 inrates presently incar-
cerated; that by late 1976, it is anticipated 2600 in-

mates will be housed; that 345 inmates were confined « = - (

to the segregation and isolation unit because of a
recent riot; that 515 persons were employed by the
Department, of whom 298 were assigned to cofrec-
tional duties; that if the inmate population continues to
rise, inmate idleness will increase because the institu-
tion can only provide 800 meaningful jobs for inmiates;
and that it is expected that 300 inmates will be trans-
ferred to a nearby building at Chester which formerly
housed persons committed to the Department of Men-
tal Health and Developmental Disabilities.

At the psychiatric center of the Menard facility, which
immediately adjoins the correctional center, the judges
were told that each ceil houses only one inmate; that
inmates here do not commingle with-inmates at the
correctional center; that 250 inmates are housed in the
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center, of whom 40 have been committed as sexually
dangerous and the remainder having been assigned to
the center after psychological and psychiatric testing
which indicated that an inmate required treatment for
mental iliness; that one-half of the inmates were regu-
larly treated with tranquilizers; and that the parole rate
for inmates at the center was very low.

At the Mental Health Center, near Chester, which is
operated by the Department of Mental Health and
Developmental Disabilities, the judges inspected the
newest major maximum security mental health facility
in the nation, The facility had been operational for only
seven weeks at the time of the visit. The judges were
told that the facility was constructed at a cost of $8
million; that it has a $750,000 security system which
includes a radar detection and monitoring system; and
that windows are screened with finely meshed stain-
less steel wires with a capability of absorbing ex-
tremely high impact, It was also stated by staff that
60% of the inmate population had been adjudicated as
unfit to stand trial on charged criminal offenses and
that 40% were transferees from other mental institu-
tions; that within 72 hours after admission, each person
is given a work-up and a treatment plan is devised. The
Mental Health Center is, perhaps, the most secure

institution ever visited by the judges.

Although not a part of the visit, many judges did
inspect the new Randolph County Courthouse in
Chester. In addition to housing county offices, the
building contains two courtrooms which reflect moder-
nistic yet functional architectural design.

Administrative Secretaries Conference

On September 24, 1976, the Administrative Office
sponsored the fourth annual conference for Adminis-
trative Secretaries to Chief Circuit Judges. The con-
ference was held in Morton, lllinois at the Towne
House Inn and was attended by eighteen of the Ad-
ministrative Secretaries.

The purpose of this annual conference is to assist
the Administrative Secretaries develop a more thor-
ough understanding of the lllinois judicial system and
administrative procedures. The conference is also de-
signed to provide the Administrative Secretaries with
the opportunity to raise questions and discuss mutual
problems arising out of their day to day duties. The
agenda, topics and discussion leaders for the confer-
ence were as follows:

AGENDA

9:00 A M. Welcoming Remarks
Overview of the lllinois
Judicial System and the
Administrative Office

9:45 AM. Role of the Administrative
Secretary
10:45 AM. Coffee Break
11:00 A.M, Role of the Chief Judge
12:15 P.M.
1:30 P.M. Role of the Circuit Court
Administrator
2:15 P.M, Role of the Clerk of the
Circuit Court
3:00 P.M. Testing, Certifying and
Administration of Court
Reporters
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Hon. Roy O. Gulley, Director

Judith W. Beverlin (12th Circuit)
Nancy Myhre (17th.Circuit)
Elvera Palmer (18th Circuit)

Hon. Joseph F. Cunningham (20th Circuit)
Hon. Harry D. Strouse Jr. (19th Circuit)
Hon. George W. Unverzagt (18th Circuit)
Luncheon

Michael Henkhaus (3rd Circuit)
Jerry Klebe (19th Circuit)

John T. Curry (Macon County)
Carl B. Mast (Adams County)

William M. Madden, Deputy Director




Computer Assisted Transcription Project

Grant #1576, in the amount of $80,934 was award-
ed to the Supreme Court Committee on Criminal Jus-
tice Programs by the liinois Law Enforcement Com-
mission, on January 3, 1975. The purpose of this grant
was to demonstrate the use of computer assisted
translation and transcription of machine shorthand
notes. The results of the project, to date, have been
disappointing.

The project was based on a proposal from the
Stenograph Machines Corporation of Skokie. A vital
portion of Stenograph'’s original proposal consisted of a
substantial amount for training of reporters who would
be chosen to cooperate in this experiment. Recom-
mendations made by the National Center for State
Courts caused the grant to be amended downward to
exclude a substantial portion of the training money that
Stenograph thought was important to the project. it is
very likely that training was one of the most vital
aspects of the project and failure to include it may have
been a fatal defect in structuring the experiment.

The project began on a good note. We purchased
six electronic stenograph machines from Stenegraph
Co. and arranged for the rental of a Linolex Word
Processing Mini-Computer to provide efficient editing
during the experiment,

We then recruited a reporter with the Circuit Court of
Cook County. Her credentials were impeccable. She
holds both the Certificate of Proficiency and the Certif-
icate of Merit from the National Shorthand Reporters’
Assoctation. The first case this reporter submitted was
a criminal case tried before Judge Saul Epton on
September 15, 1975, The first pass through the com-
puter produced a remarkably accurate transcript of
proceedings. It was clear that with just a little adjust-
ment of the transcription program and a little work with
the reporter, we could expect very successful results
from her participation in the experiment. We were
thoroughly convinced that the computer and Steno-
graph’s program were capable of accurately transcrib-
ing the notes of qualified, disciplined stenotypists.
However, it was then that our problems began. The
Governor vefoed a pay raise bill which would have
allowed us to pay official court reporters up to $19,000
per year. The reporter mentioned above and other
reporters who were potential participants in the com-
puter assisted transcription experiment promptly indi-
cated that they were no longer interested in cooperat-
ing with the program. Many reporters fear that if they
become computer compatible, that will lay the ground
work for future action to deprive them of transcript fees.
In addition, reporters who are abviously never going to
be able to achieve computer compatibility are antago-
nistic towards the experiment, They fear that if it is
successful it will compromise their position as official
reporters.

What amounts to resistance by the court reporters
has left our experiment in precarious shape. We have
six Stenograph machines—one remains in our office,
one is on loan to Triton College, two are on loan to the

Chicago College of Commerce (for training reperting
students) and two have been allocated to reporiers in
the 19th Judicial Circuit. These reporters, while evi-
dencing interest in the program, have not yet demon-
strated that they can become computer compatible
without substantial retraining.

The result of the above is that we wers unable to
expend the bulk of the grant funds prior to the grant
expiration date. We did, however, receive ILEC per-
mission to purchase the Linclex word processor, lo-
cated in the Chicago Office. This will permit us to
continue the experiment beyond the grant deadline
date. The balance of the unused funds were returned
to ILEC.

It seems now that only as time goes by will we be
able to continue the experiment. When (and only
when) willing, qualified reporters graduate from
schools in which they are now being taught computer
assisted transcription will we be able to foster mean-
ingful development of computer assisted transcription
in lllinois. In the meantime our experimental program
will be reduced from six reporters to two.

Eavesdropping Reporis

With the passage of lllinois' new eavesdropping
statute (lll. Rev. Stat., ch. 388, §108A-1 et seq.) an
added responsibility was placed upon the Administra-
tive Office. Within 30 days after the expiration of an
order authorizing the use of an eavesdropping device,
or within 30 days after the denial of an application, the
issuing or denying judge must report certain informa-
tion to the Administrative Office. Also, in January of
each year, the States’ Attorney of sach county in which
eavesdropping devices were used must report certain
detailed information to the Administrative Office con-
cerning the use of such eavesdropping devices.
Thereafter, in April of each year, the Director of the
Administrative Office must transmit to the General
Assembly a report summarizing the information he has
received on the use of eavesdropping devices during
the preceding calendar year. The section of the statute
creating these responsibilities is as follows: .

108A—11, §108A-11. Reports Concerning Use
of Eavesdropping Devices. (a) Within 30 days
after the expiration of an order and each extension
thereof authorizing the use of an eavesdropping
device, or within 30 days after the denial of an
application or disapproval of an application subse-
quent to any alleged emergency situation, the issu-
ing or denying judge shall report 10 the Administra-
tive Office of the lllinois Courts the following:

(1) the fact that such an order, extension, or

subsequent approval of an emergency was, applied-

for;
(2) the kind of order or extension applied for;
(3) a statement as to whether the order or ex-
tension was granted as applied for was modified, or
was denied;
(4) the period authorized by the order or e 171-
{
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sions in which an eavesdropping device could be
used;

(5) the felony specified in the order extension or
denied application;

(6) the identity of the applying investigative or law
enforcement officer and agency making the appli-
cation and the State's Attorney authorizing the ap-
plication; and

(7) the nature of the facilities from which or the
place where the eavesdropping device was to be
used.

(b} In January of each year the State's Attorney
of each county in which eavesdropping devices
were used pursuant to the provisions of this Article
shall report to the Administrative Office of the lllinois
Courts the following:

(1) the information required by subsections (a)
(1) through (a) (7) of this Section with respect to
each application for an order or extension made
during the preceding calendar year,

(2) a general description of the uses of eaves-
dropping devices actually made undet such order to
overhear or record conversations, including: (a) the
approximate nature and frequency of incriminating
conversations overheard, (b) the approximate na-
ture and frequency of other conversations over-
heard, (c) the approximate number of persons
whose conversations were overheard, and (d) the
approximate nature, amount, and cost of the man-
power and other resources used pursuant to the
authorization to use an eavesdropping device;

(3) the number of arrests resulting from autho-
rized uses of eavesdropping devices and the of-
fenses for which arrests were made;

(4) the number of trials resulting from such uses
of eavesdropping devices;

(5) the number of motions to suppress made with
respect to such uses, and the number granted or
denied; and

(6) the number of convictions resulting from such
uses and the offenses for which the convictions
were obtained and a general assessment of the
importance of the convictions.

(c) In April of each year, the Director of the Ad-
ministrative Office of lllinois Courts shall transmit to
the General Assembly a report including information
on the number of applications for orders authorizing
the use of eavesdropping devices, the number of
orders and extensions granted or denied during the
preceding calendar year, the convictions arising out
of such uses, and a summary of the information
required by subsections (a) and (b) of this Section.
Added by P.A, 79—1159 §2, eff. July 1, 1976.

Public Information and Publications

Citizens, judges, lawyers, court administrators from
other states, and persons from foreign nations visit the
Administrative Office and the lllinois courts. An impor-
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tant function of the Administrative Office is to explain
the Hlinois court system to the visitors and arrange
visits to courthouses and with judges.

The Director and the staff are also asked to address
civic groups, bar associations, legislative commis-
sions, and court reform groups concerning the struc-
ture and operation of lllinois’ unified court system.

Some of the events the Director addressed or at-
tended, during 19786, included the courthouse dedica-
tion, Stephenson County; Associate Judge Seminar,
Chicago; Probation Services Council, Springfield;
Hands Up Spring-board Conference, Springfield; Sons
of the American Revolution, Springfield; Court Report-
er Development Seminar, Chicago; National Confer-
ence of State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators,
Seatile; National Conference of State Court Adminis-
trators, Philadelphia; lllinois Judicial Conference, Chi-
cago; Administrative Secretaries Conference, Morton;
Police Training Academy, Springfield; Award Banquet,
lllinois Probation and Court Services, Peoria; Kansas
Judicial Conference, Wichita, LEAA Conference,
Kansas City, Missouri; and the New Judge Seminar,
Chicago.

The Administrative Office also publishes and/or
distributes several books or pamphlets which are
available to the public. These publications can be
obtained by contacting the Springfield or Chicago of-
fice.

1) A Short History of the lllinois Judicial System;

2) Manual on Recordkeeping;

) Annual Report of the Administrative Office;

) Annual Report of the Judicial Conference;

) Article V of the Supreme Court Rules (refating

to frial court proceedings in traffic cases);

(6) A series of handbooks for jurors in grand jury
proceedings, in criminal cases and in civil
cases;

(7) A pamphist relating the history of the Supreme
Court Building in Springfield;

(8) lllinois Supreme Court Rules;

(9) Interim Report: Experimental Video-Taping of
Courtroom Proceedings;

(10) Rules of Procedure of the Hllinois Courts Com-
mission;

(11) Chief Circuit Judge's Manual On Guidelines
For the Administration Of Circuit Courts (draft
form only);

(12) Benchbook (Criminal Cases) for lllinois
Judges;

(13) Reading and Reference Materials used at
seminars and conferences sponsored by the
Judicial Conference;

(14) Report of the Supreme Court Committee on
Video-taping Court Proceedings;

(15) Administrative Regulations Governing Court
Reporters in the lllinois Courts;

(16) llinois Courtrooms, Bohn, William G., Su-

preme Court Committee on Criminal Justice

Programs (1972).

(
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Membership in Organizations

The Administrative Office, the Director and/or his
assistants are members of the following organizations
and committees:
(1) By statute, the Director is a member of the
Governor's Traffic Safety Coordinating Com-
mittee.
(2) The Conference of State Court Administrators.
The Director served as Chairman of the Con-
ference's Executive Board from August, 1973
until August, 1974.
(3) The American Judicature Society. The Director
served on the Board of Directors and is cur-
rently a member of the Programs and Services
Committee.
(4) The Supreme Court Committee on Criminal
Justice Programs. By order of the Supreme
Court, the Director is an ex officio member.
This committee has an executive secretary and
staff and is charged with the responsibility of
developing grant funded programs in the area
of criminal and juvenile justice. The committee
is funded by the lllinois Law Enforcement
Commission.
(5) Council of State Governments
(6) Probation Services Council of Hllinois
(7) National Association of Trial Court Administra-
tors
(8) Institute of Judicial Administration.
(9) American, lllinois State and Chicago Bar As-
sociations and the Chicago Council of Lawyers
{10) Uniform Circuit Rules Committee of the lllinois
State Bar Association

(11) Judicial Administration Section of the lllinois
State Bar Association

(12) The Wlinois Parole, Probation and Correctional
Association

(18) The lllinois Law Enforcement Commission’s
Advisory Task Force on Criminal Justice
Training

(14) Board of Commissioners of the lllinois De-

fender Project

Conclusion

One of the important purposes of this report is to
keep the Court apprised of the operation of our courts
through the collection and analysis of statistics.

The statistics reported herein, when compared with
prior years, reveal that although our judges continue to
dispose of more cases, there are two major areas
where the pending inventories are rising to disturbing
proportions. These two areas include the number of
feiony and law jury ($15,000 and over) cases in Cook
County.

In the area of felony cases there has been a 258%
increase in the pending inventory since 1972, The
following comparison reveals this increase:

1972 2,081
1973 2,737
1974 4,778
1975 6,700
1976 7,458

In the law jury division ($15,000 and over) there has
been a 40% increase in the pending inventory since
1972. The following comparison reveals this increase:

1972 28,780
1973 28,171
1974 31,342
1975 35,692
1976 40,156

In the criminal division, the Circuit Court of Cook
County has taken steps to deal with the increasing
inventory. New courtrooms have been added and ad-
ditional judges have been assigned. Similar steps have
not been taken with regard to the law jury division.

The addition of 30 new circuit judgeships by the
General Assembly and the allocation of 10 additional
associate judgeships during 1976, should serve to
assist in dealing with these large inventories. When the
Circuit Court of Cook County'’s judicial manpower is up
to full strength, special efforts should be made to deal
with these two areas.
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SUPREME COURT
(1976)

Walter V. Schaefer
(Retired December 6, 1976)
Chicago, lllinois
Thomas E. Kluczynski
(Retired December 6, 1976)
Danie! P, Ward*
Chicago, lliinois
William G. Clark
(Elected November 2, 1976)
Chicago, lllinois
James A. Dooley
(Elected November 2, 1976)
Chicago, lilinois

SECOND DISTRICT
Caswell J. Crebs

(Retired judge serving by assignment

until December 6, 1976)
Thomas J. Moran
(Elected November 2, 1976)
Waukegan, lllinois

THIRD DISTRICT

Howard C. Ryan
Tonica, Hiinois

FOURTH DISTRICT

Robert C. Underwood
Bloomington, lllinois

FIFTH DISTRICT

Joseph H. Goldenhersh
East St. Louis, lilinois

*Chief Justice
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SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
NUMBER OF CASES DECIDED WITH FULL OPINIONS
1950-1976

375—

- 345

350—

341

325
300—
275-.253
250— i

249

205 1N

214 913
200— M .
175— |
150— S
125— &
100— {'
75—-‘if
so—

25.—- - -

228




06

110—

100—

90—

80— |

70—

60—

50— BN

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
NUMBER OF PETITIONS FOR REHEARING
1950—1976

108




L6

250—
200—
150—
100—

50—

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
NUMBER OF PETITIONS FOR LEAVE TO APPEAL
19501978

761

655

644
’

1950 {951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976




6

1700—

1600—

1500—

1400—

1300—

1200—

1100—

1000—

900—

800—

700—

600—

500—

400—

300—

200—

100—

SUPREME COURT OF ILLINOIS
NUMBER OF MOTIONS DISPOSED OF
1950-—1976

1348
1286

1207 1§

898

871

904

647

972

1644

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970 1971

1601

1972 1973 1974 1975 1976



b




TREND OF CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT

DURING 1976

Pending Pending{ Inventory
at at Increase (+)
Type of Case Start Filed Disposed of End | Decrease (~)
Civil ........ 61 392 388* 65 +4
Petitons for. .. ............
Leave to Appeal People ...... 86 388 393* 81 -5
Civit ........ 0 56 56* 0 —
Public Interest. .. ..........
(Rule 302(b) Motions) People ...... 0 6 6* 0 —
Civil ........ 0 45 43* 2 +2
Original Actions. .. .........
(incl. Rule 381 Motions) People ...... 1 16 15* 2 +1
Civil ........ 15 9 14 10 -5
Statute Held Invalid . . .. .....
(Rules 302(a){1), 603) People ...... 7 16 12 11 +4 .
Civil ........ 1 3 2 2 +1
Certificate of Importance .. ...
(Rule 316) People ...... 0 0 0 0 —
Civil ........ 39 41 46 34 ~5
Industrial Commission . ... ...
(Rule 302(a)(2)) People ...... — —_— — — —
Civil ........ — — —_ — —_
Attorney Discipline, . ........
People ...... 5 11 10 8 +1
Civit ........ — — — — —
Death Penalty «++ . oo oo v
(Rule 603) People ...... 1 0 0 1 —_
Civil ........ 0 4 4 0 —
Miscellaneous . .. ..........
People ...... 0 11 11 0 —
Civil ........ 116 550 553 118 -3
Totals ...............
People ...... 100 448 447 101 +1

* Includes orders granting petitions for leave to appeal, motions for direct appeal and motions in original action

cases.
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TREND OF CASES IN THE SUPREME COURT AFTER ALLOWANCE OF PETITIONS FOR LEAVE TC
APPEAL, MOTIONS FOR DIRECT APPEALS & MOTIONS IN ORIGINAL ACTION CASES DURING 1976

Pending Appeals Pending | Inventory
at & Motions at Increase (+)
Type of Case Start Allowed Disposed of End | Decrease (-)
Civil ........ 59 71 80 50 -9
Leave to Appeal ...........
Allowed People ...... 36 86 68 54 +18
Motion in Public Civit ........ 23 36 37 22 -1
| Interest Case Allowed . ......
(Rule 302(b)) People ...... 0 6 3 3 +3
Motion to File Civil ........ 4 11 8 7 +3
Original Action Allowed . .....
(incl, Rule 381 Motions) People ...... 2 2 3 1 -1
Civil ........ 86 118 125 79 -7
Totals ..........ccv
People . ... .. 38 94 74 58 +20
TREND OF ALL CASES FILLED & DISPOSED OF IN THE SUPREME COURT DURING 1976
Pending Pending Inventory
at at Increase (+)
All Cases Start Filed Disposed of End Decrease (—)
Civil ........ 202 550 560 192 -10
Grand Total. . .............
People . ..... 138 448 427 159 +21
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APPELLATE COURT OF ILLINOIS
(May 1, 1976)

FIRST DISTRICT
First Division
Mayer Goldberg, Presiding Justice
Joseph Burke

Seymour Simon
John M. O’Connor

Second Division

John J. Stamos, Presiding Justice
Robert J. Downing
John C. Hayes
Mel Jiganti

Third Division
James J. Mejda, Presiding Justice
Thomas A. McGloon

John T. Dempsey
Daniel J. McNamara

Fourth Division

Glenn T. Johnson, Presiding Justice
Henry W. Dieringer
Thaddeus V. Adesko
Henry L. Burman

Fifth Division
Francis S. Lorenz, Presiding Justice
Charles R. Barrett

Joseph J. Drucker
John J. Sullivan

SECOND DISTRICT
First Division
William L. Guild, Presiding Justice

Albert E. Hallett
Glenn K. Seidenfeld

Second Division

Thomas J. Moran, Presiding Justice
Walter Dixon
L. L. Rechenmacher

THIRD DISTRICT

Jay J. Alloy, Presiding Justice
Richard Stengel
Allan L. Stouder
Tobias Barry

FOURTH DISTRICT

Harold F. Trapp, Presiding Justice
James C. Craven
Frederick S. Green
John T. Reardon

FIFTH DISTRICT

John M. Karns, Presiding Justice
Charles E. Jones
Edward C. Eberspacher
George J. Moran
Richard T. Carter
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THE TREND OF CASES IN THE APPELLATE COURT DURING 1976

No. of Cases Gain or Loss
Disposed of in Currency
No. of Cases|No. of Cases|No. of Cases | During 1976 | No. of Cases
Pending Filed During | Disposed of With Full Pending
Appellate District 1-1-76 1976 During 1976 | Opinions 12-31-76 Gain Loss
Civil .. ... 911 896 734 430 1,073 — 162
First, oo vnvev oo
Criminal 976 835 949 398 862 114 —'
Civil . .. .. 307* 312 328 209 296 11 —
Second.............
Criminal 268 273 281 127 260 8 —_—
Civil ..... 155 232 202 134 185 —_— 30
Thitd ........ ...
Criminal 242 322 311 171 253 —_ 11
Civil ..... 207 194 210 122 191 16 —
Fourth,.............
Criminal 442 360 436 141 366 76 —
Civil ..... 223 224 209 120 238 —_ 15
Fifth. . oooo v oo e
Criminal 342 325 280 100 387 e 45
Civil ..... 1,803 1,858 1,678 1,015 1,983 — 180
Total...........
Criminal | 2,270 2,115 2,257 937 2,128 142 —

*Adjusted (~) from number pending 12/31/75




CASES DISPOSED OF IN THE APPELLATE COURT

1976
Disposed of
Affirmed Reversed | AffirmadinPar] Modified Dismissed without
1. By Opinion{1. By Gpinion{ 1. By Opinion}|1. By Opinioni1, By Opinion Opinion
Appellate District 2. By Order* |2. By Order* | 2. By Order* {2, By Order* {2. By Order* | or Order* Totals
. 238 139 38 6 9
Civil .. 20 20 4 1 3 256 734
"""" - 233 99 36 29 1
Criminal . 574 50 19 15 4 189 949
- 118 65 20 5
Civil .. .. 10 7 o - y 96 323
""" N 97 15 11 4 —
Criminal . 102 6 8 1 _ 37 281
cwi....| 7} 47 10 3 3 66 202
Criminal . | 120 27 S 15 4 82 311
. 68 40 13 —_— 1
Civil .. .. 18 5 1 . 3 64 210
""" N 73 40 27 — 1
Criminal . 176 i8 30 _ 4 67 436
. 53 48 12 2 5
Civil . ... 20 11 1 _ 2 55 209
""""" N 46 28 13 9 4 o
Criminal . 98 8 5 3 5 63 280
. 548 339 93 12 23
Civil . ... 70 40 6 1 9 537 1,678
= 569 209 92 57 10
Criminal . 708 8o 63 19 10 438 2,257

* Pursuant to Supreme Ccurt Rule 23, as amended, effective July 1, 1975
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TIME LAPSE BETWEEN DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF
DISPOSITION OF CASES DECIDED IN THE
APPELLATE COURT DURING 1976

Time Elapsed
Under 6-12 1-11/2 11/2-2 2-3 Over
Appellate District 6 Mos. Mos. Years Years Years 3 Years

Civil ..... 119 187 271 106 38 13
First! ..o ‘

Criminal 76 200 467 123 69 14

Civil ..... 87 82 99 38 17 —_—
Second? ................

Criminal 55 99 95 27 5 —

Civil ..... 63 70 59 9 —_ 1
Third .....ovv i

Criminal 87 129 74 20 1 —

Civil ..... 52 35 75 30 18 —
Fourth .................

Criminal 54 133 148 76 25 —

Civil ..... 85 83 29 7 4 1
Fifth . ... ... . ...

Criminal 80 74 94 17 12 3

Civil ..... 406 457 533 190 77 15
Total ..o

Criminal ., 352 635 878 263 112 17
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TIME LAPSE BETWEEN DATE BRIEFS WERE FILED AND

DATE OF DISPOSITION OF CASES DECIDED IN
THE APPELLATE COURT DURING 1976

Time Elapsed
Under 6-12 1-11/2 11/2-2 243 Over
Appellate District 6 Mos. Mos. Years Years Years 3 Years
Civil ...... 355 209 102 66 2 —
First, ..o ovon i
Criminal 550 233 106 59 1 —
Civil ...... 165 131 22 3 2 —
Second.........oviihntn
Criminal 143 120 19 — —_— —
Civit ...... 75 59 7 — 1 —_
THIrd .o e
Criminal 146 35 4 —_ — —_
Civil ...... 87 80 36 6 1 _
Fourth..............covt.
Criminal 263 149 18 6 —_ —
Civil ...... 113 36 3 1 —_ 1
Fifth . ...............
Criminal 186 26 5 —_— —_— —_
Civil ...... 795 515 170 76 6 1
Total . ......ocviivnn
Criminal... | 1,288 563 152 65 1 o
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CASES DISPOSED OF WITHOUT OPINION OR ORDER PURSUANT TO SUPREME COURT RULE 23

1976
Dismissed Dismissed on Court's Own Motion M?E::'On
For Want L\?Sr‘:s?’ Fallure llf?:\lllz Remanded { Summary
of Prose- { Failure | diction/ 10 Late With Reduction
cution/ to No Final | Comply Leave | Nolice Diroction or Trans-
Motion Motion | Stipulation]No Docu- § Comply | Appeal- | With lo of Reversad For Modifi- Bail Confession | ferred to | Other
of of of ments With able Court's Appeal | Appeal |Summary and Futther catlon of Order of Proper | Disposi-
Appellate District Appellant | Appellee | Parties Filed Ruws Order | Order | Other | Denied! |Donied2 | Reversal | Remanded | Proceeding | Sentence | Entered Error Court tions Tolals
Civil ...... 54 48 42 | 70 — —_— —_— = |17 5 | — —_ - -— — —_ 20 — | 256
First.....
Criminal .. 49 15 1 56 — —_ - = | — 2 | — —_ —_ —_ 22 40 4 — 189
Civil ,..... 22 17 18 1 7 1 21 | — 8 | — | — — 1 — e — — — 96
Second ..
Criminal .. 10 7 2 2 2 1 3 4 1 1 2 — —_ —_ — — 1 1 37
Civil ...... 24 71 11 - 3| — 8 | 2 8 |— | — -] — — — — 1 2 66
Third .. ..
Criminal .. 22 4 2 —_ 1 — | 16 1 7 (18 | — 1 — — 6 — 3 6 82
Civil ... .. 16 6 7 2 7 2 6 | — 5 2 | - — 5 —_ —_ —_ 5 1 64
Fourth . ..
Criminal .. 23 9 —_ 6 | 10 1 4 | — | — 5 | — — 2 — 1 5 — 1 67
Civil ...... 18 4 10 — 6 3 2 3 7 | — | — 2 — — —_ — —— - 5
Fifth..... 5
Criminal ..| 22 1 —| — 12| 2| 3| 1] — |14 | 1 1] — | — 6| — | — | — | e3
Civil ., .... 134 82 88| 73 23 6 | 37 51 45 7 | — 2 6 —_ — — 26 3 537
Total .. .
Criminal .. 126 36 5| 64 | 25 41 26 6 8 | 35 3 2 2 —_— 35 45 8 8 438

' Includes Denial of Permissive Interlocutory
2 Includes Denial to File Late Record
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ABSTRACT SUMMARY OF THE NUMBER OF OPINIONS
WRITTEN BY JUDGES OF THE APPELLATE COURT

DURING 1976
TYPE OF OPINION

Appellate Specially
District Majority Per Curiam Concurring Dissenting Supplemental Total
First District. . . . . . 759 1 9 28 13 810
Second District . .. | 314 — 1 5 4 324
Third District . . . .. 302 3 8 20 — 333
Fourth District . . . . 263 — 15 39 6 323
Fifth District. ... .. 209 2 8 41 6 266
Total......... 1,847 < 41 133 29 2,056
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CIRCUIT COURT JUQ_I&\!?L OFFICERS OF THE

Earl Arkiss

Marvin E. Aspen
James M. Bailey
Frank W. Barbaro
Norman C. Barry
Raymond K. Berg
L. Sheldon Brown
Nicholas J. Bua
Robert C. Buckley
Felix M. Buoscio
Joseph J. Butler
David A. Canel
Archibald J. Carey, Jr.
David Cerda
Robert E. Cherry
Nathan M. Cohen
Robert J. Collins
Daniel P. Coman
Harry G. Comerford
Daniel A. Covelli
James D. Crosson
John J. Crown
Richard L. Curry
Walter P. Dahl
William V. Daly
Russell R. DeBow
Francis T. Delaney
George E. Dolezal
Raymond P. Drymalski
Arthur L. Dunne
Robert J. Dunne
Charles J. Durham
Norman N. Eiger
Irving W. Eiserman
Herbert A. Ellis
Paul F. Elward
Samuel B. Epstein
Saul A. Epton
Hyman Feldman
James H. Felt
George Fiedler
John C. Fitzgerald

(May 1, 1976)
COOK COUNTY

Circuit Judges
John S. Boyle, Chief Judge

Richard J. Fitzgerald
Thomas H. Fitzgerald
Philip A. Fleischman
Herbert R. Friedlund
Louis B. Garippo
James A. Geocaris
James A. Geroulis
Paul F. Gerrity
Louis J. Giliberto
Charles J. Grupp
Richard A. Harewood
Allen Hartman
John C. Hayes (assigned to
Appellate Court - 1st District)
Edward F. Healy
John F. Hechinger
Jacques F. Heilingoetter
Harry G. Hershenson
George A. Higgins
Reginald J. Holzer
Charles P. Horan
Robert L. Hunter
Louis J. Hyde
Harry A. lseberg
Mel R. Jiganti (assigned to
Appellate Court - 1st District)
Mark E. Jones
Sidney A. Jones, Jr.
William B. Kane
Nathan J. Kaplan
Roger J. Kiley, Jr.
Anthony J. Kogut
Norman A. Korfist
Walter J. Kowalski
Franklin . Kral
Irving Landesman
Richard F. LeFevour
Robert E. McAuliffe
Helen F. McGillicuddy
John P. McGury
Frank B. Machala
Benjamin S. Mackoff
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Robert L. Massey
Nicholas J. Matkovic
Robert A, Meier, Ml
James J. Mejda (assigned to
Appellate Court - 1st District)
F. Emmett Morrissey
James E. Murphy
James C. Murray
Gordon B. Nash
Benjamin Nelson
John A. Nordberg
Irving R. Norman
Donald J. O'Brien
Wayne W. Olson
Margaret G. O'Malley
William F. Patterson
John E. Pavlik
Edward E. Plusdrak
Maurice D. Pompey
Albert S. Porter
Joseph A. Power
Philip Romiti
Thomas D. Rosenberg
Daniel J. Ryan
Edith S. Sampson
Raymond S. Sarnow
George J. Schaller
Joseph Schneider

Associate Judges

Charles A. Alfana
Peter Bakakos
Francis Barth
Lionel J. Berc
Walter B. Bieschke
Nicholas J. Bohling
Anthony J. Bosco
John E. Bowe
John M. Breen, Jr.
James J. Brennan
Martin F. Brodkin
Jerome T. Burke
Francis P. Butler
Thomas R. Casey, Jr.
Thomas P. Cawley
Irwin Cohen
Cornelius J. Collins
James A. Condon
Francis X, Connell

Ben Schwartz

Harold A. Siegan
Joseph A. Solan
Pasquale A. Sorrentino
Harry S. Stark

Earl E. Strayhorn
James E. Strunck
Chester J. Strzalka
Harold W. Sullivan |
Robert J. Sulski

Fred G. Suria, Jr.
Vincent W. Tondryk
Raymond Trafelet

Jose R. Vazquez
Eugene L. Wachowski
Garland W. Watt
Alfonse F. Wells
Kenneth R. Wendt
Louis A. Wexler

Daniel J. White

William Sylvester White
Frank J. Wilson
Kenneth E. Wilson
Minor K. Wilson
Warren D. Wolfson
Joseph Wosik

Arthur V. Zelezinski

Richard K. Cooper
Peter F. Costa
Ronald J. Crane
John W. Crilly

Brian Crowe

John J. Crowley
Robert E. Cusack
Robert J. Dempsey
Russell J. Dolce
John T. Duffy
Rosemary Duschene
Ben Edelstein
Nathan Engelstein
William F. Fitzpatrick
John M. Flaherty
John Gannon
Marion W. Garnett
Lawrence Genesen
Joseph R. Gill




Francis W. Glowacki John J. Moran

Meyer H. Goldstein Matthew J. Moran
Myron T. Gomberg John M. Murphy
Ben Gorenstein Benjamin E. Novoselsky
James L. Griffin Paul A. O'Malley
Jacob S. Guthman John A. Ouska
Arthur N. Hamilton William E. Peterson
Edwin C. Hatfield Marvin J. Peters
John J. Hogan Frank R. Petrone
Thomas J. Janczy James P. Piragine
Rudolph L. Janega Bernard A. Polikoff
Eddie C. Johnson Simon S. Porter
Michael S. Jordan Francis X. Poynton
Richard H. Jorzak Seymour S. Price
Benjamin J. Kanter John F. Reynolds
Aubrey F. Kaplan Emanuel A. Rissman
Wallace I. Kargman Allen F. Rosin

Helen J. Kelleher Joseph A. Salerno
John J. Kelley, Jr. Richard L. Samuels
Irving Kipnis Harry A. Schrier
Marilyn R. Komosa Joseph R. Schwaba
Edwin Kretske Anthony J. Scaotillo
Albert H. LaPlante Samuel Shamberg
Joseph T. Lavorci David J. Shields
Archibald LeCesne Frank M. Siracusa
Reuben J. Liffshin Jerome C. Slad
John J. Limperis Raymond C. Sodini
David Linn Milton H. Solomon
Frank S. Loverde Robert C. Springsguth
Martin G. Luken Adam N. Stille
Robert G. Mackey Arthur A. Sullivan, Jr.
Francis J. Maher James N. Sullivan
Francis J. Mahon Robert A. Sweeney
Erwin L. Martay John F. Thornton
John H. McCollom Alvin A. Turner

John J. McDonnell Thomas M. Walsh
William J. McGah, Jr. James M. Walton
Dwight McKay Jack A. Weifeld
Anthony J. Mentone Willie Mae Whiting
Howard M. Miller Bernard B. Walfe
Joseph W. Mioduski James A. Zafiratos
Anthony S. Montelione George J. Zimmerman
Joseph C. Mooney Michael F. Zlatnik

FIRST CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
John H. Clayton, Chief Judge

Robert H. Chase Peyton H. Kunce
Stewart Cluster Duane T. Leach
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Snyder Howell
Harry L. McCabe
George Oros
Robert B. Porter
Everett Prosser

Thomas W.-Haney
Michael P. O'Shea

Associate Judges

Circuit Judges

William A. Lewis
Paul D. Reese
Richard E. Richman
Dorothy W. Spomer

Robert W. Schwartz

SECOND CIRCUIT

Philip B. Benefiel, Chief Judge

John D. Daily
Don Al Foster

Charles Woodrow Frailey

F. P. Hanagan
A. Hanby Jones
Henry Lewis

William A. Alexander
Roland J. DeMarco

Associate Judges

THIRD CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges

Albert W. McCallister
Clarence E. Partee
Wilburn Bruce Saxe
Alvin Lacy Williams
Carrie LaRoe Winter
Harry L. Ziegler

Charles L. Quindry

Joseph J. Barr, Chief Judge

William L. Beatty
Horace L. Calvo
Harold R. Clark
John L. DelLaurenti

John W. Day
Edward C. Ferguson
Robert D. Francis
Thomas R. Gibbons
Merlin Gerald Hiscott

Associate Judges

John Gitchoff
Moses W. Harrison, I
Victor J. Mosele

William E. Johnson
A. Andreas Matoesian
Philip J. Rarick
Clayton R. Williams



FOURTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Bill J. Slater, Chief Judge

George R. Kelly

James E. McMackin, Jr.
Gail E. McWard

Jack M. Michaelree
Robert J. Sanders

E. Harold Wineland

Daniel H. Dailey

William A. Ginos

Arthur G. Henken

Paul M. Hickman
Raymond O. Horn

George W. Kasserman, Jr.

Associate Judges

Don E. Beane William H. Spitler, Jr.

Ronald A. Niemann

FIFTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Jacob Berkowitz, Chief Judge

Caslon K. Bennett
Thomas M. Burke
Carl A. Lund
Frank J. Meyer
Ralph S. Pearman

Lawrence T. Allen, Jr.
Rita B. Garman
Tom E. Grace

James Kent Robinson
Williar J. Sunderman
James R. Watson
Paut M. Wright

Associate Judges

Matthew Andrew Jurczak
Richard E. Scott

SIXTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Rodney A. Scott, Chief Judge

William C. Calvin
Frank J. Gollings
Harold L. Jensen
Roger H. Little

Birch E. Morgan
Donald W. Morthland

Henry Lester Brinkoetter
John L. Davis

Wilbur A. Flessner

W. B. Kranz

Joseph C. Munch
James N. Sherrick
John P. Shonkwiler
Creed D. Tucker
Albert G. Webber, Il

Associate Judges

Sarah McAllister Lumpp
Jerry L. Patton

George Richard Skillman
Andrew Stecyk
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SEVENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Byron E. Koch, Chief Judge

J. Waldo Ackerman Simon L. Friedman
Harvey Beam Paul C. Verticchio
William D. Conway Howard Lee White
George P. Coutrakon John B. Wright

Associate Judges

Richard J. Cadagin Charles J. Ryan
Eugene O. Duban Dennis L. Schwartz
imy J. Feuer Gordon D. Seator

Jerry S. Rhodes

EIGHTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Richard F. Scholz, Jr., Chief Judge

Cecil J. Burrows John T. Reardon
Lyle E. Lipe Fred W. Reither
Richard Mills David K. Slocum
Alfred L. Pezman Ernest H. Utter

J. Ross Pool Guy R. Williams

Associate Judges

i.ea J. Altmix Paul A. Kolodziej
Edward B. Dittmeyer Virgil W. Timpe

NINTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Daniel J. Roberts, Chief Judge

U.S. Collins Francis P. Murphy
Steven G. Evans Albert Scott

Scott |, Klukos Wm. L. Randolph
Gale A. Mathers . Max B. Stewart

Associate Judges

Kenneth L. Bath William K. Richardson
Jack R. Kirkpatrick Keith Sanderson
Lewis D. Murphy Charles H. Wilhelm




TENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
lvan L. Yontz, Chief Judge

Steven J. Covey
Richard E. Eagieton
Edward E. Haugens
James D. Heiple
Robert E. Hunt

Robert A. Coney
Carl O. Davies
Arthur H. Gross
John A. Holtzman
Peter J. Paolucci

Associate Judges

Charles W. lben
Albert Pucci
Calvin R. Stone
Charles M. Wilson

William John Reardon
John D. Sullivan
John A, Whitney
Espey C. Williamson
William H. Young

ELEVENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges

Jehn T. McCullough, Chief Judge

William T. Caisley
Keith E. Campbell
Luther H. Dearborn
Charles E. Glennon

William D. DeCardy
lvan Dean Johnson
Joseph H. Kelley

Associate Judges

Samuel Glenn Harrod, I
John T. McCullough
Wendell E. Oliver
William M. Roberts
Wayne C. Townley, Jr.

James A. Knecht
Darreli H. Reno
Rabert Leo Thornton

TWELFTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges

Victor N. Cardosi, Chief Judge

Robert R. Buchar
Patrick M. Burns
Wayne P. Dyer

Robert E. Higgins

Roger A. Benson
Charles P. Connor
Emil DiLorenzo
Thomas M. Ewert
Thomas P. Faulkner
Louis K. Fontenot

Robert J. Immel
David E. Oram
Michael A. Orenic
Angelo F. Pistilli

Associate Judges

John F. Gnadinger
Daniel W. Gould
Michael H. Lyons
John F. Michela
John Verklan
Thomas W. Vinson
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THIRTEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
William P. Denny, Chief Judge

Thomas R. Clydesdale Robert W. Malmquist
Thomas R. Flood Wendell L. Thompson
Leonard Hoffman C. Howard Wampler

Associate Judges

John J. Clinch, Jr. James J. Wimbiscus
Fred P. Wagner Rabert G. Wren
James L. Waring John D. Zwanzig

FOURTEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Dan H. McNeal, Chief Judge

Glenn W. Appleton John D. O’'Shea
Robert M. Bell John Louis Poole
Joseph G. Carpentier Paul E. Rink

L. E. Ellison Charles J. Smith
Robert J. Horberg Conway L. Spanton

Wilbur S. Johnson

Associate Judges

Walter E. Clark van Lovaas

John B. Cunningham Edwin Clare Malone
John R. Erhart Henry W. McNeal
Jay M. Hanson Frederick P. Patton

FIFTEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
James E. Bales, Chief Judge

Thomas E. Hornsby John L. Moore
Everett E. Laughlin John W. Rapp, Jr.
Robert D. Law James B. Vincent

Lawrence F. Lenz

Associate Judges

Alan W, Cargerman Dexter A. Knowlton

James R. Hansgen Lawrence A. Smith
Martin D. Hill
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SIXTEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Ernest W. Akemann, Chief Judge

James E. Boyle Rex F. Meilinger
Wilson D. Burnell John S. Page

John A. Krause John S. Petersen
Neil E. Mahoney Paul W. Schnake
Joseph M. McCarthy Carl A. Swanson, Jr.

Associate Judges

Donald T. Anderson Barry E. Puklin

James W. Cadwell James F. Quetsch
Thomas S. Cliffe : Joseph T. Suhler
William H. Ellsworth William D. Vanderwater

SEVENTEENTH CIRCUIT 1
Circuit Judges |
John E. Sype, Chief Judge |

David R. Babb Robert C. Gill
Seely P. Forbes John C. Layng
John S. Ghent William R. Nash

Harris H. Agnew Michael R. Morrison
John T. Beynon John W. Nielsen
Robert J. French Alford R. Penniman
Galyn W. Moehring David F. Smith

i
Associate Judges

EIGHTEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
George W. Unverzagt, Chief Judge

Edwin L. Douglas William V. Hopf
Bruce R. Fawell Philip F. Locke
James E. Fitzgerald Alfred E. Woodward

Associate Judges

William E. Black Gordon Moffett -
George Borovic, Jr. Lewis V. Morgan, Jr.
George Herbert Bunge Robert A. Nolan

Carl F. J. Henninger Charles R. Norgle, Sr.
Fredrick Henzi Charles W. Spencer
Marvin E. Johnson Jehn S. Teschne
Helen C. Kinney George B. VanVieck

Edward W. Kowal
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NINETEENTH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Harry D. Strouse, Jr., Chief Judge

James H. Cooney John L. Hughes
LaVerne A. Dixon John J. Kaufman
Thomas R. Doran Charles S. Parker
Fred H. Geiger Lloyd A. Van Deusen

William J. Gleason

Associate Judges

William D. Block Roland A. Herrmann
Leonard Brody William F. Homer
Bernard E. Drew, Jr. Robert K. McQueen
Conrad F. Floeter Charles F. Scott
Warren Fox Alvin 1. Singer

Harry D. Hartel, Jr. Robert J. Smart

TWENTIETH CIRCUIT
Circuit Judges
Joseph F. Cunningham, Chief Judge

Robert Bastien Robert L. Gagen

Carl H. Becker John J. Hoban

Richard T. Carter (assigned Alvin H. Maeys, Jr.
to Appellate Court) Francis E, Maxwell

Willilam P, Fleming

Associate Judges

David W. Costello Billy Jones

Jerry D. Flynn Stephen M. Kernan
Richard R. Goldenhersh Thomas P. O'Donnell
Robert A, Hayes Robert J. Saunders
Kenneth J. Juen Robert J. Sprague




RATIO OF CASELOAD PER JUDGE
IN THE CIRCUIT COURTS (\F ILLINOIS DURING 1976

Number

Population Total of Cirguit
Number (1970 Area Number Judges, | Average No.
of Federal (Square Cases F ad Associate | of Cases pet
Circuit Counties Census) Miles) During 1978 Judges Judge
COoOK v\t e e e 1 5,492,369 954 2,252,048 257 8,763
=] P 9 191,873 3,228 38,049 17 2,238
2nd e e e 12 199,194 4,796 30,371 16 1,898
] o 2 264,946 1,114 56,672 17 3,334
2 1 AP 9 226,934 5,424 39,464 16 2,467
Bth. e e e 5 192,441 2,884 35,573 15 2,372
Bth. v i e e e 6 353,035 3,177 70,942 20 3,547
4 (2 TP PN 6 283,668 3,485 52,689 16 3,293
Bt . i 8 149,507 3,918 27,661 15 1,844
{2 1 6 193,514 3,904 35,145 15 2,343
10th. . e 5 339,786 2,129 76,399 20 3,820
TR, e e 5 223,011 3,863 47,672 16 2,980
B >4 {2 1 P 3 380,280 2,647 102,428 21 4,878
1t . e 3 176,485 2,453 32,342 13 2,488
14th. . e 4 300,122 2,492 67,2585 20 3,363
125 {2 IS N 5 170,717 3,136 37,249 13 2,865
B 11 (o 1 DU PP 3 349,033 1,472 95,681 19 5,036
17th. e 2 272,083 803 81,506 15 5,434
18th. . e 1 491,882 331 100,239 22 4,556
TN . e s 2 494,193 1.068 122,695 22 5,877
20th. e e 5 368,923 2,652 62,667 18 3,482
Downstate Total..........coovvevrnenn. 101 5,621,607 | 54,976 | 1,212,699 346 3,505
State Total .0 e e 102 11,113,976 55930 | 3,464,747 603 5,746
113
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

w
3, S
Law Over Law $15,000 0 c 8
$15,000 and Under &1 §3=8 Sgf £
S| =¢g|5E gl =% 8
| 8%{ 0o 5| Bl =
Non- Non- | exc|igEQ %150 5| S
Circuit | County Jury Jury | Jury | Jury Ol S | = b o
1st...] Alexander ........, Begun ........ 5 3 8 29 4 27 |— 10| — 1 98
Reinstated . ... _— —_ — — —_ —_ |- —_] - — —_
Transferred. ... — — — — —_ — e —_] - — —_
Net Added ..., 5 3 8 29 4 27 |— 10] — 17 98
Terminated . . .. 9 2 2 34 2 26 | 2 19| 1 17 92
Jackson ........... Begun ........ 54 33 22 158 68 29 |20 33 — — | 346
Reinstated . ... — —_ — — — — |- S — —
Transferred. ... — — +18 -18 — — [— e —_ —_
Net Added .... 54 33 40 140 68 29 |20 33| — — | 346
Terminated . . 61 26 24 164 79 53 | 3 51 1 —_ 337
Johnson.,.......... Begun ........ 9 7 1 9 9 10 | 1 13} — — 54
Reinstated .... — — - — —_ —_ | el — —
Transferred. ... +1 -1 +2 -2 — — |— —_ - — —
Net Added .... 10 6 3 7 9 10 | 1 13| — — 54
Terminated . ... 5 3 7 5 3 613 3] — —_ 52
Massac ........... Begun ...,.... 21 1 10 16 7 18 | — 171 3 — 140
| Reinstated . ... —_ — 1 —_— — _ | e —_ —_—
: Transferred. ... +1 —~1 — — — —_ - — - = —_
Net Added .... 22 — 11 16 7 18 |— 17| 3 — 140
Tetminated . . .. 16 — 2 22 8 11 [~ 14 83 | — | 153
Pope.............. Begun ........ —_ 3 1 6 3 —_— | — o — — 19
Reinstated . ... — — — — — — | Y _ —
Transferred. . .. +2 -2 +1 -1 — —_ —| — — —
Net Added .... 2 1 2 5 3 —_—— ol — — 19
Terminated . . .. 2 2 1 9 5 S 3] — — o8
Pulaski............ Begun ........ 4 2 1 26 2 911 4] — 1 70
Reinstated ... —_ — — 1 - 111 —_1 — — —
Transferred. . .. +2 -2 +1 -1 — —_ - — — —
Net Added . ... 6 — 2 26 2 10 | 2 4] — 1 70
Terminated . ., 1 1 4 29 3 311 3] — 70
Saline............. Begun ........ 35 13 4 69 22 14 | — 381 — 8 206
Reinstated . ... — 2 — —_ — —_—— —_ — — —_
Transferred. ... —_ — —_ — — — | — —_ - — —_
Net Added ..., 35 15 4 69 22 14 | — 38| — 8 | 2086
Terminated . ., .. 31 9 4 79 26 91 2 40| — 8 | 208
Union ............, Begun ........ 19 2 4 33 23 3 1 11| — | 676 108
Reinstated . ... — — — — —_ —_ |- — — — —
Transferred. ... —_ —_— — —_ — —_—|— e — —
Net Added . ... 19 2 4 33 23 3| 1 11} — 1676 108
Terminated . ... 15 5 2 16 5 8] 1 2] — | 672 78
Williamson......... Begun ........ 67 24 17 189 67 52| 1 — 1 3] 395
Reinstated . ... —_ — —_ — 1 _ = — — — —_
Transferred. . . . —_ — —_ — -— —| — - - — —
Net Added . ... 67 24 17 189 68 521 1 -1 3 395
Terminated . . .. 47 18 11 125 41 541 1 5 3 1 349
1st...| Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 214 88 68 535 | 206 | 162, 2% 128/ 4 | 705 | 1,436
Reinstated .. .. —_ 2 1 1 1 1] 1 — — — —
Transferred. ... +6 -6 +22 -22 — —| — - — —_ —
Net Added .... 220 84 91 514 | 206 163 | 25 128 4 | 705 | 1,436
Terminated . ... 187 66 57 473 172 1751 13 1400 8 | 698 | 1,367
‘ 114
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976

Q fany
% o ‘3 £ 2
2 QE) g © 2 % g 2
= 'z 2 @ =g ] 93 ) ou —
E g s | 3 8o | 8|85 5 s< g
& 3 b s n x| o = O P County Circuit
33 57 114 525 90 62 — 2,094 (142 3,318 |........ Begunj......... Alexander |.. 1st
— -— - — —_ — — —_— - — I'.... Reinstated
— — | -37 +37 —_ — —_ —_ _ — t....Transferred
33 57 77 562 90 62 —_ 2,004 142 3,318 |.... Net Added
25 39 129 694 77 30 1 1,025 (114 3,240 |....Terminated
170 38 138 394 640 | 128 [1,440 7,358 | 83 11,102 |........ Begun{.......... Jackson
— — — — —_ — — — — — .. Reinstated
—_ — | ~46 +46 —_ —_— — — — SRR S Transferred
170 38 92 440 640 | 128 {1,440 7,358 33 11,102 | .... Net Added
165 59 197 497 613 | 117 {1,502 7,161 29 11,929 [..... Terminated
13 4 40 121 65 25 — 2,208 | 17 2,606 | ... Begun{.......... Johnson
—_— — —_— — — — — —_ —_ N Reinstated
— — -5 +5 —_ —_ — —_ - R Transferred
13 4 35 126 65 25 — 2,208 17 2,606 |[..... Net Added
5 5 34 145 58 7 —_ 2,067 19 2,427 )..... Terminated
32 17 63 2567 83 41 43 1,398 42 2209 |......... Begun|........... Massac
—_ 1 — — — — — 1 — 3].... Reinstated
— — ] —16 +16 — — —_ —_— — e Transferred
32 18 47 273 83 41 43 1,399 42 2,212 |..... Net Added
26 22 79 327 87 32 62 1,405 31 2,300 ).. ... Terminated
4 7 23 55 16 12 — 209 37 3874 Begunt............. Pope
— — — — — — — — —_ e Reinstated
— —_ -7 +7 —_— — — —_ —_ R P Transferred
4 7 16 62 16 12 — 209 37 397 [..... Net Added
4 6 20 0 19 26 — 187 | 36 438 1..,.. Terminated
40 25 47 177 79 21 16 1,587 | 30 21424, ........ Beguni........... Pulaski
— 1 - — —_ - — — —_— 41..... Reinstated
—_ —_— =12 +12 — — — — —_ —d, Transferred
40 26 35 189 79 21 16 1,587 | 30 2,146 |..... Net Added
24 23 33 171 105 14 17 1,558 29 2,094, ... Terminated
64 60 132 207 450 96| 473 1,797 36 3724|......... Begun|............ Saline
—_ —_— — —_ — —_ — —_ —_ 21..... Reinstated
— — — —_ -— - — — —_ —l. Transferred
64 60 132 207 450 96 473 1,797 | 36 3,726|..... Net Added
61 66 190 245 411 | 106 | 437 1,669 36 3,637¢}..... Terminated
29 28 68 165 185 66 38 1,605 | 32 3,09 )......... Begunf. . .vooovunn. Union
— - — —_ — — — —_ — —|. ... Reinstated
—_— — | -22 +22 —_— — — — — =l ... Transferred
29 28 46 187 185 66 38 1,605 32 3,0967]..... Net Added
21 17 39 163 192 46 31 1,482 30 2,8151..... Terminated
122 | 143 | 218 718 858 | 165 202 6,137 | 76 9.455( .. ..... Begunf........ Williamson
— 2 1 1 - — —_ —_j - 5i..... Reinstated
— — - - - — — - — -—l..... Transferred
122 { 145 | 219 719 858 | 165| 202 6,137 | 76 8,4601..... Net Added
83 62 236 619 766 | 170 191 6,127 79 8,988 .,... Terminated
507 379 843 | 2,619 2,466 | 616 2,212 24,393 | 445 38,0491 ......... Begun{..... Circuit Totals .. 1st
— 4 1 1 — —_ — 1 — 141, .,.. Reinstated
—_— — | ~145 | +145 —_ —_ — — — e [ Transferred
507 | 383 699 | 2,765 | 2,466 616| 2,212 | 24,394 | 445 | 38,063]..... Net Added
414 | 299 | 957 | 2,941 2,328 1 548]| 2,241 23,581 | 403 | 37,068]..... Terminated
116 °




NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

2
Law Over Law $15,000 838 - =
$15,000 and Under =1 53 =g S5l £ o
e | gElgk 55|83 &
Non- Non- | & | gl €0 | x|§C|5T| 8
Circuit | County Jury | Jury | Jury | Jury O = I S b o
2nd .. |. Crawford .........| Begun ,....... 9 15 — 73 39 9|— 10| — 6 | 154
Reinstated ... — —_— — —_— —_— —_—| —| — —
Transferred. . .. +1 -1 +1 -1 —_— —_t— —t — —
Net Added . ... 10 14 1 72 39 9 |— 10 6 154
Terminated . . .. 9 13 4 57 19 5{— 51| — 6 143
Edwards... ....... Begun ........ —_ 1 12 10 3| — 18| 3 —_ 46
Reinstated . ... _— —_— — —_ — = — — —
Transferred. ... —_ —_— — —_ —_ —_]— Y — —
Net Added . ... — 1 12 10 3|— 18] 3 46
Terminated . . .. —_ 3 8 4 2| — 21| 1 _— 40
Franklin ........... Begun ........ 31 21 10 | 136 | 27| 11| 2 2| 5 6 | 321
Reinstated . ... — — —_ — —_ — | = —| — — —
Transferred. . .. —_— — — —_ —_— —_ —] — — —
Net Added ..., 31 21 10 136 27 11] 2 2] 5 6 321
Terminated . .., 29 7 8 131 30 10| — 14 11 — 331
Galatin............ Begun ........ 3 3 — 24 5 2| — 14| — —_— 61
Reinstated .... — —_ —_ 1 —_ == —_ = — 3
Transferred . ... — —_— — — — —_— — — = — —
Net Added . ... 3 3 - 25 5 2| — 14| — — 64
Terminated . . .. 15 8 6 30 | 33 2| 3 10 1| — 56
Hamilton .......... Begun ........ 3 — - 18 5 6] 2 1 — — 47
Reinstated . ... _— — —_— —_ —_] = J — —_—
Transferred. ... +1 - +2 -2 —_ —_ = | — — —_—
Net Added .... 4 -1 2 16 5 6] 2 11 — —_ 47
Terminated . . .. 5 —_ 3 12 5 7] — e el 45
Hardin ............ Begun ........ 3 1 - 6 3 41— 7y — —_ 27
Reinstated . ... — — —_— —_ e —f —_ - —_ —_
Transferred. . .. — — - —_ — — — — — — —
Net Added .. .. 3 1 —_ 6 3 41 — 71 — — 27
Terminated . ... 2 — 1 2 — 4| — 5| — —_ 25
Jefferson . ......... Begun ........ 42 28 7 161 38 2] 1 421 2| 45 | 216
Reinstated . ... 1 —_ i 1 _— —| — — - —_ 2
Transferred.... +3 -3 +5 -5 — —_] — —_— = - —
Net Added .... 46 25 13 157 38 1241 1 421 2 45 218
Terminated . . .. 33 21 14 | 134 | 17| 12| — 31| 2| 47 | 219
Lawrence.......... Begun ........ 12 10 1 36 11 3| 1 2] — 3 91
Reinstated . ... —_ — — — —_ —_| — —] — — 2
Transferred. . .. — — — —_ — ] — —_ - —_— —
Net Added . ... 12 10 1 36 11 3| 1 2| — 3 93
Terminated . .. 8 14 1 32 3 21 5 11 — 2 90
Richland. .......... Begun ........ 9 10 3 52 19 12| — 4 16 | 136
Reinstated .... — — —_— 2 — — — —_— — _—
Transferred. ... +3 -3 +4 -4 — —_] — — — — —_
Net Added .... 12 7 7 50 19 12| — 4 16 136
Terminated . ... 12 6 8 39 8 12 — 8 16 125
Wabash........... Begun ........ 2 14 1 26 10 141 — 3 — 1 99
Reinstated . ... - —_ —_ —_ —_ R N —_ —_
Transferred. ... — - — —_ —_ —_ — —] — —
Net Added . ... 2 14 1 26 10 14| — 3] — 1 99
Terminated . . .. — 11 2 87 | 41 13| — 8] — 1| 137
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29 4 49 270 219 | 135 84 1,047 14 2166 |....... Begun|......... Crawford. . . .|2nd
— — — — — —_ —_ —_ —_ - |.... Reinstated
— — ] -14 +14 — — —_ — — — | ...Transferred
29 4 35 284 219 | 135 84 1,047 14 2,166 .. Net Added
22 14 44 417 187 | 123 93 983 15 2,205 |...Terminated
186 3 24 136 88 38 13 657 30 1,098 [....... Begund.......... Edwards
—_— — — —_ -_— —_ —_ — — — | ... Reinstated
— —_ -5 +5 —_ _ —_ — — — | ...Transferred
16 3 19 141 88 38 13 657 30 1,098 .. Net Added
15 4 18 120 81 35 7 633 24 1,018 |...Terminated
95 55 118 330 430 | 185 194 4,352 84 6415 |....... Begun}.......... Franklin
—_ —_ _ —_ —_ —_ — —_] - — | ... Reinstated
— — | -22 +22 — —_ — el — }...Transferred
95 55 96 352 430 | 185 194 4,352 | 84 6,415 | ... Net Added
73 108 120 354 427 1126 208 4,848 77 6,912 |...Terminated

3

10 24 31 116 162 32 88 1,029 9 1,613 [....... Begun|.........., Gallatin ‘
— — 2 — — — —_ — — 6 .. Reinstated
— — | ~15 +15 — — — —_— — — .. Transferred
10 24 18 131 162 32 88 1,029 9 1,619 | ... Net Added

5 18 20 125 122 22 83 1,024 6 1,589 |...Terminated

9 10 16 92 80 57 — 727 | 19 1,092 |....... Begunj|.......... Hamilton
—_ — — — —_ —_ —_ — — — 1... Reinstated
— — -4 +4 — —_— — — | — — |...Transferred

9 10 12 96 80 57 — 727 19 1,092 |... Net Added

9 13 12 80 52 48 - 748 17 1,086 |...Terminated

2 11 17 45 30 19 1 88 3 247 |....... Begun|............ Hardin
— —_ — —_ — _ — - —_— — 1... Reinstated
—_ — -1 +1 — — —_— — —_ — .. Transferred

2 11 16 46 10 19 1 88 3 247 .. Net Added

4 7 7 53 10 13 1 101 3 238 .. Terminated
54 34 { 180 161 392 85 | 237 2,809 | 46 4592 1....... Begun|,........ Jetferson
— 2 5 2 10 — — — — 24 | ... Reinstated
—_ — — —- —_ — — — — — | ...Transferred
54 36 185 163 402 85 237 2,809 46 4,616 | ... Net Added
49 14 68 67 386 82 268 2,750 40 4,254 | ... Terminated
34 17 77 234 227 99 73 1,078 50 2,058 {....... Begunj,........ Lawrence
— — —_ - —_ — — —f - 2 | ... Reinstated
— — I =26 +26 — - — — — ~— 1 ...Transferred
34 17 51 260 227 98 73 1,078 50 2,060 {...Net Added
14 16 79 192 246 57 56 994 45 1,867 .. Terminated
26 41 46 411 268 90 1 2,074 | 25 3243 | ....... Beguni.......... Richland
- —_ _— _— _— —_ —_ — —_— 2 .. Reinstated
—_— —_ -5 +5 —_ —_ — - - — | ...Transterred
26 41 41 416 268 90 1 2,074 25 3,245 |...Net Added
22 55 26 357 271 89 2 1,881 24 2,959 .. Terminated
18 47 | 111 444 171 60 125 921 26 2,098 |....... Begunl.......... Wabash
— — —_ — —-— —_ —_ — — — | ... Reinstated
—_ — — —_ — — — — - — | ...Transferred
18 47 111 444 171 60 125 921 26 2,093 | ... Net Added
28 50 138 685 323 49 89 1,103 34 2,799 .. Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

(%2}
5 5
Law Over Law $15,000 28 . =
$15,000 and Under 5| §3|=% Ts| £
°| mEl 2§ ss|zg ¢
Non- Non- 8 f,,_’ él_-_’ g ) - g Glgx 5
Circuit | Counly Jury | Jdury | Jury | Jury| G| E | & Sl |= 5
Wayne ... ... ... Begun .. .... .. 15 11 2 66 17 3 44 | 2 1 127
Reinstated . . .. — — — -— —_ — = — | — —_ —
Transferred . . .. +1 -1 +3 -3 — — S [ —_ -
Net Added .. .. 16 10 5 63 17 3 441 2 1 127
Terminated . . . . 15 3 3 51 13 3 |— 51| — 4 114
White .. .. .. ... {Begun ........ 7 2 1 23 10 12 | 3 9| 2 2 149
Reinstated .. .. — — — — — e — — _— —
Transferred. . .. — - —_ — — — |- —_ — — —
Net Added . ... 7 2 1 23 10 12 { 3 9] 2 2 149
Terminated . . .. 3 3 2 28 5 9 |— 101 — 2 158
2nd | Circuit Totals ... .. Begun ........ 136 116 25 | 633 | 194 N 156 | 14 | 80 | 1,474
Reinstated . ... 1 _— 1 4 — e — — — 7
Transferred . . .. +9 -9 +15 ~15 — —_|— —_ - — —
Net Added .... 146 107 41 622 | 194 91 | 9 156 | 14 80 |1,481
Terminated . . .. 131 89 50 611 178 81 8 220 | 15 78 |1,485
Id  JBond... ... ... ...... Begun ........ 2 6 1 42 5 812 27| — 8 82
Reinstated ... —_ — — —_ — —_— — — — —_
Transferred. . .. - — —_ — — —_ — — —
Net Added .. .. 2 6 1 42 5 812 27 | — 8 82
Terminated . . .. 1 —_ — 13 1 5 |— 71 1 7 80
Macdison. .......... Begun ........ 742 186 390 713 | 2183 | 327 |35 611] 19 228 | 1,889
Reinstated . ... - —_ — —_ — —_—— o — —_
Transferred . . .. +1 -1 — — — — |— —_ - | - —
Net Added .. .. 743 185 390 713 213 327 1385 611{ 19 {228 {1,889
Terminated . ... 650 130 435 706 226 252 |69 33119 [176 |1,696
Brd | Gircuil Totals .. ... Begun ........ 744 192 | 891 | 755 | 218 | 335 |37 | 638} 19 |236 | 1,971
Reinstated .. .. — - — — — — | — —| — — —
Transferred. .. . +1 -1 —_ — — —_ - —| — —_ —_—
Not Added . ... 745 191 391 755 218 335 |37 6381 19 [236 [ 1,971
Terminated . . . . 651 130 435 719 | 227 | 257 |69 40 20 1183 {1,776
4th .. | Christian . .. ... Begun ........ 19 17 15 85 24 15 6| — 1 201
Reinstated .. .. — — — —_ —_ el e —_— —
Transferred. . .. -— +1 — -1 —_ — | — — — — —
Net Added .. .. 19 18 15 84 24 15 61 — 1 201
Terminated . . .. 24 28 7 110 17 16 | — 4] — 1 208
Clay .. . ... .. Begun ........ 5 8 — 42 23 11— 7t — | — 70
Reinstated . . — — — — _— — —_ — —_ —
Transferred . . . . — — —_ — — —_ - —] — — —
Net Added . ... 5 8 — 42 23 11 |— 7| — — 70
Terminated . . .. 10 9 1 34 25 9 |— 10] — — 69
Cinton ... . \Begun........ 18 5 2 38 16 51 1 6) — 3 59
Reinstated .. .. —_ —_— —_ — — — - ] —_ —_
Transterred . ... - — —_ — — —_—— —] — — —_—
Net Added . ... 18 5 2 38 16 51 1 6] — 3 59
Terminated .. .. 8 —_ 5 34 12 — {1 1{ — 1 54
Bffingham . .. . {Begun ........ 21 7 — 88 11 20| 6 7] 1 5 141
Reinstated . ... — — — —_ — —_ - —] — — —
Transferred . . .. — — — _ — — |- —_ - —_ —_
Net Added . .. 21 7 — 89 1 20| 6 71 1 5 141
Terminated . . . . 13 5 — 75 10 18 | — 5| — 2 130
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22 25 38 149 295 60 46 1,51 52 2485)......... Beguni........... Wayne
— — — —_ — — — —_ — —l Reinstated
— — -5 +5 — — —_ —_ - —l. .. Transferred
22 25 33 154 295 60 46 1,510 52 2,485)..... Net Added
18 7 24 138 422 57 41 1,430 47 24411..... Terminated
33 26 75 282 292 | 106 133 2,068 34 3,269|......... Begunf,........... White
— -— 1 - — —_ — — —_ ..., Reinstated
—_ — | 21 +21 — — — —_ — e Transferred
33 26 55 303 292 | 106 133 2,068 34 3,2701..... Net Added
28 33 59 322 336 76 122 2,076 27 3,299(..... Terminated
348 297 782 | 2,670 2,634 } 965 995 18,360 | 392 30,371f......... Begun|..... Circuit Totals |.. 2nd
— 2 8 2 10 —_ —_ —_ — 35[..... Reinstated
—_ — |-118 | +118 —_ — —_— —_ - -l ... Transferred
348 299 672 | 2,790 2,644 | 965 995 18,360 | 392 30,406(..... Net Added
287 339 615 | 2,910 2,863 | 777 970 18,571 | 359 30,637}..... Terminated
24 30 42 205 248 70 13 2,132 11 2958|......... Begunj............. Bond |...3rd
— — —_— 5 — — — 1 — 6]..... Reinstated
— — -1 +1 — — —_ — — e Transferred
24 30 41 211 248 70 13 2,133 11 2,9641..... Net Added
14 24 31 159 308 15 15 1,684 11 2,376]..... Terminated
746 463 | 1,450 | 2,399 4,682 | 880 | 6,044 31,616 81 B3,7141......... Begun|.......... Madison
— —_— — —_ — —_ —_ — —_— —ln Reinstated
— — | -333 | +333 — —_ —_ —_ —_— —l Transferred
7486 463 (1,117 | 2,732 4,682 | 880 ] 6,044 31,616 81 53,714|..... Net Added
546 352 966 | 3,078 4,904 11,101 | 5,864 31,631 90 52,9241..... Terminated
770 493 11,492 | 2,604 49301 9501 6,057 33,748 92 56,6721 ... u 0 Beguni..... Circuit Totals |...3rd
— — —_ 5 — — —_ 1 — Bl..... Reinstated
— — | =334 | +334 _ — — — — S Transferred
770 493 | 1,158 | 2,943 4,930 ( 950 6,057 33,749 92 56,678}..... Net Added
560 376 997 t 3,237 5,212 41,116 | 5,879 33,315 | 101 55,3004..... Terminated
42 66 108 324 328 204 18 4,346 72 5891L.......0 Beguni.......... Christian |...4th
— —_ 1 1 — —_ —_ — — 200 Reinstated
— — | -18 +13 — —_ —_ —_ —_ e Transferred
42 66 96 338 328 204 18 4,346 72 5,8931..... Net Added
44 60 88 303 325| 201 18 4,314 61 5,829} ....Terminated
14 35 72 163 324 94 5 1,219 14 2,106 ........ Begun[.............. Clay
—_ — — — —_ — —_ —_ _— —]| .... Reinstated
—_ — | =10 +10 — — — — — —1 ....Transferred
14 35 62 173 324 94 5 1,219 14 2,106| .... Net Added
11 43 57 181 259 65 1 1,195 13 1,892| ....Terminated
31 20 90 242 212} 149 44 2,449 | 146 3,536{.........Begun}........... Clinton
— — — — — — —_ —_— —_— S [ Reinstated
—_ —_ -2 +2 — —_ —_— — — ~|.....Transterred
31 20 88 244 212] 149 44 2,449 1 146 3,536 .... Net Added
10 17 46 286 115 92 42 2,506 | 142 3372 .... Terminated
30 72 66 621 345| 152 1 4,986 29 6,610]......... Begunj......... Effingham
— — — —_ — —_— — — — — o Reinstated
—_ -~ -1 +11 — —_ — —_ — S Transferred .
30 72 55 6832 8451 152 1 4,988 29 6,610 .... Net Added
2 4829 | 25 6,404| ....Terminated

22 42 73 644 402 107
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

Law Over Law $15,000 22| - 5
$15,000 and Under S| §8|=T gs| _=|
c|3gl26 5| 88| ¢
Non- Non-| & | G| EO x [SO| §T S
Circuit | County Jury | Jdury Jury | Jury Gl E 0 S ls s 5
Fayelte............ Begun ........ 11 3 3 38 6 20 | — 36 | — 2| 115
Reinstated .... —_ — —_ — — — —] — — —
Transferred. . .. — —_ — — — P —| = — —
Net Added .... 11 3 3 38 6| 20— 36| — 2| 115
Terminated . ... 4 3 3 27 6 14 | — 251 1 1 99
Jasper ..........., Begun ........ 4 4 — 30 15 7| — 1] — —_ 38
Reinstated .... — — — — —_ —_— —_— — —_
Transferred. . .. —_ —_— — — —_ —_] N — _—
Net Added . ... 4 4 —_ 30 15 7| — 1| — — 38
Terminated . . .. 2 1 1 25 13 4| - —_ - —_ 40
Marion ...........| Begun ........ 48 14 13 141 16 21 | — 21 5 18 287
Reinstated . ... — —_ —_ — — —_— — —_ -
Transferred. ... +4 ~4 +4 ~4 — —_| - —] = _ —_—
Net Added . ... 52 10 17 187 16 21 | — 21 5 18 287
Terminated . ... 48 12 15 94 9 17 | — 14 1 10 | 287
Montgomery ....... Begun ........ 27 13 4 49 9 25| 2 2 91 151
Reinstated .. .. — — — — — —_ - — | — — —_
Transferred. ... —_ — —_ —_ —_ —_| - —_— — — —
Net Added . ... 27 13 4 49 9 25| 2 2 — 9 151
Terminated . ... 20 5 6 77 13 20|10 8| — 5 126
Shelby ...........]| Begun ........ 8 2 -— 55 11 4| — 231 2 1 83
Reinstated . ... 1 — — — 1 —f — — — —_ —
Transferred. ... +2 -2 — —_ — —_ — —_l — — _
Nel Added .... 11 — 55 12 41 — 23| 2 1 83
Terminated . ... 11 - —_ 38 9 1] 2 17| — —_ 77
4th. . .|. Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 161 73 37 567 131 128 9 go| 8 39| 1,145
Reinstated . ... 1 — — — 1 —] - — = — —_—
Transferred. ... +6 -5 +4 -5 _— —_] — —_] - — —
Net Added .... 168 68 41 562 132 128] 9 90| 8 39 11,145
Terminated . ... 140 63 38 514 | 114 991 13 84| 2 20 | 1,090
Gth,..{.Clark.............. Begun ........ 6 6 1 44 15 6| — 2] — — 83
Reinstated . ... —_ — — —_ — —_ —] - — —
Transferred. . . — —_ - — —_ e —| — — —_
Net Added .... 6 6 1 44 15 6 2| — — 83
Terminated . ... 10 7 1 33 10 3| — 16 — —_ 71
Coles ............. Begun ........ 45 29 8 229 21 28| — 1] — 3| 319
Reinstated . ... —_ — — — — —_] — —_—] — —_ —
Transferred. ... —_ — — — — ] — —_— — —_— —
Net Added .. .. 45 29 8 229 21 28| — 1] — 3 319
Terminated . ... 30 12 5 154 19 1| — 4| — 6 297
Cumberland ....... Begun ........ _— — — 9 4 -] — —_ — 2 49
Reinstated . ... — — —_ — — —_— - —| — — —
Transferred. ... — - — — — — — — - — _
Net Added .... — —_ — 9 4| - — — —| 2| 40
Terminated .. .. 5 — — 3 1 e e 2 40
Edgar ............. Begun ........ 8 10 1 74 14 6] 1 4] — — 129
Reinstated ... — — — — — — — — — — —
Teansferred. . . . — —_ +1 - — — — —_ — — —
Net Added . ... 8 10 2 73 14 6 1 4] — — 129
Terminated . ... 9 4 —_ 52 7 4 1 4 — | —| 121
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37 49 89 198 166 ] 134 218 2,829 79 4,023f......... Begun|........... Fayette
— —_ — —_ —_ — — — —l... .. Reinstated
— — | =21 +24 — — — —_] - ] [ Transferred
37 49 65 222 1561 184 218 2,829 79 4,023]..... Net Added
25 20 69 192 1531 118 160 2,527 81 3,528]..... Terminated
9 24 30 110 87 63 72 1,646 10 2150}, ....... Begun|............ Jasper
—_— _— —_— -— —_ — - — — e Reinstated
— — -3 +3 - —_ — —_ — e Transferred
9 24 27 113 87 63 72 1,646 10 2,1504..... Net Added
9 15 31 100 81 51 38 1,605 12 2,028..... Terminated
84 119 154 550 375 211 95 4,280 46 6,479 ........ Begun|........... Marion
— — —_ — — — — —_ - S Reinstated
— — | -39 +39 — —_ — —_ — e P Transferred
84 119 115 589 3751 211 95 4,280 486 6,479§..... Net Added
57 120 152 602 349 158 107 3,954 37 6,043}..... Terminated
62 93 120 372 270( 189 11 4,141 26 5575)......... Begun|...... Montgomery
- —_ — — —_ —_ —_ — —_— —_ Reinstated
—_ — | -18 +18 — e — —_— - —l.s Transferred
62 93 102 390 270| 189 11 4,141 26 5,575(..... Net Added
48 57 89 342 269 154 17 4,070 29 5365[..... Terminated
24 26 40 274 1781 142 132 1,919 | 175 3,094|...... V.. Begunj...ol Shelby
— —_ — —_— —_ — — — — 2]..... Reinstated
— — -8 +8 —_ — -— —_ — —l Transferred
24 26 32 282 1731 142 132 1,919 | 175 3,0964..... Net Added
14 12 13 259 116 71 114 1,819 | 146 2,7184..... Terminated
333 504 769 | 2,854 2,27011,338 596 27,815 | 597 39,464]......... Begun|..... Circuit Totals..|..4th
— — 1 1 —_ -— — —_ — 4f. .. .. Reinstated
— — [~128 { +128 — — —_ — —_ e Transferied
333 504 642 | 2,983 2,2701 1,338 596 27,815 | 597 39,468(..... Net Added
240 386 618 | 2,909 2,06911,017 499 26,819 | 546 37,2804..... Terminated
30 8 26 229 2831 104 9 5,194 25 6,071)......... Begunj,............ Clark..}..5th
— —_ —_— —_— — — —_ —_ — —l ... Reinstated
—_ —_ — — — — — — — - Transferred
30 8 26 229 283 104 9 5,194 25 6,071]..... Net Added
33 3 23 221 282 88 9 4,542 25 53771..... Terminated
80 114 232 521 775 232 350 5,643 18 8,648(......... Begun{............ Coles
— — —_— — —_ — — — —_ —l Reinstated
— — | -37 +37 — —_— — — — —l Transferred
80 114 195 558 775 232 350 5,643 18 8,648|..... Net Added
73 82 168 565 1,147 194 381 5,643 18 8,8091..... Tetminated
5 16 31 135 41 32 —_— 978 — 1,293 ........ Begun|....... Cumberland
— — — —_ —_ —_ — — — . Reinstated
— — — — — — — — —_— —l Transferred
5 16 31 135 41 32 —_— 978 —_— 1,2931..... Net Added
1 9 20 84 38 18 — 822 — 1,043]..... Terminated
32 33 56 211 333| 156 4 1,956 37 3,065, ., .. Begun  [voviviinnin, Edgar
— — — — -— — — - - and RN Reinstated
— — ] =19 +19 - — - —f - —..... Transferred
32 33 37 230 3331 156 4 1,956 37 3,065}, ..., Net Added
47 24 31 335 291 227 4 1,943 32 3,136(. . ... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED
g g
Law Over Law $15,000 2o| - w

$15,000 and Under | & | §8 =& Ssl_=| o

e 135|256 S5[Eg| ¢

y Non- Non- | 8 | G |ED x |SO| §T S

Circuit | County Jury | Jury [ Jury | Jury ol= ld [ = = a
Vermilion.......... Begun ........ 62 25 14 546 44 721 5 110 — | 68| 756
Reinstated .. .. e — —_— 1 —_ — | — — - —_— —
' Transferred. ... +1 -1 — — e _— - —_] — — —
Net fdded . ... 63 24 14 547 44 72| & 110] — 68 756

) Terminated . ... 62 18 8 483 47 571 8 362 — 53 792
5th...} Cirouit Totals ...... Bagun........ 121 70 24 902 98 | 112 | 6 "7 — 78311,327
Reinstated . ... —_ — —_ 1 —_ — = R — —
Transferred. .., +1 -1 +1 -1 — —_—— —_ — —_ —
Net Added ., .. 122 89 25 902 98 112 | & 117] — 73 {1,327

Terminated . . . . 116 41 14 725 84 751 9 376 — 61 | 1,321

6th...] Champaign ........ Begun ........ 173 68 16 597 | 114 74| 5 14 69 | 1,093
Relnstated .... — — 1 e — —_—— —_ - —_ 1
Transferred. .., —_ — —_ — — — |~ —| — —_ —

Net Added .... 173 68 17 597 114 74| 5 14 — 69 | 1,094
Terminated , ... 161 26 20 419 85 611 7 i4 49 | 1,037
DeWitt ............ Begun ........ 17 7 3 34 13 6| — 15f 2 — 73

Reinstated ..., — — _— — —_ — - -—| 1 — 1
Transferred. . .. _ — — — —_— _— —_ - — —

Net Added .... 17 7 3 34 13 6| — 151 3 — 74

Terminated . ... 14 2 5 33 6 4| — 7] — — 73

Douglas ........... Begun ........ 17 8 3 47 16 41 1 31| — 2 108
Reinstated . ... — —_ — — —_ el — — — —
Transferred. ... — — — — —_ —| — —_ — —_— —_

Net Added .... 17 8 3 47 16 4 1 31| — 2 108

Terminated . ... 9 7 4 50 20 51 1 30| — 2 116

Macon ........oo.i Begun ........ 161 40 43 952 78 521 9 17 46 341 1,008
Reinstated . ... — — — — — — | — - — -— —
| Transferred. . .. — — — e e e e —
| Net Added .... 151 40 43| 952 | 78| 52| 9 1| 46| 34/ 1,008
| Terminated , ... 83 44 31 957 106 65| 11 1| 47 74 960
Moultrie ........... Begun ........ 12 1 3 52 3 11— 6] — 69
Reinstated . ... — — - _ —_ —_—f— — — —_
Transferred. ... — — +2 -2 _ —_] — — — —_

Net Added .... 12 1 5 50 3 1] — 8| — - 69

Terminated .. .. 2 — 5 45 3 1 — —| — 72

! Piatt .............. Begun ........ 9 3 2 23 7 9| 1 15| — 1 80
Reinstated . ... — —_ —_— — — —_—] - - - —_ —_
Transferred. . .. — — — —_ —_ —| — — — — —

Net Added .... 9 3 2 23 7 9] 1 15 — 1 80

Terminated . . .. 8 1 5 23 7 6 1 4 — 1 79

6th...}] Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 379 127 70 11,706 | 231 | 146} 16 82| 48| 106| 2,426
Reinstated ... — _ 1 - — —f - — 1 — 2
Transferred. ., . — —_— +2 -2 — —_ - e — —

Net Added .... 379 127 73| 1,703 | 231 146 16 821 49| 106| 2,428
Terminated .... 277 80 70 | 1,827 | 227 142 | 20 56| 47| 126]| 2,337

7th...| Greene............ Begun ........ 11 — 9 21 4 6] — 19| — 4 79
Reinstated .... — —_ — _ — e — — 1 2
Transferred., ... —_— — — — —_ — — —_ — —_ —

Net Added . ... 11 —_ 9 21 4 6| — 19 — 5 81

Terminated . ... 16 1 11 41 — 4| — 8 — 5 81
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347 251 250 821 1,481 | 368 [1,189 9,857 | 230 16,496 ........ Begun{......... Vermilion
-— — — — 4 — — [ - 5(.... Reinstated
— —_— -5 +5 — _— — — —lo. Transferred
347 251 245 826 1,485 | 368 [1,189 9,857 | 230 16,5011 .... Net Added
223 130 240 707 1,453 | 313 1,173 9,574 {200 15,893 1(.... Terminated
494 422 595 | 1,917 2913 | 892 |1,552 23,628 | 310 35573 ........ Begun|..... Cirouit Totals..|..5th
— —_ o —_ 4 — — — — 5|.... Reinstated
— — | —61 +61 — —_ — — — el T Transfetred
494 422 534 | 1,978 2,917 | 892 |1,5562 23,628 | 310 35,6781..... Net Added
377 248 482 | 1,912 3,211 | 840 1,667 22,524 | 275 34,2581 .... Terminated
779 | 192 | 565 895 | 2,845 | 612 |2,398 | 23,469 15 | 83,993)........ Beguni....... Champaign 6th
— _— 1 — —_— —_ — — — 3., Reinstated
— — | ~196 | +196 — — — — — —l.... Transferred
779 192 370 | 1,091 2,845 | 612 12,398 23,469 15 33,99614..... Net Added
414 189 518 | 1,004 2,241 274 11,369 22,613 60 30,5611 .... Terminated
46 39 80 196 362 | 113 37 1,613 3 2669 ........ Begun|............ DeWitt
—_ - 1 — — — -— — — 3l.... Reinstated
— — — —_— —_ — — - — e T Transferred
46 39 81 196 3821 113 37 1,613 3 2,6621..... Net Added
23 36 55 177 340 | 107 27 1,479 3 2,3911|.,.., Terminated
20 17 38 147 257 | 108 — 2,783 12 3619(........ Begun|.......... Douglas
— — — — — — — — — —~l Reinstated
— — -— —_ — — —_ — — ~—l.... Transferred
20 17 38 147 257 | 108 — 2,783 12 3,6191,.... Net Added
20 13 36 151 227 86 — 2,781 13 3,5714..... Terminated
446 428 571 | 1,702 1,976 | 454 946 16,682 70 25,686 ,....... Begunf............ Macon
— — 3 —_ - —_ — —_ - 3..... Reinstated
— —_— — — — — — — - ... Transferred
446 428 574 | 1,702 1,978 | 454 946 16,682 70 25,6891, ..., Net Added
108 361 427 | 1,686 2,182 | 428 820 17,046 59 25,3961 ... Terminated
9 22 36 100 206 87 4 1,570 | 119 2,300)......... Begunj.......... Moultrie
— — —— — — — — — —_— —l. Reinstated
- —_ -7 +7 —_ - — —_— - et PV Transferred
9 22 29 107 206 87 4 1,570 | 119 2,3001..... Net Added
6 17 43 108 204 66 4 1,656 | 120 2,252, ... Terminated
19 37 51 159 222 86 53 1,885 23 26851 ........ Begun|.........co.0 Piatt
— — 1 — — — — — - oo, Reinstated
— e +12 — — —_— — - —l Transferred
19 37 40 171 222 86 53 1,885 23 2,686, .... Net Added
12 28 39 163 220 261 54 1,888 23 2,8231, ..., Terminated
1,319 7351 1,341 | 3,198 5,87011,460 | 3,438 48,002 | 242 70942{. ....... Begun:..... Circuit Totals 6th
— — 6 — —_— — — - - 10{..... Reinstated
—_ — | -215 | +215 — — _ — —_ —l..... Transferred
1,319 7351 1,132 | 3,414 5,87011,460 | 3,438 48,002 | 242 70,952, ... Net Added
583 644 | 1,118 | 3,189 5414 11,222} 2,274 47,363 | 278 66,994|, .., Terminated
26 36 59 152 1421 117 — 1,761 22 2475, . ....... Begufif...oovevens Greene 7th
e - — — 1 — — - - 4., ... Reinstated
—_— —t =26 +26 — — —_ - - o TR Transferred
26 36 33 178 150 117 — 1,761 22 2,479) . .. Net Added
17 45 28 188 150 60 — 1,732 17 2,404(. ... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

1]
3 W 5
Law Over Law $15,000 2o - _®
$15,000 and Under 21839 =8 g ‘g_ £ o
£ 8526 25|58 ¢
Non- Non-f & | ac|g0| x%|5O01§T| S
Circuit | County Jury | Jury Jury | Jury ol = i - = = a
Jersey ............ Begun ........ 16 7 7 44 13 24| 4 3| — 2 99
Reinstated . ... — —_ — — —_ —_] — —_— - — _
Transferred. ... — — — —_ —_ —| — — — — _—
Net Added .... 16 7 7 44 13 241 4 3| — 2 99
Terminated . . .. 22 10 13 52 13 19| 4 6| — 2 113
Macoupin.......... Begun ........ 41 8 2 73 26 14] 2 18] — — | 257
Reinstated .... — —_ — — — — — e — —
Transferred. ... — _ -_ —_— —_ — — —_ — — —
Net Added . ... 41 8 2 73 26 14§ 2 13} — — | 257
Terminated .. .. 43 8 4 62 19 6| — — — — 229
Morgan............ Begun ........ 25 13 9 118 13 21| — 27| — 40| 217
Reinstated , ... -— — — 7 — — — — — — 1
Transferred. ... — —_ — —— — —_ — —_ — —_ —_
Net Added . ... 25 13 9 125 13 21| — 271 — 40 218
Terminated . . .. 19 11 2 112 20 18] 5 56| — 23 280
Sangamon.,....... Begun ........ 193 95 54| 1412 | 207 | 208! 55 90 275 | 1,303
Reinstated . ... — —_ — — —_ _ — — —_ —_
Transferred. ... —_— — — — —_ —| — — - — —
Net Added . ... 193 95 54 | 1,412 | 207 | 208 55 90 275 | 1,303
Terminated .. .. 159 59 53 | 1,302 | 115 | 152]| 87 78 200 | 1,204
Scott.............. Begun ........ 1 2 — 9 4 - — 11 — 4 16
Reinstated ... —_ — — —_— — —_] - — — —_— —_
Transferred. ... — — +2 -2 — —] — — — —
Net Added .... 1 2 2 7 4 —] - 11| — 4 16
Terminated . ... 3 — 1 7 — —_—] — 8] — 3 17
7th...| Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 287 125 81| 1,677 | 267 | 273} 61 163] — | 825} 1,971
Reinstated . ... — —_ — 7 — -] — —_ — 1 3
Transferred. . .. — —_— +2 -2 — —] — — - — —
Net Added .... 287 125 83| 1,682 | 267 273| 61 163 — | 326 | 1,974
Terminated . ... 262 89 84| 1,576 | 167 | 199] 96 166 — | 233 | 1,924
8th...l Adams ... ......... Begun ........ 38 11 24 223 36 477 1 71 — 11 395
Reinstated ., .. — — — —_ — —_] - _— = — —
Transferred. . .. +4 -4 +5 -5 —_ — — —_ — — —_
Net Added .... 42 7 29 218 36 471 1 71 — 11 395
Terminated . . .. 45 5 27 185 19 46) 5 5] — 1 378
Brown............. Begun ........ 1 4 — 23 1 3| 2 9| — 1 42
Reinstated . ... e —_ — —_ — — 1 —_ — — 1
Transferred. ... +1 ~1 +1 -1 _ — — — — —_
Net Added .... 2 3 1 22 1 3] 3 9] — 1 43
Terminated . . .. 5 2 2 18 2 5| 6 10| — -— 40
Calhoun........... Begun ........ — 1 e 6 3 3 — 3 8 1 17
Reinstated ... — 1 1 —_— 2 —| — — - - 5
Transferred. ... — —_ +1 -1 — —_] — — — — —
Net Added .... — 2 2 5 5 3] — 3 3 1 22
Terminated . ... 1 3 2 8 3 1| — 3 2 5 26
Cass......... .....|Begun ........ 8 3 6 28 8 12| — 9 — 3 87
Reinstated .. .. — — — — — —] — —] - _ _—
Transferred. . .. +4 ~4 — — — —_] — — — — —
Net Added . ... 12 -1 6 28 8 12| — 9] — 3 87
Terminated . ... 7 1 1 21 4 6| — 4 — 3 82
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976

Q
<] @ c
& " w5 '% 2
o 2 2l o 2% S8
> T z!| § -5 ®| 83 o |53
£ 2 o B g o g 85 = 2 § 5
& 2 & s 5 al o e 2 County Cireuit
39 42 76 362 166 g7 43 1,805 |[125 29741, ........ Begun|............ Jersey
— -— — - —_— — —_ —_ — —l..... Reinstated
—_ — | 14 +14 — — —_ — | = —l..... Transferred
39 42 62 376 166 97 43 1,805 | 125 29741, ... Net Added
41 137 83 442 260 55 15 1,690 | 106 3,083(,.... Terrninated
56 80 119 344 481 | 270 111 3,990 17 5904{ ........ Begunf......... Macoupin
— -— — —_ — — — — — —l Reinstated
— — — —_ — —_ —_ - — —l..... Transferred
56 80 119 344 4811 270 111 3,990 17 59041..... Net Added
36 118 89 355 384 | 154 96 4,015 16 5,6341..... Terminated
49 48 99 309 432 | 207 57 5,654 40 7378]......... Begun|........... Morgan
— — — —_ 107 4 — — — 1191..... Reinstated
—_ — 1 —-21 +21 — —_ — — — —l ... Transferred
49 48 78 330 539 211 57 5,654 40 74971...,. Net Added
48 29 74 290 631 153 49 5,368 38 7,226]..... Terminated
386 219 773 | 2,221 3,484 | 527 163 21,593 75 33,333}......... Beguni........ Sangamon
— — —_— —_ — —_ —_ — — TR Reinstated
— — | -28 +28 — — — —_ — -l Transferred
386 219 745 | 2,249 3,484 | 527 163 21,593 75 33,3331..... Net Added
249 193 666 | 2,215 3,227 | 530 154 20,365 59 31,0671..... Terminated
4 14 12 53 48| 38 - 403 6 625(......... Begun|............. Scott
-— - —_ —_ — — —_ — — — e Reinstated
—_ —_ -5 +5 _— —_ —_ — - =l ... Transferred
4 14 7 58 48 38 — 403 6 625}, .... Net Added
11 9 14 66 42 37 — 383 9 610]..... Terminated
560 439 11,138 | 3,441 4,76011,256 374 35,206 | 285 52,6891,........ Begun|..... Circuit Totals..{..7th
— —_ — — 108 4 —_ — — 1281.. ... Reinstated
— — | -94 +94 — — — —_ - el PP Transferred
560 439 | 1,044 | 3,535 4,86811,260 374 35,206 | 285 52,812]..... Net Added
402 531 054 | 3,556 4,694 989 314 33,653 | 245 50,0241, .... Terminated
91 | 1801 184 440 9311 383 1,728 6,808 | 55 | 11,693)......... Begunj........... Adams. .1..8th
—_— —_ 3 1 — 4 —_ — — 81..... Reinstated
- — 1 =15 +15 —_ — — — —_ — e Transferred
91 180 172 456 931 387 | 1,728 6,908 55 11,7014..... Net Added
85 167 207 539 9721 4421 1,679 6,715 57 11,579..... Terminated
6 3 15 46 86 34 —_ 853 34 11630, Beguni............ Brown
— —_ 1 —_ — -— —_ — — 3(..... Reinstated
— —_ -3 +3 — —_— — — - o TR Transferred
6 3 13 49 86 34 — 853 34 1,166]..... Net Added
7 2 9 45 75 55 — 775 22 1,0801..... Terminated
6 12 29 123 14 25 3 860 54 1,163......... Begun|,......... Calhoun
— — 2 5 2 —_ —_ —_ - 181..... Reinstated
—_ — -2 +2 — — — — —_ —lo.. Transferred
6 12 29 | 130 16 25 3 860 54 1,1814..... Net Added
8 10 32 123 20 38 4 880 | 88 1,222],.... Terminated
34 32 30 206 218 67 86 1,572 77 2486(......... Begun|............. Cass
— —_ —_ — —_ —_ —_ —_ —_ —..... Reinstated :
— —! =10 +10 — —_ — — - —f Transferred ,"
34 32 20 216 218 67 86 1,572 77 2,4861..... Net Added '
23 25 21 176 2181 119 66 1,437 71 2,2851..... Terminated




NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

[%)]
E S
Law Over Law $15,000 o o c _ R
$15,000 and Under S| &E8|=a 8ol _£| 4
e | gE|lg§ S5 88| ¢
Non- Non- | & | @l 0| x|§50[§x| 8
Circuit | County Jury | Jury | Jury | Jury ol= |w g b = a
Mason ............ Begun ........ 13 7 2 43 6 37 | — 5 1 2 120
Reinstated . ... — — —_ — — — — —_— — — —
Transterred. ... +1 -1 +1 ~1 — —_] — — — —
Net Added .... 14 6 3 42 6 37 | - 5| 1 2| 120
Terminated . . .. 12 7 7 47 9 351 6 8| 1 1 114
Menard............ Begun ........ 7 5 —_ 17 6 5{ 1 5| — — 49
Reinstated .... —_ — —_ —_ — e —_ — — —_
Transterred. ... +2 -2 +1 -1 —_ —_ — —f — — —
Net Added . ... 9 3 1 16 6 51 1 51 — —_ 49
Terminated . . .. 8 2 2 17 7 31 1 3 — — 54
Pike .............. Begun ........ 3 8 — 65 11 19 | — 13 — 2 84
Reinstated .... o 1 — — — —{ — — — —
Transferred. ... — —_ +1 ~1 — — | — —_— — _ —_
Net Added .... 3 9 1 64 11 19| — 13| — 2 84
Terminated . ... 5 9 1 59 9 18112 10 1 1 94
Schuyler........... Begun ........ 2 — — 10 4 3| — 1 1 —_— 36
Reinstated . ... — — — — —_ —_ - R — — —_—
Transferred. ... — — — —_ — —_ - —_ — — —
Net Added .... 2 — _— 10 4 3| — 1 1 — 36
Terminated . ... 4 1 1 12 1 2| — 3] 1 — 37
8th...| Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 72 39 32 415 75| 129 4 52] 5 20 | 830
Reinstated . ... — 2 1 — 2 —1i 1 o —_— 6
Transferred. . .. +12 ~12 +10 10 — —_] — — — — —
Net Added .... 84 29 43 405 77 129 5 52| 5 20 836
Terminated . ... 87 30 43 367 54 116 | 30 46| 5 11 825
Oth...| Fulton............. Begun ........ 41 12 10 167 17 201 2 15 — 1 302
Reinstated . ... — — — — — — — - — —
Transferred. ... +1 -1 —_ — — —| — — = — —
Net Added . ... 42 11 10 167 17 20| 2 15| — 1 302
Terminated . ... 30 3 3 157 21 171 4 15 — 1 289
Hancock........... Begun ........ 14 1 — 54 18 22 -~ — — 1] 183
Reinstated .... - —_ — — — — — — —_ —
Transferred. ... — — —_ — —_ — — — —_ —_
Net Added .... 14 1 — 54 18 22| — —| — 1 133
Terminated . ... 15 —_ — 56 13 20| — 8 — 119
Henderson......... Begun ........ 4 7 2 35 1 4 6] — 4 55
Reinstated . ... — — — —_ — — — — — —
Transferred. ... — — — —_ —_ —_! — R — —_ —_—
Net Added .... 4 7 2 35 11 4 6 4 55
Terminated . . .. 7 1 1 19 10 — 6] — 2 48
Knox.............. Begun ........ 51 27 9 277 44 32| 1 18] — 88 507
Reinstated . ... 1 — 1 1 — —| — —_— — — 3
Transterred. . .. +9 9 +8 -8 —_ —_ — — —- — —
Net Added .... 61 18 18 270 44 32| 1 18] — 88 510
Terminated . ... 54 20 20 283 46 2] 1 2l — 82 645
McDonough. .. ... .. Begun ........ 9 12 5 7 14 21| — 36 — 1 180
Reinstated .... — — — —_— — —| — B — —
Transferred. . .. —_ —_ — —_— — —_] - — — —_ —
Net Added .... 9 12 5 71 14 21| — 36| — 1 180
Terminated . ... 17 8 1 87 18 271 — 23 — 1 176
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976

o
g o & o
2 g gl o| 8% <
= c = 3 =g ® | T8 L o8
E| 2 8 B | Eo| 8|85 | % |£8| &
& 3 & s B {3 = I8 et Counly | Circuit
39 26 88 261 220 110 46 2916 73 40150 ........ Begun{............ Mason
-— — — 1 1 — —_ — — 2..... Reinstated
— — { -85 +35 —_ — — — ] - e Transferred
39 26 53 297 221 110 46 2,916 73 4,0171..... Net Added
31 28 585 305 217 184 54 3,041 67 41791..... Terminated
21 16 22 67 226 74 15 1,317 10 1,863)......... Begun|........... Menard
—_— — -— — —_ 2 — — — 20 ... Reinstated
—_ — -3 +3 —_— -— —_ —_ —_— et Transtferred
21 16 19 70 228 76 15 1,317 10 1,865]..... Net Added
14 21 14 69 174 77 12 1,294 13 1,7854. ... Terminated
23 31 56 270 201 103 a7 2,808 98 3,842, ........ Begunf.............. Pike
—_— — 12 1 — —_— — — —_— 144, ..., Reinstated
—_ — -8 +8 —_— — — — - -l Transferred
23 31 60 279 201 108 47 2,808 98 3,856, .... Net Added
24 18 60 302 252 231 36 2,749 | 104 3,995...... Terminated
8 8 19 63 104 40 11 1,084 a1 1,435......... Beguni.......... Schuyler
e — — — —_ — —_ — — e Reinstated
— — ~2 +2 — —_ — — —_ e Transferred
8 8 17 65 104 40 11 1,084 41 1,4381. ..., Net Added
8 10 14 60 97 68 7 1,105 29 1,4604..... Terminated
228 308 443 | 1,476 2,000 836 ]1,936 18,318 | 442 27660]......... Begunl..... Circuit Totals..|..8th
—_ — 18 - 8 3 6 — e 471..... Reinstated
— — | -78 +78 — — — _—] - | Transferred
228 308 383 | 1,562 2,003| 842 (1,986 18,318 | 442 27,707(..... Net Added
200 281 412 | 1,619 2025i1,164 | 1,858 17,996 | 416 27,585)..... Terminated
64 71 126 312 677{ 260 383 4,060 | 157 6,697......... Begunj ........... Fuiton..]..8th
—_ —_ i 1 — — — — — 2. Reinstated
— — | -28 +28 — — — — -— -l Transferred
64 71 99 341 677| 260 383 4,060 | 157 6,6991,.... Net Added
55 18 216 341 656 200 214 4,062 | 149 6,451, ..., Terminated
31 32 44 207 1921 177 143 1,860 24 2953(.........Begunt.......... Hancock
— — —_— —_ — 2 — — = 2]..... Reinstated
—_ — -9 +9 —_ —_— —_ —_] - el P Transferred
31 32 35 216 1921 179 143 1,860 24 2,955(..... Net Added
30 34 39 227 158 126 127 1,752 25 2,749}, .... Terminated
18 30 32 181 222 43| 122 960 | 9% 1,826{......... Begunj........ Henderson
—_ — — — —_ — i — — e Reinstated
— —_ -7 +7 — —_ —_ — —_ s T Transferred
15 30 25 188 282 43 22 960 93 1,826]..... Net Added
6 9 26 237 209 22 104 978 91 1,7761..... Terminated
102 44 143 715 837| 334{ 991 73421 92 | 11.6541......... Begunf............. Knox
— — —_ — 5 — — -] - 11]..... Reinstated
— — — _— — —_ — —_ —_ . Transferred
102 44 143 715 842| 334 991 73421 92| 11665]..... Net A_\dded
99 55 208 693 794 814 951 7,361 89 11,749]..... Terminated ’ ;
41 34 100 435 351 151 673 4,448 38 6,620{......... Beguni.......Mchonough
— —_ —_— — _— — — — — —_ Reinstated
~ { =181 +13 o — - — -l Transferred
41 34 87 A48 351 151 673 4,448 38 6,620(..... Mat Added
6 7 88 406 481 138 385 4,793 31 6,688)..... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

w
= 3
Law Over Law $15,000 2.9l - _ %
$15,000 and Under 163 =8 S5l £ o
¢ | TE|l o & 52 7@ O
c Solco 2 Ol <= o =
Non- Non- | & | s EQ %150 §T S
Circuit § County vJury | Jury Jury | Jury ol = W [ 1 = 0
Warren. . ......... Begun ........ 10 15 4 57 11 711 21 2 5 135
Reinstated . ... — — —_ — — —_— —] — —
Transferred. ... — — — —_— — —_—— — — — —_—
Net Added .... 10 15 4 57 11 71 1 2] 2 5 135
Terminated . . .. 13 6 2 50 7 8| T —_] — — 126
8th.. | Circuit Totals .. ... Begun ........ 129 74 3¢ | 661 | 1156 | 106 | 4 771 2] 100 | 1,312
Reinstated . ... 1 — 1 1 — R —_ — —_ 3
Transferred. ... +10 -10 +8 -8 — —_] - — — —
Net Added .... 140 64 39 654 | 115 106 | 4 771 2 100 |1,315
Terminated . ... 136 38 27 652 | 110 | 104 | 6 541 — 86 | 1,403
10tk . [ . Marshall.......... Begun ........ 7 2 — 28 14 3| — 23] — —_ 61
Reinstated . ... — —_ — _— — N —] — —_— —
Transferred. . .. — —_ —_ —_ — —| — —_— — —_— —
Net Added .... 7 2 —_ 28 14 3| — 23| — — 61
Terminated . ... 4 5 2 21 8 ] — 14 — — 50
Peoria............ Begun ........ 486 87 65 952 157 1821 3 40 — { 375 | 1,621
Reinstated .. .. — —_— 23 _— — — |18 — - — —
Ttansferred. ... +7 -7 +19 ~19 — — — —] — — —_—
Net Added .. .. 493 80 107 933 157 182 | 21 401 — | 375 1,621
Terminated .... | 612 256 | 144 | 904 | 167 | 209 | 21 178| — | 420 | 1,673
Putnam .......... Begun ........ 6 — 4 15 4 3| — 4] — — 19
Reinstated . ... — — —_ — —_— —_] — —| — — —
Transferred. . .. — —_— 41 -1 — —_] - - — _ _
Net Added . ... 6 — 5 14 4 3} — 4 — — 19
Terminated . . .. 11 3 4 24 5 31 —~- 4 — | — 21
Stark.............. Begun ........ 1 3 —_ 10 3 3{— 10} — 2 33
Reinstated .... - —_ — — — e e - — —_ —
Transferred. ... +2 =1 +2 -1 — —_1 — —_ - —_— —_—
Net Added . ... 3 2 2 9 3 3| — 10| — 2 33
Terminated .. .. 3 — 11 9 4 2| — 1 — 2 29
Tazewell ... ... Begun ........ 168 29 33 353 53 74 — 31 — | 827
Reinstated .. .. 3 — 1 — — —| — —_ —_ 3
Transferred. ... +16 -16 | +14 | -14 — —] — | I [ _
Net Added .... 187 | 13 48 339 53 74| — 31} — — | 830
Terminated .. .. 186 15 32 318 71 781 6 73 — 893
10th .| Circuit Totals ...... Begun ........ 668 121 102 | 1,358 | 231 265 3 108 — | 377 | 2,561
Reinstated .. .. 3 — 24 —_ — —1 18 — — — 3
Transferred. ... +25 ~-24 +36 -35 e —_ — —_ — —_ —
Net Added .... 696 97 162 | 1,323 | 231 2651 21 108 — | 377 | 2,564
Terminated . ... 816 279 183 | 1,276 | 255 | 292 | 27 2701 — | 422 2,666
1th | . Ford .............. Begun ........ 17 9 10 45 9 8] — 2| — 1 79
Reinstated . ... —_ — — —_— — N - S _— —
Transferred. . .. -— — — —_ — —] — —_ - —_— —
Net Added . ... 17 9 10 45 9 8| — 2] — 1 79
Terminated . ... 12 7 6 50 23 6 — 8 — 1 77
Livingston ...... ... Begun ........ 48 3 4 117 24 331 10 56| 5 8 228
Reinstated . ... - — — 2 — —_| - — - —_ —
Transferred. ... - — — — —_ —] — -] — — —
Net Added .... 48 3 4 119 24 331 10 56 5 8 228
Terminated . . . . 54 9 13 99 68 36| 15 48 2 6 207
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976

Q c
: o 8 21
2 £ E|l 2| €% 22
> £ z @ ='® | 23 L 23 —
£ S 2 3 go] 8| B> S 53 g
& 3 g s 7 al & = o = County Gircuit
36 80 178 354 3281 182 98 3,842 | 48 53951 ........ Begun|.......... Warren
— — — — — —_ — — —_ — ... Reinstated
— — -8 +8 — —_ -_ — — nd B Transferred
36 80 170 362 3281 182 98 3,842 1 48 53954..... Net Added
28 57 115 327 316 99 89 3,882 | 77 52031,,... Terminated
289 291 623 | 2,204 2,607 11,147 { 2,410 22,512 | 452 35,145, ........ Beguni.... Circuit Totals |..9th
— — 1 1 5 2 — —_ — 181..... Reinstated
— -— | —B85 +65 — — — —_ — — 1. .. Transferred
289 | 291 559 | 2,270 § 2,612 1,149} 2,410 | 22,512 | 452 | 35,1601%,.... Net Added
224 | 180 692 | 2,231 2,614 899 (1,870 | 22,828 | 462 | 34,616/{..... Terminated
42 1 59 117 144 85 —_ 1,023 28 1,637 ......... Begun|f.......... Marshall | .10th
— — — — — — — — — — e Reinstated
— — | =22 +22 — —_ —_ —_ —-— el Transferred
42 1 37 139 144 85 —_ 1,023 { 28 1,6371..... Net Added
34 18 45 171 131 82 —_ 1,046 | 28 1,6590..... Terminated
517 | 318 | 1,009 | 2,983 | 5,527} 974 (1,735 | 27,470 | 79 | 44,580],........ Begunl............ Peoria
— — 3 — —_ 1 — —_— — 451, ... Reinstated
— ~— | -87 +67 — —_ — —_ —_— el T Transferred
517 | 318 945 ( 3,050 | 5,527| 9751 1,735 | 27470 | 79 | 44,625]|..... Net Added
478 | 314 796 | 2,188 | 5,327 688 1,286 | 26,967 | 61 42,6891, .... Terminated
8 5 6 13 36 20 4 657 6 819)......... Begun|........... Putnam
—_ — —_ _— — —_ — — - —..... Reinstated
— - - — — — -— — - —l..... Transtferred
I} 5 6 13 36 29 4 657 6 819{..... Net Added
11 5 6 14 37 13 8 529 6 7041, ..., Terminated
8 7 13 44 29 57 5 454 5 685),........ Begunj............. Stark
— — — — 1 — — 2] — 3l..... Reinstated
— _ -3 +3 -2 — — — - . Transferred
6 7 10 47 28 57 5 456 5 6881..... Net Added
6 3 6 38 34 862 4 450 5 859¢..... Terminated
240 | 166 191 689 9861 435] 1,691 22,531 | 181 28,6781 ......... Beguni.......... Tazewell
- — 11 — — — -— —_ —_ 18]..... Reinstated
— —_ -1 +1 — —_ — — —_ . Transferred
240 | 166]| 201 690 986 435 1,691 22,531 | 181 28,6961 ..... Net Added
188 | 133 216 689 | 1,086] 342{ 1,803 | 22,055] 184 | 28,338}..... Terminated
813 | 497 1,278 | 3,846 | 6,722{1,580| 3,435 | 52,135 | 299 { 76,399|... ..... Begunf..... Circuit Totals |..10th
—_ — 14 — 1 1 _— 2 — 66]..... Reinstated
— —1| =93 +93 -2 — — e el Transferred
813 | 497 1,199 | 3,939 | 6,721]1,681] 3,435 | 52,137 299 | 76,465]..... Net Added
717 4731 1,069 | 3,100 6,585(1,187 | 3,101 51,047 | 284 74,049 . ..., Terminated
21 21 65 195 1201 105)] 240 1,501 40 2488(,........ Begun|............. Ford |..11th
—_ — —_ —_ - — — - - —l.. .. Reinstated
— —1! -26 +26 — — —_ -— — —..... Transferred
21 21 39 221 1207 1051 240 1,501 40 2,488) ..., Net Added
22 14 37 226 140 51 257 1,446 | 37 24201 . ... Terminated
60 134 212 646 3881 250 127 7,912 82 10,3471 ......... Begun|......... Livinggton
—_ — 4 _ 2 — —_ —_t - 81 ..., Reinstated
— - -1 +11 - — —_— - - —...., Transferred
60 | 1347 205 857 390} 250 127 79121 82| 10,355{..... Net Added
62 | 1341 204 665 3241 178 89 8,350{ 61 10,624

..... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

W

2 5

Law Over Law $15,000 88| - _&
$15,000 and Under S| &% =% g5l _=|
e | BE 25 cs|sgl 8
Non- Non-| & | g2 Ea| x|50|§x| §
Cyouit | County Jury | Jury b Jury | Jury Ol = | = = (&)
Logan. ... ... ... Begun ........ 25 6 13 152 31 111 1 25| — 31! 165
Reinstated . . .. — —_ — 3 —_ — — — — 2
Transferred . . . . +1 -1 +3 -3 — —_— = —_] — — —_—
Net Added .. .. 26 5 16 152 31 11 1 25 3 167
Terminated . ... 25 6 8 183 11 81 1 19 — — | 172
McLean ... ... Begun ... ..... 130 32 35 378 65 76 | 29 14 9 595
Reinstated . . .. 4 1 3 33 — 1| — —| — —_ 36
Transferred . . . . +13 11 +26 | ~-19 — — —_ — — —
Net Added .. .. 147 22 64 392 65 77 1 29 14 — 9 631
Terminated . . . . 131 21 65 339 63 76 | 15 50| 1 8 654
Woodford .. ......|Begun ........ 18 23 — 38 15 2 171 — 1 147
Reinstated . ... — —_ — — — — —] — — —
Transferred .. .. —_ — v— — —_ —_ = — - — —
Net Added . ... 18 23 — 38 15 2 17| — 1 147
Terminated . . . . 14 26 7 42 19 3 18] — 1 143
11th. .| Circuit Totals ... ... Begun ..... . .. 238 73 62 730 | 144 | 130 | 40 114] 5 22 11,214
| Reinstated . ... 4 1 3 38 — 1] — — — — 38
| Transferred. . .. +14 | 12 429 | -22 | — | —|— —— | = —
| Net Added . ... 256 62 94 746 | 144 | 131 |40 114| 5 22 | 1,252
Terminated . ... 236 69 99 713 | 184 | 129 | 31 1431 3 16 | 1,253
12th. .1 lroquois ........... Begun........ 24 2 12 65 14 15 | — 20| — 1 133
Reinstated . ... — —_ —_ — — —_— — —_ — —
Transferred. . .. — — — — — —_] - — — — —
Net Added . ... 24 2 12 65 14 15| — 20| — 1 133
Terminated . ... 19 2 10 92 13 19 1] — —_— - 1 147
1 Kankakee . ........ Begun ........ 60 95 7 501 75 | 1401 8 218 — | 94| 614
/ Reinstated . ... 2 1 —_ 27 2 o 1) — | — 6
Transferred. ... +6 -6 +48 | —48 — —_— - — - — —
Net Added .. .. 68 90 55 480 77 140 | 8 219 94 620
Terminated . . .. 88 50 108 539 68 146 | 4 2151 — 85 810
Wik Begun ........ 301 351 45 11,779 | 384 | 206 | 25 98] 3 |184 11,786
Reinstated . ... 18 5 4 119 9 1] — —| — — —
Transferred. .. . +195 |~-189 | +125 |-117 — —| - —_ - — —
Net Added . ... 509 167 174 11,781 393 | 20725 98( 3 [184| 1,786
Tarminated . ... 467 108 148 (1,839 | 299 173 | 59 82| 2 (178 | 1,692
12th Circuit Totals .. .. .[Begun ........ 385 448 64 (2,345 | 473 | 361133 336| 3 [279 12,533
Reinstaled . ... 15 6 4 146 11 1] — 1] = —_ 6
Transferred . . ., +201 |-195| +173 |~165 —_ —] — —| — — —
Net Added .. .. 601 259 241 (2,326 | 484 | 362 33 337] 3 [279 12,539
Terminated . . ., 574 160 266 (2,470 | 380 | 338 |63 297 2 | 264 | 2,649
13th Bureauw ... .. Begun ........ 27 15 5 125 19 31112 26| 4 1 170
Reinstated .. .. 1 4 — 1 1 —_] — e — 2
Transferred. . .. +3 -3 +4 -4 — —| - —_ - — —
Net Added . ... 31 16 9 122 20 31|12 26 4 1 172
Terminated . ... 45 15 19 128 19 23] 1 171 5 1 175
Grundy {Begun ... .... 19 26 4 85 25 20| 41 47 1 6 193
Reinstated .. .. i - — 1 —_ —| - e — —
Transferred. . .. +20 -~20 +9 -9 — — — _ =] - —_—
Net Added . ... 40 6 13 77 25 20 | 41 471 1 6 193
Terminated . . .. 45 4 12 60 20 16 {183 46 — 3 204
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34 44 123 232 795 | 217 7 4,378 16 6,278 1. ........ Begunf............ Logan
— - 1 -— —_ — —_ —_ — 6l..... Reinstated
— — | =37 +37 — — —_ — — —] Transferred
34 44 87 269 7951 217 7 4,378 16 6,284 1. .... Net Added
30 52 113 301 701 181 7 4,138 17 59781..... Terminated
305 208 428 | 1,753 1,976 659 502 16,018 43 23,255 |, ........ Begun|.......... Mcl.ean
— — 17 108 128 — 5 101 —_ 4351..... Reinstated| -
— — -1 +1 -9 — -— — — —_l. Transferred
305 208 444 | 1,862 2,093t 659 507 16,119 43 23,6901..... Net Added
256 225 481 1,809 2,257| 666 400 15,567 35 23,119 [..... Terminated
22 50 107 390 1711 156 10 4,092 45 53041f......... Begun|,........ Woodford
— — 1 2 16 1 — —_ — 2010..... Reinstated
— — — — —_ —_ — - — — ... Transferred
22 50 108 392 1871 157 10 4,092 45 5324 |..... Net Added
26 61 107 375 215 154 5 3,886 35 5137 1}..... Terminated
442 457 935 | 3,216 3,450 1,387 886 33,901 | 226 476721 ........ Begunj..... Circuit Totals..|.11th
— — 23 110 144 1 5 101 _ 469 {..... Reinstated
— — | =75 +75 -9 — —_ —_ — —~ Transferred
442 457 883 | 3,401 3,58511,388 891 34,002 | 226 48,141 1..... Net Added
396 486 942 | 3,376 3,637 1,230 758 33,387 { 185 47273 . .... Terminated
36 43 76 336 210| 230 23 7,110 97 8,447 |......... Begun|.......... iroquois. , |.12th
— — — — —_ - — — = — e Reinstated
— — | 21 +21 —_ —_— — — — —_—l Transterred
36 43 55 357 210] 230 23 7,110 97 8,44714..... Net Added
39 58 51 421 184] 199 27 7,132 1 122 8536]..... Terminated
414 137 253 | 1,070 1,168 324 979 15,949 | 214 22,320 . cvh i Begun|......... Kankakee
8 32 6 1 —_ — — — — 861 .... Reinstated
— —_ -2 +2 — —_ —_— — —_ — Transferred
422 169 257 | 1,073 1,168 324 979 15,949 | 214 22406(..... Net Added
434 233 222 | 1,047 1,2237 2457 1,115 14,847 ;1 205 21,684)..... Tetminated
621 433 431 1 1,718 3,870 4764 3,623 54,750t 477 7166140 ........ Begunt.............. Will
1 — 5 8 212 2 30 533 — 952 |..... Reinstated
— — -5 +5 -14 —_ — —_ —_ —h.o.. Transferred
632 433 431 | 1,73 4,168| 478 3,653 55,283 | 477 72,6181..... Net Added
519 435 427 | 1,617 4,109 408| 4,228 55,087 | 582 72,4591, . ... Terminated
1,071 613 760 | 3,124 5,348| 1,030 | 4,625 77809 | 788 { 102,428(......... Begun|..... Circuit Totals..|.12th
19 32 11 9 212 2 30 533 — 1,0384..... Reinstated
—_ — | -28 +28 ~14 —_ —_ —_ - -l Transferred
1,090 645 743 { 3,161 5,546| 1,032 | 4,655 78,342 | 788 | 103,4661..... Net Added
992 726 700 | 3,085 5,516| 852) 5,370 77,066 909 | 102,6791..... Terminated
59 33 85 466 434 216 137 5,288 20 773 ..., Begun|........... Bureau. . |. 13th
1 1 — —_ — —_ — 2 — 13]..... Reinstated
— — | =30 +30 —_— — — —_ — el Transferred
60 34 55 486 434] 216 137 5,290 20 7,186 .... Net Added
65 36 42 529 4151 192 175 5,173 24 7,0991..... Terminated
49 89 53 370 283 121 146 3,130 | 109 4817 .. cnt Begun|........... Grundy
— — — — 2 —_ — — — 41..... Reinstated
— — | =27 +27 - -1 - -] - —l Transferred
49 89 26 397 285; 1217 146 3,130 109 48211.... Net Added
42 60 33 431 236 97 143 3,185 114 4,764|..... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

w
Law Over Law $15.000 39 < =
$15,000 and Under g1 59 =8 83l s| o
c|3g 2§ G883 ¢
Non- Non-| & | 38 €8 x%|5S| 52| ¢
Caeant | Lounty Jury 1 Jury | Jury | Jury O| 2 | w = = a
LaBalln Begun . 202 97 25 | 433 98 | 106]| 59 491 A 3| 662
Reinstated - e 1 5 3 —_] — e — 2
Transferred . .. — — - +2 — -] — e — —
Not Added . .. 202 97 26 440 101 106 ] 59 497 1 3 664
Terminated . . .. 200 93 27 432 96 421 27 41 6 6 668
13th Circind Totals Beqgun L 248 138 34 643 142 | 157 {112 1221 & 10 1 1,025
Reinstated 2 4 1 7 4 — — — — — 4
Transferred . . +23 23 +13 | 11 — — —_— —_ —
Net Adaded . 273 119 48 639 146 | 157|112 1221 6 10 {1,029
Tarminated . . .. 290 112 58 620 135 81| 41 104 11 10 | 1,047
14h Honry Bogun .. ... 32 a2 12 123 14 36| — 21 — 22 307
Reinstated . - — —_ —_ — — - — —_ 1
Transferred . . - —_ — —_ — — - —f — — —
Not Added . 32 22 12 123 14 36| — 21 — 22 308
Taerminated . . 16 11 5 124 14 391 2 21 — 22 277
Morcor 1Begun . . .. 10 15 5 30 14 10] — —_] - 9| 104
Reinstated .. .. — — — - —_ — - e — —
Transferred . e — t+1 1 —_ —] - e —_— —
Net Added . 10 15 6 29 14 10| — —~] — 9 104
Terminated . . 7 21 2 27 17 12 1 e 9 107
fRock lsland Begun .. .. .. 158 127 44 522 | 114 861 1 332( — { 275 1,358
Reinstaled . . 6 1 3 — 1 1] — e 47 8
Transforred . t14 14 +21 - 21 — — — — - —_ —
Not Added . 178 114 68 501 115 87! 1 332} — | 3221 1,366
Terminated .. . 197 60 98 485 95 60| 15 245| -~ | 322 | 1,233
Whiteside Begun ... .. .. 31 45 3 156 26 29} 20 12| 1 5 380
Reinstaled . . o — — —_ —_ —] — —] - — —
Transforred . ... oo — — e — | — —_— — —_ —
Net Added .. 31 45 3 156 26 291 20 12| 1 5 380
Terminated 11 57 1 166 33 28{ 1 9l — 3 357
14th St Totals Begun 231 209 64 831 168 161} 21 346] 17 311 2,149
Reinstatod 6 1 3 — 1 1] — —| — 1 47 9
Translerred 114 14 +22 -22 e e —| — — —_
Net Added .. 251 196 89 809 169 162| 21 346 1 | 3581 2.158
Terminated .. 231 149 106 812 | 159 1391 19 256 ~— | 356 1,874
16l Carrolt Begun . g 6 62 16 13 — 31 2 16 91
Roinstated o — — 1 — — — e — —
Transferred +1 1 — e — —_ - - — — —
Netl Added . 10 5 2 63 16 13| — 31] 2 16 91
Torminated 5 5 2 68 11 13| — 171 2 i4 103
Jo Daviess Begun . 6 13 e 56 15 10 1 11 3 100
Reinstated . — e e — — —_ - — —_— 3
Translerred —~— e — —_ — —_l — — — —
Net Added 6 13 — 56 15 10] 1 11 3 103
Terminated 6 2 2 46 8 9] 3 19) -— 3| 109
Leo Begun 18 21 14 170 35 14} — 47 13] 182
Reinstated 3 —_ - —_ - 1 — W —] — 6
Transferred +6 6 +3 -3 —_ —] — ] e — —
Not Added 27 15 17 167 35 15 — 48, — 13 188
Terminated 26 13 18 170 27 171 5 40| — — 162




IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976
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168 126 223 | 1,179 1,289 | 415 | 1,235 18,837 | 145 20,352 ... .01, Begunl.......... LaSalle
— —_ — — 122 -— — — — 1331]..... Reinstated
— — | ~42 +42 -2 —_ — —_ — —_ Transferred
168 126 181 | 1,221 1,408 | 415 | 1,235 13,837 | 145 20,48514..... Net Added
413 115 154 926 1,440 | 508 (1,170 11,869 | 128 18,361]..... Terminated
276 248 361 | 2,015 2,006 1 752 | 1,518 22,255 | 274 32,342{......... Beguni..... Circuit Totals |..13th
1 1 — — 124 -— — 2 —_— 180)..... Reinstated
- — | ~-99 +99 -2 —_ e —_— — e P Transferred
277 249 262 | 2,114 2,128 | 752 {1,518 22,257 | 274 32,4921, .... Net Added
520 211 229 | 1,886 2,091 797 | 1,488 20,227 | 266 30,2241..... Terminated
88 60 93 334 517 | 324 210 7,151 | 110 9,467 ........ Begunl............ Henry |{..14th
- — — — —_ 4 — — — 5h.... Reinstated
— — | -4 +41 —_ —_ — —_ —_— el Transferred
88 60 52 375 517 | 338 210 7151 110 94721, .... Net Added
96 35 63 340 485 | 283 223 7,230 99 9,366 1(..... Terminated
29 26 58 193 96| 106 166 1,035 109 2,015(......... Begun|........... Mercer
— — —_ — — — —_ -] — —l . Reinstated
— —_ -6 +6 —_ —_ — — — e Transferred
29 26 52 199 96| 106 166 1,035 109 2,015|..... Net Added
20 28 36 186 126 68 137 1,110 110 2,0241|..... Terminated
284 276 695 | 3,055 3,209 | 625 1,084 33,241 | 216 45,702, ........ Begun|....... Rock Island
39 72 38 1 32 — — —_ —_ 249(..... Reinstated
— — | -45 +45 — — — —_ - . Transferred
323 348 €88 | 3,101 3,241 625 | 1,084 33,241 | 216 45951 .... Net Added
307 367 526 | 3,226 2,961 451 | 1,094 32,781 | 227 44,7604, .. .. Terminated
126 83 267 | 1,176 5261 323 73 6,630 159 10,071)......... Begun}......... Whiteside
—_ — —_ — — —_ —_ —_ —_ i Reinstated
— — i —36 +36 — — —_— — — — Transferred
126 83 231 | 1,212 526 | 323 73 6,630 159 10,0711(..... Net Added
117 78 261 | 1,224 4741 244 46 6,629 151 9,8801..... Terminated
527 445 11,113 | 4,758 4,348 11,388 | 1,533 48,057 | 594 67,2550, ........ Beguni..... Circuit Totals }..14th
39 72 38 1 32 4 _ —_ — 2541, .... Reinstated
— — | ~128 { +128 — — — — = —..... Transferred
566 517 1 1,023 | 4,887 4,380 {1,392 | 1,533 48,057 | 594 67,5091,.... Net Added
540 508 886 | 4,976 4,046 11,046 | 1,500 47,750 587 66,0401, ..., Terminated
26 39 101 271 120 90 104 2,023 51 3,073 ........ Begunl............ Carrall {..15th
— — — — — — —_ -] - 1..... Reinstated
— — -1 +1 — — — — — —t... Transferred
26 39 100 272 120 90 104 2,023 51 3,074 1..... Net Added
35 32 84 271 1821 118 97 1,870 50 3,0291..... Terminated
33 78 110 431 2201 153 255 3,036 174 47051 ........ Begun|........ Jo Daviess
1 — 1 1 — — — — — 6]..... Reinstated
—_ — ] =29 +29 — — —_ — — e Transferred
34 78 82 461 220 153 255 3,036{ 174 4,711 ]..... Net Added
31 59 105 527 217 146 285 3,204 175 4956]..... Terminated
57 108 237 903 449] 621 54 9,138 94 12,175 ........ Begun|.............. Lee
— — 5 5 1 1 — —_ —_ 23)..... Reinstated
— — | -47 +47 e — — — —_— e Transferred
57 108 195 955 450 622 54 9,138 94 12,188¢..... Net Added
57 128 177 935 437 515 42 8,975 76 11,820]..... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

(92}

3, s

Law Over Law $15,000 8o - _F
$15,000 and Under g ég z 8 gs - £l o
[3] Qs - =
Non- Non- § Bc|E a 1 S|EL] S
Caeil | Gounly Jury | odury | Jury | Jury Ol = |d [ = = o
Onlo {Begun 21 40 3| 174 | 29 | 23 |21 33| 1 7 | 272
Reinstated . ... —_— —_— — 2 —_— T - —] - — 3
Transferred . . . — — —_ — — — |- — — — —
Net Added .. .. 21 40 3 176 29 23 |21 331 1 7 275
Terminated . . .. 39 25 2 185 21 22 1 5 11 1 7 286
Stophenson, 4Begun ... .., 17 14 3 145 33 15 [ — 18| — | 22 | 257
Reainslaled . . .. —— — — — — —] - —— _ —
Transferred . . .. +2 -2 — — e — —_| - e —
Not Added .. .. 19 12 3 145 33 15 |~ 13 — 22 257
Torminated . . .. 21 11 — 156 37 26 | 1 11| — 21 278
15ih | CGircuil Totals 4Begun ... .., 71 94 22 | 607 | 128 | 7522 | 135| 3 | 61 ) 902
Reinstated . . .. 3 - — 3| — 1— T— | — 12
Transforred . . .. +9 9 +3 “3 | — | —|= o el —
‘Nat Added . ... 83 85 25 607 128 76 |22 136 3 61 914
Torminated . . .. 97 56 24 625 104 87 {14 98| 3 45 938
16th DeKalb .. .... . .. |Begun ..... 39 43 10 214 39 46 | 1 13| — 21 387
Reinstated .. .. - — i 2 1 3] 1 1] — — 2
Transferred . . .. +10 -8 +8 -10 e — | — — - e —
Net Added . ... 49 35 19 206 40 49 1 2 14| — 21 389
Terminated . . .. 72 36 23 213 49 50| 6 12 — 23 369
Kang .. .. ... Begun ..... ., 425 264 143 (2,053 | 301 179 |17 602 6 |592 |1,894
Roinstaled . . .. 18 19 3 48 5 41 2 3| — | — 30
Transterred . . . — — —_— — — —_—| - —_— =] - —
Nel Added . ... 440 283 | 146 |2,101 [ 306 | 183 {19 | 605| 6 |592 | 1,924
Terminated . . . . 427 | 275 | 119 {1,977 | 298 | 181 |21 | 558| 6 |[576 |2,038
Kondall {Begun ... ... 33 15 3| 119 | 28| 20— 1] 1 5| 141
Reinstated . ... — — —_— — — —_ = N — —
Transferred . . .. +3 -3 +4 -4 _ —_ - — — — _
Not Added . ... 36 12 7 115 23 20 | — M 1 5 141
Terminated . . . 26 5 6 83 25 18 | — 6 1 1 119
161 1 Circutt Totals Bequn . ....... 497 322 166 12,386 | 363 245 118 626} 7 |618 | 2,422
Reinstated . . .. 15 16 4 50 6 71 3 41 — | - 32
Translerred . . .. +13 11 +12 ~14 — — | — S _ —_
Net Added . ... 525 330 172 12,422 | 369 | 252 |21 630| 7 618 | 2,454
Terminated . . .. 525 316 148 | 2,273 | 372 | 249 |27 5§76 7 |600 {2,526
17th Boone Begun ... ... 14 10 4 75 23 71— 41 — 51 218
Reinstated . ... — - — —_ — _— | — —
Translorred .. — — — - — - | — —f — —
Net Added . .. 14 10 4 75 23 7 41 — 5 218
Terminated . . . . 19 10 13 86 28 17 —_— 2 194
Winnebago { Begun 300 85 64 {1,262 | 271 | 183 |18 91| — |405 | 1,864
Reinstated .. .. 6 1 2 18 7 6 — 2| — — 7
Transferred . . +15 -1 | +33 | -33 —_ —_— - — - | — —_—
Not Added Ces 321 71 99 1,247 | 278 | 189 |18 93| — {405 | 1,871
Torminated . . .. 298 50 70 967 | 357 196 | 35 86| — [552 11,649
7 Gireut Totals Begun ...... .. 314 95 68 | 1,337 | 294 | 190 |18 95| — |410 ] 2,082
Reinstated . ... 6 1 2 18 7 6| — 2| — _— 7
Translerred . . . +15 15 +33 | -33 — — — —_— ] - —
Net Added . . 335 81 | 103 {1,322 | 301 | 19618 97| — | 410 | 2,089
Torminated . . 317 60 83 | 1,063 | 385 | 21335 86| — | 554 (1,843
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40 68 173 685 719 | 223 141 5,580 | 173 8,426 11......... Begun|............. Ogle
e — 7 5 — —_ 1 —_ 1814..... Reinstated
— — | ~16 +16 — — —_— — —_ . Transferred
40 68 164 706 7191 223 141 5,581 | 173 84441..... Net Added
38 56 155 672 707 { 149 127 5,550 | 181 8,239]..... Terminated
90 188 241 715 620 290 557 5,658 22 8,870 |....... 1 Begun]....... Stephenson
— — — — — —_ —_ 2 — 21..... Reinstated
— — | ~38 +38 — —_ — — —_ — Transferred
90 158 203 753 6201 290 557 5,660 22 88721..... Net Added
96 145 198 732 657 | 339 563 5,463 23 8,7781..... Terminated
246 451 862 | 3,005 2,128 {1,377 {1,111 25,435 | 514 37,2491......... Begun|..... Circuit Totals.. .| 15th
1 —_ 13 11 1 1 —_ 3 —_ 50]..... Reinstated
— — | =181 | +1831 — — —_ R —l Transferred
247 | 451 744 | 3,147 2,128 11,378 | 1,111 25,438 | 514 37,2991(..... Net Added
257 420 719 | 3,137 2,150 (1,267 | 1,114 25,162 | 505 36,8221..... Terminated
106 104 287 | 1,770 881 | 229 233 15,332 22 19777 ..., ... Begun|........... DeKalb. ..} 16th
23 45 — — 2 — — — — 8i..... Reinstated
—_— — -4 +4 —_ — — — — e Transferred
129 149 283 | 1,774 883 229 233 15,332 22 19,858 1..... Net Added
129 109 208 | 1,818 8171 208 223 14,515 28 18,899¢..... Terminated
918 374 11,375 | 4,796 5012 682 {1,598 49,465 | 170 70,8661, ........ Beguni..oovvinv.n, Kane
24 2 1 —_ 37 — — — — 1931..... Reinstated
—_ — 1 =261 | +261 —_ — — —| = —l... Transfetred
942 376 | 1,115 | 5,057 5,048] 682 | 1,598 49,465 | 170 71,0691¢..... Net Added
705 320 876 | 5,044 4845] 389 11,652 50,869 67 71,2431..... Terminated
47 76 61 2441 1871 106 7 3,878 94 50381 ... Begun}......... .. Kendalil
— —_— — — — — —_— — — —Teeis Reinstated
—_ -_— -1 +1 — — — —_— — T Transferred
47 76 60 242 157 106 7 3,878 94 5,088]..... Net Added
28 70 74 249 142 82 2 3,756 | 94 4,787(..... Terminated
1,071 | 554 | 1,723 | 6807 | 6,050{1,017 [ 1,838 | 68,675 | 286 | 95,681{......... Begun},.... Circuit Totals. . .| 16th
47 47 1 —_— 39 — —_ -] — 274|..... Reinstated
- — | ~266 | +266 — — — —_ _— —_—d Transferred
1,118 6011|1458 | 7,073 6,089) 1,017 | 1,838 68,675 | 286 95,955]..... Net Added
862 499 | 1,248 | 7,111 5,804 680 1,877 69,140 | 189 95,0291..... Terminated
82 85 80 511 317 93 153 5,569 12 7,262 . ..chvins. Begun|............ Boone...| 17th
—_ —_ — — — — — — e —l.... Reinstated
—_ —| ~21 +21 —_ — — — — —l.... Transferred
82 85 59 532 317 93 153 5,569 12 7,262]..... Net Added
67 31 78 503 294 69 175 5,446 10 7,042{..... Terminated —
oy
2,262 678 | 1,020 | 4,276 5,344 900 | 4,228 50,913 80 74,2441, ........ Begun|....... Winnebago . ‘-’/
— — 2 6 2 4 e — — 63}..... Reinstated
— — | —206 | +206 — — — — —_ — Transferred
2,262 1 678 816 | 4,488 5,346 904} 4,228 50,913 80 74,3071..... Net Added
1,536 452 835 | 4,767 57201 529 | 4,228 50,175 80 72,582}..... Terminated
2,344 763 | 1,100 | 4,787 5661{ 993 | 4,381 56,482 92 81,506f......... Beguni..... Circuit Totals, ..} 17th
— —r 2 6 2 4 — —_ —_ 63|..... Reinstated
— — | —-227 | +227 —_ — — — — —t Transferred
2,344 763 8751 5,020 5,663 997 | 4,381 56,482 92 81,569(..... Net Added
1,603 483 913 | 5,270 6,014 598 4,403 55,621 90 79,624(..... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED
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Non- Non-| S| 3& £E8 x|S8|5=x| ¢

Cireult | Gounty Jury | Jury | Juryl  Jury Ol = [ g = a

16th | DuPage . ... Begun . ... .. 589 787 116 13,149 | 535 | 320 {28 (1,481 | 18 15 12,9389

Reinstated .. . 6 3 1 — — U — — — —

Transferred . . +333 1333 {+184 | -184 — —_t —_ = - —

Mot Added . . .. 928 457 301 [2965 | 535 | 320 |28 |1,481 | 18 15 {2,939

Torminated . . 1,553 474 344 | 1,455 181 157 |48 11,406 | 9 4 12,557

18th ] Circuit Totals .. |Bogun ... ... 589 787 116 13,149 | 535 | 320 |28 }1,481] 18 15 12,939

Reinstated .. .. 6 3 1 — — —_ - | - — —

Transfarred . . .. 1333 ~-333 [+184 | - 184 — —_|— — - J —_—

Net Added . ... 928 457 301 | 2,965 { 535 | 320 {28 |1,481 ]| 18 15 12,939

Terminated . . .. 1,553 474 344 {1,455 | 181 157 |48 [1,406] 9 4 | 2,657

19th Lake . . ... . |Begun ........ 477 352 66 | 2,161 | 415 | 255 {14 35110 {115 | 2,457

Reinstated . ... 12 20 4 3] 14 7|— — - = 1

Transferred . . .. +8 :] +3 — — e | —_— — — —

Net Added .. .. 497 364 73 | 2,164 | 429 | 262 |14 35110 | 115 {2,458

Torminated . ... 517 307 107 | 1,683 | 462 | 276 |72 40121 | 114 | 2,329

MeHenty .. .. . [Begun ........ 169 13 7 590 | 132 39| 2 141 1 — | 757

Reinstated . ... — — — _ | =] =] —_f ] - 3

Transferred . . .. — — | +34 | -34 — — | — —_| = - —

Net Added . .. 169 13 41| 556 | 182 | 39 2 14] 1| —| 760

Torminated . . 119 10 34| 53 [ 119 | 29| 8 4 1| —| s54

19t ) Gircuit Totals .. ... Begun .. ... ... 646 365 73 12,751 547 | 294 16 49111 ] 115 3,214

Reinstated . ... 12 20 4 3 14 7| - e — 4

Transferred. . . +8 -8 | +87 | -~34 — — - —_] - - —

Net Added .. .. 666 377 114 | 2,720 | 561 301 16 49111 | 115 13,218

Terminated . . .. 636 317 141 | 2,219 | 581 305 | 80 44122 [ 114 | 3,183

20th Monroe oo Begun ..o 19 10 2 30 5 61— 41 6 2 69

Reinstated . . . _ — —_ — —_ — | — —] — — —

Trangforred . . +1 -1 +3 ~3 —_ —_— —| — —_— —

Neot Added .. .. 20 9 5 27 5 6| — 41 6 2 69

Terminated . .. 11 8 2 30 3 41— 6{ 6 1 73

Porry . oo Begun oL L 12 6 1 49 5 gl 2 61 — 1 109

Reinstated . . — e — — — —_— —_ - = 4

Transforred . . .. — — +1 -1 — —_—] - —| — — —

Not Adgoed . .. 12 6 2 48 5 91 2 6 — 1 113

Tarminated . 11 2 5 38 9 g1 81 — 1 130

Randolph .. {Begun ... . ... 23 11 2 38 16 44 1 1 14 — | 78| 174

Reinstated . .. 1 — 1 2 —_ — | — —_—] - — 1

Transferred . . .. +1 -1 — — — —_] — — — — —

Neot Added .. . 25 10 3 40 16 441 1 14| — 78 175

Terminated . .. 18 8 6 Kbl 15 451 1 6] — | 112 157

5t Clor fBegun .. 736 126 151 877 | 319 | 188 8 301 — -1 1,701

Rainstated .. 26 3 10 28 3 4|~ o — —

Transferred . . . +11 11 +58% ~853 —_— _— —_— — - —

Net Added 773 118 214 B52 | 322 1921 8 301 | — — | 1,701

Torminated . . 691 76 264 712 | 2401 1911 © 4511 2 -— 11,279

Washington Begun . 5 4 1 10 9 1} — 11| - 5 45

Reinstated .. ot — — — — el B — — — —

Transferred .. . r1 -1 — —_ — —_ - —_] — = —

Neot Added . . 6 3 1 10 9 1{— 11| — 5 45

Tarmunated 6 1 1 15 6 —1 1 gl — 3 38
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976
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725 4871 2,484 | 5,066 4,829 | 908 11,540 64,204 19 1 100,239(......... Begun|.......... DuPage |..18th
— —_ _ — — —_— — — — 10)..... Reinstated
~—1-1,6701+1,670 — —_— — —_— = e TR Transferred
725 487 814!( 6,738 4,828 1 908 11,540 64,204 19 1100,249)..... Net Added
516 443 843 | 6,561 4,628 | 672 11,890 64,231 9 97,981(..... Terminated
725 487 2,484 | 5,066 4,829 908 11,540 64,204 19 {100,239(......... Beguni..... Circuit Totals |..18th
—_— —_ — — —_ —_ — — - 101, ..., Reinstated
—_ —1~1,670|+1,670 — —_ —_ —_ —_ —l Transferred
725 487 814| 6,736 4829 908 11,540 64,204 19 | 100,2491..... Net Added
516 443 843 6,561 4,628 | 672 11,890 64,231 9 97,981|(..... Terminated
909 401 5121 7,147 4,254 | 1,554 6,392 66,667 | 482 94,775!......... Begljn]i ,,,,,,,,,,,,, Lake {..16th
5 — 1 —_ —_ — — —_— - 67(..... Reinstated
— —_ — — -8 —_ — — — e Transferred
914 | 401 513| 7,147 | 4,251 {1,554 6,392 | 66,667 | 482 | 94,842|..... Net Added
794 398 396| 4,888 4,701 {1,881 6,201 62,449 | 420 88,1561, ..., Terminated
226 235 455 2,068 1,688 | 404 606 20,451 | 163 27,9201......... Begun|.......... McHenry
e - — — — —_ —_ — = 3..... Reinstated
—_ —| ~-80 +80 —_ — — _ - el Transterred
226 235 375| 2,148 1,588 404 606 20,451 | 163 27,9234..... Net Added
165 | 223] 432) 2,143 | 1,620] 408 508 | 19,850 | 163 | 27,235)..... Terminated
1,135 | 636 967 9,215 | 5,842]1,958 6,998 | 87,118 ) 645 7 122,695)......... Beguni..... Circuit Totals |..19th
5 — 1 — —_ — —_ —_] - 70]..... Reinstated
— —| -80 +80 -3 —_ — —_f - ] Transterred
1,140 | 636; 888| 9,295 | 5,839(1,958 6,998 | 87,118 | 645 | 122,765/|..... Net Added
959 621 828} 7,031 6,32112,388 6,709 82,308 | 583 | 115,8811}..... Terminated
10 5 52 178 135 114 40 1,457 4 2,455 ........ Begunl........... Monroe 1..20th
— — — — — — —_ — — e R Reinstated
— —_ ~6 +6 — — — —_ — e T Transferred
| 10 5 46 181 135 114 40 1,457 4 2,1451..... Net Added
| 10 3 31 149 119| 256 35 1,439 4 2,190{..... Terminated
| 17 16 70 105 199| 104 79 1440 13 2,243}, ,....... Begun|............. Perry
— —_ — — — — —_ —_] - 41..... Reinstated
| — —_ -6 +6 o —_ —_ —_] - —o Transferred
| 17 16 64 111 199 104 79 1,440 13 2,2471..... Net Added
27 7 62 109 182 92 69 1,360 12 2,1341..... Terminated
|
‘ 60 31 116 313 2301 174 71 2,758 | 29 4,183} ........ Begun|......... Randolph
| -] = - — — 1 - - - 6l.... Reinstated
| —_ 1 — ~34 +34 — — —_ —_ — ... Transferred
' 60 31 82 347 230| 175 71 2,758 29 4,1891 .. .. Net Added
47 21 76 343 362, 189 79 2,741 25 42821 .... Terminated
1,138 | 849 961] 4,557 | 3,756 728 4,259 } 31,127 101 51,883 ........ Begun|.......... St, Claiy
| —_ — 2 — — — —_ —i - 7%61.... Reinstated
‘ — —| ~116| +116 —_ — - - - .. Transferred
1,138 | 849 847] 4,673 | 3,756] 728 4,289 | &1,427| 104 51,9591.... Net Added
787 687 9521 3,948 2,814 588 3,020 29,712 77 46,5001..... Terminated
15 11 44 56 140] 111 3 1,726 16 22181........ Begun|....... Washington
— — —_ — - — - — —_— el R Reinstated
— p— -3 +3 _— —_ —_ e ol T Transferred
15 A 41 59 1400 111 3 1,726 16 2,213}, .., Net Added
12 13 30 58 136 94 1 1,719 16 215891 .... Terminated
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NUMBER OF CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED

w
2 5
Law Over Law $15,000 | §-9 c _®
$15,000 and Under 5 | 58 ea SS|_5 o
°c | BEl 26 o558 ¢
Non- Non- | & | 8| E0) x|50/ 5T S
Circait | Counly Jury/  Jury Juryg  Jury O |2 |u = = o
20th | Gircuit Tofals ... ... Begun ........ 795 157 1571 1,004 854 | 248 11 3367 6 861 2,098
Reinstated . ... 27 3 11 30 3 — —| — — 5
Transferted . ... +14 ~14| +57| -57 —_ | — ] - —
Net Added . . .. 836 146 225 977} 357 | 252]| 11 336] 6 86| 2,103
Terminated . ... 737 95 278 826 273 | 249| 12 480| 8| 117| 1,677
Downgtate Totals . .|Begun ........ 3,858 17,934 | 7,352| 87,409(15,083"1,737 [160(118,407 | 58 |4,479 (29,465
i Reinstated . ... 567 545 985| 1,950 604 1521 10| 5,240 — — | 2,997
Transferred . . .. +12,6871-12,5687 |+2,287{-2,217 — —_] — el — —_
Net Added .... 17,012] 5,892|10,624| 87,142]15,687 {1,889{170[123,647| 58 4,479 32,462
e Terminated . . .. 12,615| 4,726 8,074| 84,709[12,460 {1,683 [195| 99,148| 17 4,468 29,518
Cook.............. Begun ........ 6,925 3,713 1,676 24,991] 4,913 (3,928 592 5,251 (160 {3,988 37,031
Reinstated .... 102 62 62 309 50 291 28 8f 1 48 141
Transferred . . .. +714 --702| +663| -645 — — - ] —_ —
Net Added .... 7,741 3,073 2,401| 24,655] 4,963 (3,957 |615| 5,259|161 [4,036 (37,172
Terminated . ... 7999 2,713| 2,548] 21,508 4,342 (3,487 |661| 4,932|162 3,998 35,841
Stale Tolals .. .....|Begun ........ 10,783 21,647 9,028|112,400[19,996 |5,665 |752[128,658|218 | 8,467 |66,496
Reinstated . ... 669 607 | 1,047 2,259| 654 181| 33| 5,248| 1 48| 3,138
Transferred. ... | +13,301]- 13,289 |+2,950] - 2,862 — —_— - — - - —
Net Added .... 24,753] 8,865|13,025[111,797|20,650 |5,846(785]128,906|219(8,515(69,634
Terminated . ., . 20,614 7,439]10,6221106,215[16,802 {5,1701856(104,080]1179 {8,466 65,359

FOOTNOTES - The following notes are made for the statistics of the Circuit Court of Cook County: (a) The chancery category
includes housing cases, e.g., cases requiring appointment of trustees in receivership during rehabilitation or demolition of buildings; (b)
The felony category includes cases initiated as felonies but may have been reduced to misdemeanors; (¢) The misdemeanor category
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT 1976
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1,240 912 1,243| 5,206 4,460| 1,231 4,452 38,508| 163 62,6671 ........ Begun|..... Circuit Totals. .|..20th
— — 2 — — 1 — — - 861} .... Reinstated
— —| ~185] +165 — —_ — —] - — Transferred
1,240| 912| 1,080] 5,371 4,460| 1,232| 4,452 38,508{ 163 62,753 1|..... Net Added
883 731] 1,151 4,607 3,613| 1,219] 3,204 36,971 134 57,265]..... Terminated
5,957 {15,486 |11,574|341,981%/102,403[10,426 ©]1,478,279 ©]2,252,048(......... Begun|. . Downstate Totals
— 156| 2,279 23 1,529 —_ (@) — ) 17,037 |..... Reinstated
— — o) ) -70 - © — ) —l Transferred
5,057 115,642]13,853[342,004 |103,862|10,426 ©|1,478,279 ©]2,269,085}. .. .. Net Added
4,967 17,644 (13,039(267,453 |103,326] 8,494 ©1,420,163] (2,092,699 |..... Terminated
14,7381 9,931120,852| 74,029 | 81,294|23,081161,887| 826,561|7,157(1,212,688(......... Begun|,............ Cook
112 158 140 155 685 26 35 643 —_ 2,7894..... Reinstated
— —I-4,200| +4,200 ~-30 — — — - —l Transferred
14,850110,089116,792| 78,384 | 81,949|123,107161,922} 827,20417,15711,215,487{..... Net Added °
11,5632 8,885[16,373| 74,644 | 80,835/20,509(58,886| 809,460(6,826(1,176,139{..... Terminated
20,695 [25,417|32,426{416,010 |183,697|33,507 (61,887 |2,304,840(7,157|3,464,746|......... Begun|...... State Totals
1121 314( 2,419 178 2,214 26 35 643 —_ 19,826(..... Reinstated
— —|-4,200| +4,200 | ~100 —_ —_ —] - e Transferred
20,807 |125,731130,645({420,388 |185,81133,533161,922(2,305,483|7,157(3,484,572{..... Net Added
16,499 126,529(29,412]342,097 [184,161|29,003)| 58,886 |2,229,623| 6,826 /3,268,838 1. .... Terminated

includes ordinance and conservation violation cases, and (d) preliminary hearings in felony cases (also see footnote (j) at page 154);
and {e) in the ordinance violation and conservation violation categories reference should be made to footnote (c).

The heading "Downstate Totals" and
" the heading "Clook" an pages 138 and

PRINTER!'S ERRA'TA

e 139 should be reversed, i.e.,
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THE TREND OF ALL CASES, THE NUMBER OF LAW-JURY CASE VERDICTS, TIME LAPSE BETWEEN
DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF VERDICT AND THE AVERAGE DELAY (IN MONTHS) iN REACHING
VERDICT IN LAW-JURY CASES TRIED DURING 1976

Circuil County Total Cases (Total Cases| Currency Number of  INumber of Cases Time Lapse Average
Begun or | Terminated Law-Jury Cases | Terminated by ‘ Time

Renstaled Gain | Loss Terminated Verdict Which Under 1 Year [{1%/2 Years | 2 Years |[21/2 Years | 3 Years [3t2 Years { "Wer | Elapsed

by Verdict Involve A Death 1 to lo lo lo to to - (Months)

or Year 142 Years | 2 Years |2'/2 Years | 3 Years |3'/2 Years | 4 Years Ledrs
Personal Injury

1st. ... | Alexander ....... 3,318 3,240 | — 78 —_— — — — — —_— — — i — —
Jackson... ...... 11,102 11,129 | 27 — 13 1 5 6 1 1 —_ - —_ — 14,2
Johnson ....... .. 2,606 2427 | - 179 1 1 e — — — — — 1 — 46.3
Massag ........ .. 2,212 2,300 | 88 — 1 1 — — —_ 1 — — — — 29.5
Pope ...... ..... 397 438 | 41 — 1 1 — — 1 — — — — — 18.6
Pulaski .......... 2,146 2,094 — 52 1 —_ — -— — — —_— — — 1 48,7
Saline . ... ... 3,726 3,637 _— 89 2 2 — -— 1 1 — — — — 24.5
Unlon ... ....... 3,096 2816 | — 281 3 — 2 1 — — — - — — 10.6
Williamson ....... 9,460 8988 | — 472 3 2 i — -— — — 2 — — 29.3
1st. .. | Circuit Total...... 38,063 37,068 —_ 995 25 18 8 7 3 3 —_ 2 1 1 19.8
2nd . | Crawford .. .. ..., 2,166 2,2051 a9 — 2 2 - — 1 — 1 - — —_ 269
Edwards ......... 1,008 1,018 ] — 80 — - — - - — - - - — .
Franklin . ....... .. 6,415 6,912 | 497 — 7 1 1 2 1 1 — 1 —_— 1 26.4
Gallatin ... . ... 1,619 1589 | — 30 - — —_ - - - _— — —_ e —_
Hamillon . ... ... 1,092 1,056 | — 36 — — - — — - - — — —_ —
Hardin ... ... ... 247 238 | — 9 — —_ — —_ — — —_ — — - —
Jefferson .. ... .. 4,616 4264 | — 362 1 —_ 1 — — -— — - — — 55
Lawrence. . ... .. 2,060 18671 — 193 — — —_ — - _— —_ — — — —
Richland ... .. .. . 3,245 2959 | 286 1 1 —_ — —_ — — 1 —_ — 38.2
Wabash .. .. ... 2,003 2,799 | 706 —_ — — — — - — — — — — —
Wayne ... ... ... 2,485 2441 — 44 2 — — 1 1 — - —_ — — 17.2
White ... . ... 3,270 3299 | 29 — 2 2 — — i — — — 1 — 34.0
2nd .. | Gircuilt Total .. ... 30,406 30,637 | 231 — 15 6 2 3 4 1 1 2 1 1 257
3d. .. |Bond . ... ... 2,964 2376 | — 588 — — —_ - - - — —_— -— —_ -
Madison ... .. ... 53,714 52,924 — 790 75 75 8 11 19 15 15 5 2 2 26.0
3rd Circuit Total ...... 56,678 55,300 - 11378 75 75 6 11 19 15 15 5 2 2 26.0
4th .. Christian ....... .. 5,893 6829 | - 64 6 - - — 3 — 1 — — 2 36.9
Cay. .. ... . . 2,106 1,902 | — 114 — —_ — - — —_ _ — — — —
Clinton.... ....... 3,536 3872 — 164 1 1 — — —_ — — — 1 - 44,6
‘Effingham ... ... 6,610 6,404 | — 206 ) 1 — - - 1 - — —_ —_ 28.0
Fayette .......... 4,023 3528 | —~ | 495 1 1 — — — — —_ — — i 70.9
Jasper ... ...... 2,150 2,028 — 122 3 1 —_ 1 1 — — - —_ 1 34.0
Marion.... ... .. 6,479 6,043 — 436 2 2 1 —_ 1 ol - — — — 11.3
Montgomery . ... 5575 5365 { -— 210 1 1 —_ -— — —_ — 1 — - 40.1
Shelby ... ... .. 3,096 2719 — 377 1 1 1 — _— — — - - — 10.0
4th. ... | Circuit Total ... ... 39,468 37,280 - 12,188 16 8 2 1 5 1 1 1 1 4 33.8
Sth.. . {Clark . . 6,071 5377 — 694 2 2 — 1 1 — —_— —_ — — 16.3
Coles . ... . .. 8,648 8,809 | 161 — 5 1 3 — 1 1 — — — - 15.8
Cumberland . . 1,293 1,043 — 250 1 —_ — 1 — = — -— — — 15.2
Edgar .. ... ... 3,065 3,136 | 71 — — —_ — . — — — —_ —_ — —
Vermilion ,....... 16,501 15893 | — 608 10 10 2 2 2 2 — 1 —_ 1 26.5
5th. ... § Circuit Total .. .. 35,578 34,258 - 11,320 18 13 5 4 4 3 —_ 1 e 1 21.8
6th. . |Champaign.... ... 33,996 30,561 — | 3435 13 4 3 3 — 2 1 2 — 2 30.5
DeWitt ... ... . 2,662 2,391 —_ 271 5 3 2 — 1 e 1 — 1 — 24,1
Douglas ... ... 3,619 3,571 - 48 1 - — — 1 e — — - — 24,0
Macon ...... ... 25,689 25396 | ~ 293 9 4 i 4 1 2 — 1 —_ — 20.4
Moultrie - S 2,300 2,252 ] — 48 2 — 2 — — - —_ — - — 75
Piatt. ...... ... . 2,686 2,823 | 137 —— — — — —_ — — — —_— — — —
6th .. | Circuit Totat -~ - - 70,952 66,994 - 13958 30 11 8 7 3 4 2 3 1 2 24,7

)




543

THE TREND OF ALL CASES, THE NUMBER OF LAW-JURY CASE VERDICTS, TIME LAPSE BETWEEN
DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF VERDICT AND THE AVERAGE DELAY (IN MONTHS) IN REACHING

VERDICT IN LAW-JURY CASES TRIED DURING 1976

Circut Counly Total Cases |Tolal Cases| Currency Number of  |Number of Cases Time Lapse Average
Begun or | Terminated Law-Jury Cases| Terminated by Time
Reinstated Gain | Loss Terminated Verdict Which Under 1 Year |12 Years | 2 Years | 2'/2 Years | 3 Years [3'/2 Years | Over | Elapsed
by Verdict Involve A Death 1 to lo to to to to 4 {Months)
or Year 11> Years | 2 Years | 2V/2 Years| 3 Years | 3'/2 Years| 4 Years | Years
Personal Injury
7th Greene . ......... 2,479 2,404 — 75 3 2 - — - 1 1 — —_ 1 37.0
Jersoy ... .. 2,974 3,083 { 109 — 3 3 3 — - - —_ - — — 8.0
Macoupin .. ... ... 5,904 5,634 — 270 1 1 1 — - —_ — — _ —_— 11.9
Morgan . 7.497 7,226 —_ 271 1 i 1 —_ —_— — —_ — — —_— 9.1
Sangamon ... 33,333 31,067 — | 2,266 14 12 2 1 4 2 1 1 1 2 28,1
Scoft ... .. ... . 625 610 —_— 15 1 — — —_ 1 — bt —_— — — 28.2
7th Circuit Total ... ... 52,812 50,024 — | 2,788 23 19 7 1 5 3 2 1 1 3 25.0
8th. Adams . 11,701 11,579 —— 122 3 —_— — 1 — 2 — —_ —_— —_ 22.2
Brown . ... ..... .. 1,166 1,080 — 86 — — — —_— — — —_ —_ — — —
Calhoun ...... ... 1,181 1,222 41 - 1 -_ - 1 — - - - — — 137
Cass . .. ... ... 2,486 2,285 | — | 201 2 — — 1 1 — - - - — 17.6
Mason 4,017 4179 | 162 — 1 1 1 — —_ - — — —_ — 1.4
Manard 1,865 1785 — 80 - - - - - - - - - - -
Pke ............ 4,856 3,995 | 139 — 1 1 — _— — — - - - 1 58.5
Schuyler .. ...... 1,435 1460 | 25 — — — — - - - — - - _ e
8th Circuit Total .. ... 27,707 27585 — 122 8 2 1 3 1 2 - — - 1 23.2
9th Fulton ... .. ... 6,699 6,451 —_ 248 6 3 — 1 3 — 1 1 _ — 252
Hancock 2,955 2,749 — 206 — — — — — —_ — — — —_— —
Henderson .. .... 1,826 1,776 — 50 1 1 — — — —_— _ —_ 1 — 45.5
Knox .......... .. 11,665 11,749 84 - 6 5 3 1 1 - —_ 1 — —_ 17.5
McDonough ... .. 6,620 6,688 68 — 3 2 —_— 1 1 1 — — —_ -— 22.5
Warran R 5,395 5,203 — 192 —_— — — — — —_— — —_ - — _
9th . Circuit Total = ... 35,160 34,616 _ 544 16 11 3 3 5 1 1 2 1 — 23.1
10th Marshall ... ... .. 1,637 1,659 22 — 2 1 — —_— —_ 2 — — — — 29.1
Peoria 44,625 42,689 — | 1,936 44 34 16 7 12 4 1 1 1 2 18.8
Puinam 819 704 | — 115 2 2 —_ - 1 f — —_ - - 23.6
Stark ... .. 683 659 — 29 —_ — - — — — —_— — — — —
Tazewell ... .. .. 28,698 28338 | — 358 18 15 3 8 4 1 — - — 2 20.3
10th | Circuit Total .. ... 76,465 74,049 — | 2,416 66 52 19 15 17 8 1 1 1 4 18.7
fih |Ford . ... 2,488 2420 - 68 4 1 2 - _ 1 1 — - — 19.3
Livingston 10,355 10,624 | 269 — 9 9 5 4 - —_ —- - — — 17.0
Logan 6,284 5,973 — 311 1 1 — —_ —_ 1 — — - — 27.4
Mclean . 23,680 23119 | — 571 21 14 3 7 6 1 1 1 1 1 22.3
Woadgtord 5,324 8,137 — 187 2 1 1 — — 1 —_— - —_— — 18.3
11th Curcuit Total 48,141 47,273 _— 868 37 26 11 11 6 4 2 1 1 1 20.6
12th roquois 8,447 8,536 | 89 — — — — — — —_— — -— — — —
Kankakee 22,406 21,684 —_ 722 6 4 1 — 1 1 _ 1 1 1 32.7
wil 72,613 72,459 —_ 154 25 11 2 —_ 1 - 5 4 2 i 45.1
12th Circuit Total 103,466 102,679 —_ 787 3t 15 3 — 2 1 5 5 3 12 42,7
13th Bureau 7.186 7.099 —_— 87 10 7 1 3 2 2 - 2 — — 22,9
Grundy 4,821 4,764 e 57 4 3 — 2 — 1 — — — 1 26.0
LaSalle 20,485 18,361 - [ 2,124 12 10 2 2 5 1 1 1 - b 20.6
13th Circuit Total 32,492 30,224 - | 2,268 26 20 3 7 7 4 1 3 - 1 223
14lh Henry 9,472 9,366 — 106 1 — 1 — — — —_ — — — 8.4
Mercer . . 2,015 2,024 9 —_— 1 1 - —_ —_ — — — —_ 1 59.9
Rock lsland . 45,951 44,760 | "— | 1,191 34 24 15 7 6 1 2 — 1 2 18.0
Whitoside . 10,071 9,690 — 181 E 4 — 3 1 — — — 1 — 226
14th Gireuit Total - 67.509 66,040 - | 1,469 41 29 16 10 7 1 2 — 2 3 19.4




obl

THE TREND OF ALL CASES, THE NUMBER OF LAW-JURY CASE VERDICTS, TIME LAPSE BETWEEN
DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF VERDICT AND THE AVERAGE DELAY (IN MONTHS) IN- REACHING
VERDICT IN LAW-JURY CASES TRIED DURING 1976

Circut Counly Total Cases|Total Cases{ Currency Number of |Number of Cases Time Lapse Average
Begun or | Terminated - Law-Jury Cases| Terminated by Time

Reinslated Gain | Losa Terminated Verdict Which Under 1 Year |1/2 Years| 2 Years | 2!/2 Years.| 3 Years |3'/2 Years | Over | Elapsed

by Verdict Involve A Death 1 to to to to to lo 4 {Months)

or Year i1/2 Years | 2 Years | 21/2 Years| 3 Years | 31/2 Years| 4 Years | Years
Personal injury

15th. . |Carroll ...... ... 3,074 3,029 | — 45 - — - —_ —_ —_ —_— — —_ —_ —
Jo Daviess ... ... 4,711 4,956 | 245 — — — — - — —_ - — — —_ —
Lee. .. ......... 12,198 11820 | — 378 4 — 4 —_ — — — — — _ 70
Ogle............. 8,444 8239 | — 205 4 3 1 2 —_ - — 1 —_ — 19.3
Slephenson o 8,872 8,778 - 94 4 — —_ 2 1 —_ — 1 — — 23.0
15th .. |Circult Total ... ... 37,299 36,822 — 477 12 3 5 4 1 _ —_— 2 — —_ 16,5
16th. .. [DeKalb .......... 19,858 18,989 —_— 859 3 3 2 ~ - —_ — —_ — 114
Kane ... ........ 71,069 71,243 | 184 —_ 39 27 10 11 9 6 2 — 1 — 18.3
Kendall ... .. 5,038 4,787 251 3 3 1 1 1 — —_ —_ _ - 13.8
16th Circuit Totat .. ... 95,955 95020 | — 926 45 33 13 13 10 6 2 —_ ] — 17.5
17th . {Boone ........... 7,262 7,042 | — 220 2 1 1 1 —_ —_ - — — — 10.7
Winnebago . ... ... 74,307 72,582 | —| 1725 27 16 8 7 3 5 i 2 — 1 20.1
17th . {Circuil Total ... ... 81,569 79,624 —_ 1,945 29 17 9 8 3 5 1 2 — 1 19.5
18th DuPage ... ... ... 100,249 97,981 —| 2,268 50 _— 1 12 19 8 3 3 3 1 241
18th. . | Circuit Total ... . .. 100,249 97,981 —_ 2,268 50 -— 1 12 19 8 3 3 3 1 241
19th, JLake. . ... ... 94,842 88,156 | —| 6,686 51 35 12 19 7 11 2 — —_ - 17.8
McHenry ... .. .. 27,923 27235 | — 688 14 10 1 3 i 3 2 2 2 1 29.5
19th .. | Circuit Total .. . ... 122,765 115,391 —| 7374 65 45 13 22 7 14 4 2 2 1 20.3
20th .. {Monroe ... ... 2,145 2,180 45 — 1 1 1 - — —_ — — — — 74
Perry ............ 2,247 2134 — 113 1 1 - — - - 1 — — - 3t.2
Randolph ... . 4,189 42821 93 - 2 2 - 2 - - — —_ - —_— 13.2
St. Clair .. ...... 51,859 46,500 ] — ] 5459 62 41 1 7 15 12 10 2 6 9 32.8
Washington . ... 2,213 2,159 — 54 1 i —_ — -~ -— 1 — — — 33.6
20th Circuit Total ... ... 62,753 §7,265 —_ 5,488 67 48 2 9 15 12 12 2 <] <] 318
Downslate Totals . 2,269,085 | 2,092,699 —| 176,386 753 N/A - - — - — — — —_ 36.95
Gook ... .. 1,215,467 1,176,139 — | 39,348 695 449 137 151 143 96 85 38 27 48 239
State Tolals ... . 3,484,572 3,268,838 — 215,734 1,448 — —_ — -— has — —_— - —_ 30.7

PRINTER'S ERRATA
. The heading "Downstate Totalg"
.~ and the heading "Cook" on page 142
' »» should be reversed, i.e.,

*
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DISPOSITIONS IN 1976 OF DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH A FELONY AND

NOT CONVICTED

Reduced or Dismissed Tried But Not Convicted
Total
Humbar of | Total [Discharged at] Dismissed Dismissed Acquitted | Acquitted
Defondants | Not Pretiminary | On Motion of | On Motion of | Reduced To By By Convicted of Total
ottt Gounty Disposed ofjConvicted]  Hearing Defendant State Misdemeanor Court Jury Misdemeanor | Convicwd
1ot Alowangdor 185 143 1 1 103 37 — 1 — 42
Jackesn. a1 215 11 3} 122 60 4 12 — 96
Juhtn 41 2 o — 16 5 1 —_ — 19
Masnae 0% 61 1 2 41 16 —_ 1 — 34
Pupo 27 22 s 1 14 7 — —_ — 5
futark 69 47 s e 32 15 — - — 12
Salng 190 110 e 2 108 — — —_— - 80
Uit 68 61 e 15 22 24 e — — 7
Witlamzon 204 142 10 11 109 3 6 3 —_ 142
10t Gt Tolals 1,260 823 23 38 567 167 11 17 — 437
204 Crawlond 58 49 1 — 33 14 1 —_ — 9
Fedwardn 23 16 o o 10 4 — 2 — 7
Frankin 142 o1 o et 69 22 — — —_ 51
Oaltatin 46 44 - - 26 18 — — — 2
Mamlton 16 10 —— — 6 4 — — — 6
Mardi i) ] 1 - 3 1 —_ —_ —_ 3
Joffergon 68 31 9 5 12 - 1 4 — 37
|.wraneo 105 [:1:] o - 62 26 — — - 17
Fhichtandg 31 14 o o 9 5 — — — 17
Wabash 138 81 2 4 75 e —_ — — 56
Wiyng 29 20 e 1 14 5 — —_ - 9
Whtey 80 48 o — 26 22 — — — 32
dnd Cirant Totals 744 497 13 10 345 121 2 6 — 246
Hed fiand 34 10 o 1 4 2 — 1 2 24
Madrion 1,200 803 60 9 497 333 1 3 — 396
Jrg Eucut Totals 1,333 913 60 10 501 335 1 4 2 420
dth Ghngtian 101 41 3 — 25 13 —— —_ _ 60
Clay 68 43 1 1 3 10 — — — 25
Chinton 48 25 3 2 13 2 — 3 2 23
[ Hlingham 87 54 s - 42 12 — —_— — 33
] 93 67 . — 42 24 — — — 26
Jaaper 31 25 1 - 17 3 - 4 — 9
Marion 244 101 6 — 128 57 — —_ — 53
Montgomaory 122 58 2 -— 33 20 1 2 — 64
Shelby 21 14 - o 6 8 — — — 7
kdih plr(.‘gll_ Tolgl!ﬂ . 818 518 16 3 338 149 1 9 2 300
Hik £ilatk 25 16 s —— 16 — —_ —_ — 9
Caton 246 78 6 2 29 37 - 4 —_ 158
Curborland 20 15 oon — 15 —_ — —_ — 5
(AR 50 a3 e _— 14 19 — — — 17
Vormillem 289 133 8 5 87 10 6 10 7 156
ah ot Totadb 620 275 14 7 161 66 6 14 7 345
(BN [ R T At 519 6 3 305 196 2 7 —_ 194
{lowWit &5 44 B — 43 —_ -—_ 1 — 11
Pyl 38 29 - - 22 — — — —_ 16
Maren 481 102 s 66 112 — 3 11 e 288
Mt 50 20 1 - 10 7 2 — —_ 30
Hialt B 36 v 4 20 12 —_ —_ — 15
tah Cote wid Tolat 1,390 833 7 73 512 215 7 19 —_ 554
th Litppng 65 43 6 e 10 26 — 1 —_ 12
Jorgy 18 83 . — 69 14 — - — 15
M onpun 89 37 2 1 31 — 1 2 - 52
Mt 06 69 8 14 23 21 4 2 - 27
Himpamon 740 419 47 64 254 38 3 9 4 329
it 19 19 o o 1 5 - 2 1 —
M i ent Totaly 1,105 670 60 79 398 104 8 16 5 438
ith 202 157 9 18 110 15 - 4 i 65
Husn 12 8 - 1 4 3 -— - - 4
[ HTETT 34 27 [ ] 19 2 — — — 7
Al 56 34 - 1 20 10 - 3 — 22
Masen 94 60 o wn 28 29 1 2 - 34
Menand 20 1 e — 6 3 - 2 - 9
Pikey 91 56 - 1 3 22 - — —_ 35
Sehuyler 16 12 - 1 9 2 — — —_ 4
ft JCaca Totwis 545 365 14 23 229 86 1 11 1 180
am Fulton 244 110 e — 82 28 —_— _— —_ 134
Haneoek 58 44 1 2 28 10 2 1 - 11
Heodorson Ri 18 2 - 9 7 — - — 15
Kaox 244 136 1 2 126 2 — 5 2 106
MrDonough 130 104 e o 90 13 — - 1 26
Warten 123 " 8 — 56 8 1 3 — 49
th Cacut Tolpla 829 488 10 4 3 68 3 e 3 341
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SENTENCES IMPOSED DURING 1976 ON DEFENDANTS CONVICTED OF A FELONY

CONVICTED
Plea Of Guilty Convicted By Court Convicted By Jury Found Unfit
To Stand
‘ Trial Or To
Class | Class i Class | Class Class | Class | Class | Class Class | Class | Class | Class | Be Sexually
Murder] 1 2 3 Murder 2 3 4 | Murder 1 2 3 4 Dangerous County Circuit
-— 4 26 10 2 —_ - — - — — - — — — _— e Alexander| ... 1sl

— 2 12 65 2 — — — 3 1 — 1 3 7 — —_ L Jackson
— -_— 9 8 2 — - — — - —_ —_ — —_ —_— -— b Johnson
—_ — 14 13 1 -_— - - — — — 2 2 2 — P Massac
- — -_ 2 1 —_ —_ 1 1 — —_— — — — — _— Popg
—_ _— 6 3 3 -— — — — -— — — — — — — e Pulaski
— 4’ 15 43 1 13 —_— _— — 2 —— — 1 — 2 — —_— e Saline
— — 3 4| - —_ —_ —_ —_ - —_ — — — — —_— b Union

1 2 27 79 | 15 - -_— 2 5 1 —_ 4 1 4 1 — e Williamson
1 12 112 | 227 { 39 — -_— 3 11 2 —_ 8 6 15 1 —_— e Circuit Totals] ... . 1st
- — 1 8| — - — — - — - —_ — — — - | Crawlord] ... 2nd
-_ — 6 1 - - — — — —_— — —_— — — -— — e Edwards
—_ 3 20 22 1 — — — — — —_ 1 3 1 — - Franklin
- - 1 —_— 1 —_ — - - - - —_ — — -— _— Gallatin
- - —_ 5 1 - - - - — — —_ - — — -l Hamilton
- - 1 2] — - — — — — —_ _— -— —_— —_ —_— Hardin
— 2 19 5 1 — 1 1 — — —_ — 4 4 — —_ | Jefferson
—_— 1 7 8 1 —_— —_ - - - — - — — —_ — Lawrence
- - 10 5 2 — —_— —_ — -_ - — — —_ - - ... Richland
- —_ 3 37 6 - - —_ 10 - —_ — — -— — 1 .. Wabash
- 1 5 21 1 - -1 = — - - - |- - |- — Wayne
- 1 79 19) 4| — -y 1 = ] = = - = | = |- - | White
- 8 80 | 114 ] 18 | — 1 2 o | - — 1 7 5 4 - (N PP Cireuit Totals} ... 2nd
— — 3 16 2 -1 - - - - | - 2 1 = e Bond| . ... 3rd
4 35 191 te5 1 21 _ 1 3 —_ 9 2 7 4 2 — — Madison
4 35 194 141 | 23 - 1 3 1 2 7 4 4 1 e d Circuit Tolals|. ... . 3rd
— 1 21 25 9 —_ —_ —_ — — 1 —_— 2 — 1 — 4th
- 1 14 6 3 — - p— 1 _ - — e — —_ —

- —_— 2 1Q 8 _— 1 —_ 1 —_ — —_— —_ 1 — —

— - 8| 16 4 | — - - | = — 2 1 2 - —

- 2 12 8l 2 | — - 1 - _ 1 - = —-_ | - —

- —_ 1 4 2 —_ — 2 — — —_ — — - — —

— — 17| 24| 8 | — - - 2 2 —_ _ | - - - —

— — 29 26 3 —_ -_ - —_ — —_ — 2 2 2 R Montgomery

— — 7 1 — — —_ — _ — — — —_— -— —_ R P Shelby

— 4 111 119 | 39 —_— 1 3 4 2 4 1 ] 3 3 —_ e Circuit Totals| .. .. 4th
— —_ 5 4] — — —_ — —_ — — — — — — —_ e Clark| ... 5th
—_ 7 69 s0] 20 — —_ 2 —_ — — —_ —_— — — — e Coles

—_ —_ a —] — —_ — — o — — i — —_ —_ _— Cumberland

— — 4 10 3 — —_ — — —_ — — — — — —_— e Edgar

— 5 49 s8! 18 — — —_ 2 —_ 4 4 7 8 1 — oo Vermiflion

— 12 129 | 182 41 — - 2 4 — 4 5 7 8 1 — e Circuit Totals). .. .. 5th

2 18 68 64 ¢ 15 —_— 1 2 —_ — 3 5 5 10 1 2 ..o Champa'ng_n ,,,,, 6th
— - 7 3 1 — — — — — — — — - —_ e DeWilt
— 8 5 2 — - - — — - — — 1 — - bl Douglas
- 1 1231 98 22 2 - 2 | — 1 1 5 {16 6 1 1 Macen
— 3 23| ¢4 — — | = - — — — — — — T I Moulirie
— 7 70— — - =] - - - — 1 —_ - O . Pight
2 29 216 | 200] 44 2 1 4 — 1 4 10 22 17 2 3 4. Circuit Totals 6th
— 1 3 7y - —_— - — — — -— - — 1 — — e Greene} . ... 7th
—_ — 5 7] 8| -~ - - | - - - - | - — ] - -

—_ - 4] 39| 8| — e —_ - el 1 2 -
— — 14 7 5 — - - - - — 1 - — — -

2 19 125 149 13 | — -] - - - 1 4 8 8 | — -

2 20 151 | 209| 27 | — -1 - — — 1 5 8 10 2 — 7th
— 4 w] a0 7] — 1] — | — | - = 3 2 2 | - — Adams}..... 8th
— —_ 9 — 1 _ — 1 —_ 1 — —_ —_— — -— — e Brown
— - 4 2 1 — — — — — — —_— — - -— R Cathoun
— — 16 5] — — — —_— —_— — — — —_ 1 o —_ Cass
— 1 1 19 7 — —— — —_ —_ - 1 1 2 2 — e Mason
— _ 2 3 3 — —_ —_ — — —_ — 1 — —— T Mer';q':d

— — — — —_ — — — — B ike
,,1 _ ? 12 _f. — — - — —_ } — _1 — —_ — L Schuyler

1 5 50| 80| 23] — 1 1 — 1 2 4 5 & 2 — Circuit Totals] . ... 8th
— 2 18 g4l g — 1 3 1 1 — — 3 2 — — T Fulton} .. .. 9th
- _— 3 3] — — —_ 1 — 1 — —_ 2 1 — — . Hancock
— — 5 4l 4 — — = 2 —_ — —_ - —_ — S Henderson
1 4 36 58 5 —_ [ - 1 — - —_ — 1 — —_— e nox
— —_ 4 7 1 — — 3 3 — — 1 1 6 — — McDonough
- 3 6 33 7 —_ - -— _ —_ — —_ e - — — Warren

1 9 72 199 | 28 — 1 7 7 2 _— 1 6 10 - —_ Circuit Totals]. ... 9lh
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DISPOSITIONS IN 1976 OF DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH A FELONY AND SENTENCES

e
NOT CONVICTED
Reduted or Dismissed Trned But Not Convicted
Tt
Humbier of [hacharged ot | Oismissed Dismissed Acquitted | Acquilted
Dipfondants Prelwmipary | On Motion of | On Motion of | Reduced To By 8y Convicted of Total
ot LERTA inpused of Hearngy Defendant State Misdemeanor Court Jury Misdemeanor | Convicted
shats kA hiag 67 e ~ 30 22 1 — 1 13
Frentng 863 20 1 205 67 3 9 — §57
Pt [ e — 5 . — e — 1
itk 9 i e 1 3 — —_ — 5
g 207 2 4 97 7 1 7 10 138
Bt bl Tesdaly 1,212 22 5 338 99 5 16 11 714
19 § i 63 5 7 18 26 — 1 1 5
Feoibitp o Rib B s 83 11 — 4 - 127
fanfan 150 R o 58 37 1 2 — 52
Mt ean 402 38 18 168 1 11 15 26 204
Watstilard 113 s - 58 - — — — 55
ik Earrat Totaly 1,023 51 25 365 75 12 22 27 443
1 Broguns 77 3 — 26 21 — 2 — 25
Kankaken 251 32 11 47 2 3 10 8 131
Will 539 et 13 363 6 4 9 s 144
13h Cct Tolas G7 35 24 436 29 7 21 8 300
AR {Bureau 74 . 28 30 — — — 15
asntly 85 e s 23 39 — — - 23
talalle 106 e B 62 42 — 3 — 89
1h Cecad Tolaie 355 = o 113 111 — 3 — 127
1 [Hanry 117 2 wn 26 47 — 2 _ 40 '
Murcor 42 - 1 15 5 — 2 —_ 18
flock island 015 44 17 251 45 2 8 — 248
Wiileside H2 12 - 172 36 — - — 92
14th Cucot Totalg 1,086 58 18 464 134 2 12 — 398
v |Ganol 85 3 1 40 1 3 - - 37
Jo Govess 134 [ - 70 29 — — - 29
tew 233 3 — 99 49 — 2 — 80
gl 171 8 2 71 16 1 - —_ 73
Stophonaon 232 10 1 115 38 —_ 1 —_ 66
f41h Cwrcutt Totaly 855 30 4 395 133 4 3 — 285
{E] tieKaib 302 42 1 200 4 — _ 6 49
Kang 1,369 51 6 511 261 18 5 1 514
) Kendalt 89 4 3 59 5 _— 3 _— 15
il Cuatuit Tl 1,760 97 10 770 270 18 8 7 578
1ih B 98 = 3 31 21 — 1 — 42
Wnehagi 1,041 34 6 316 205 7 8 2 454
.”‘" Eareut Tolalg 1,139 34 9 347 226 7 9 2 496
1k DuPago 2614 128 19 213 1,670 8 8 — 467
sty JCecal Totals 2514 128 18 213 1,670 B 8 — 467 ’
Tk }ake 420 wan 1 94 o | 8 39 273
Mooty 612 e 171 81 8 8 1 245
11h Caeat Tolalg 932 = 1 265 81 9 14 40 518
Stk Mo 37 e 1 20 5 — — 1 10
Petry R 1 e 31 7 — — — 33
Randotph 12 8 e 43 34 - —_ — 30
IR AN 1,126 7 4 505 116 3 5 1 481
Washimton 36 wn s 13 5 —_ — 2 16
Jifth faent Tolaln 1,383 13 5 612 167 3 5 4 570
a,r.:»wn Gate Tetar]  2L770 685 367 7.760 4,306 115 26 119 8,154
o [t 16.638 s e 5,184 — 538 1M —— 10,455
‘;‘2!‘3'07 Toryls 38,408 685 367 12,044 4 306 653 337 119 18,609
* enpagsy 105 and 166 or wbles onmothpd of disposition and sentonco imposed on defendants charged by indictment and information in the Criminal Division and in the
Wit Depanmont of tho Gireut Court of Cook Courdy. 1
J
|
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IMPOSED DURING 1976 ON DEFENDANTS CONVICTED OF A FELONY--Continued

CONVICTED
Plea Q1 Guilty Convicled By Court Convicled By Jury Fount Unht,
To Stand
Trial Or To
Class | Class | Class | Class Class | Class | Class | Class Class | Class | Class | Class | Ba Sexually
Murder| 1 2 3 4 | Murder 1 2 3 4 | Murder 1 2 3 4 Dangerous County Circuit
- - 6 313 |- - |- 1 - - — - ol B — Ao Marshall] . 10th
- 8 | 274 | 237 |15 | — - |- |- |= 1 9 |7 5 1 T Peoria
— - — el — - — 1 — - — -_ e — —_ N Putnam
— - 1 2 1 —_ —_ — 1 - — — — -— - — . .Stark
3 5 52 sa | 7 — - 4 2 1 — 2 1 8 1 1 . ..v..... Tazowell
3 13 333 | 294 | 26 — - 4 5 1 1 1 8 13 2 2 ... Gireuit Totals} . 10th
- 2 - 1 2 — - —_ — - —_ — - - — == . .d............. Ford]..  11th
— 1 43 65 9 — —_ _— b — — - -— 7 1 2 oo Livingston
—_— 1 14 22 2 — 4 — 1 —_— - 4 2 2 — -— e ... Logan
1 16 82 57 | 1 —_— - 5 6 1 — 2 9 12 2 IO U MeLean
— 1 33 14 5 - — — —_ - — - — 2 — e -Woodford
1 21 172 | 159 | 29 — 4 5 8 1 ~— 6 11 23 3 3 ..... Gircuit Totals 11th
—_ 2 3 14 6 —_ - — — — —_— — —-— — — — ol lroquois| .. 12th
2 12 47 18 | 39 1 1 6 1 - — 2 1 1 — 7 ... ... Kankakee
— 14 59 20 2 2 3 1 5 — 4 8 16 7 3 — Wit
2 28 109 52 | 47 3 4 7 6 - 4 10 17 8 3 7 ..}...... Chrouit Totals|. . 12th
— - 1 13 | — — — —_— — —_ —_ — — 1 — 1 Bureau| ... 13th
- 2 9 6 2 - _ —_ — — _ — — 4 — — .
— 4 40} 3|10 | — -] - = —_ — — - —_ = -
— 6 50| 54 )12 [ — - |- |- —_ - —_— 5 |- i .. 13th
— 1 1] 19] 8 | — 1 1 | = — 1 —_ |- —_ |- — b Henry [ .. 141k
— - 7 41 1 — — 1 3 —_ — — 1 1 - —_— e Mercer
- 13 102 | 103 | 14 | — 1| - 1 - - 4 1 9 |- i Rock Istand
—_ 4 48 a4 | 6 — -] - —_ — — — - — - —_ Whileside
- 18 168 | 160 | 27 - 2 2 4 — i 4 2 10 - — Circuit Totals [ ... 14th
—_— - 30 5 1 - — — 1 —_ — —_ | - — - b do Carroil| . .. 15th
— — 10 16 1 —_ - 1 - — - _ - 1 - o PR DU Jo Daviess |
— 1 22 39 | 12 — —_ | - 1 — — 1 3 — 1 - ] Lee
- 6 29 20 4 - 2 4 2 — — 1 — 5 - U AU Qgle
- 2 371 2| 2 | - - |- |- - - - 3 1 1 | IO R Stephenson ‘
— 9 128 | 100 | 20 - 2 5 4 — - 2 6 7 2 LI DU Circuit Totals| .. 16th
— 2 16 21 8 — — 1 — — —_ — — 1 — —_— DeKalb | ... 16th
2 18 173 | 228 | 84 | — 3 5 4 1 1 14 |1 3 |- 2 Kana
— — s 5 2 1 _— — _— — —_ — 1 — — —_— ) - Rendall
2 17 195 | 254 | 64 1 3 6 4 1 i 14 |12 4 - 2. Circuit Totals| . 16th
— 1 23 13 4 —_— 1 — - — — —_ — —_ — —d . Boone}. .. 17
2 33 | 155 161 | 18 1 8 |11 |#0 2 13| 1 18 | - g Winnabago
2 34 178 1 1741 22 1 g | 11 20 1 2 13 {19 18 - 9 ... s Circuit Totals|.. 17th
1 15 | 138 227 | 63 | — 7 2 2 | — 10 5 4 2 LIRERRE RURORRRY -.. DuPage|.. 18th
15 1381 2971 53 - 1 2 P — 10 5 4 P (RS R Circuit Totals| . .. 18th
2 14 127 80| 23 - 4 <] 2 —~— 1 6 4 4 S Lakg{ ... 19th
— 7 57| 116 | 53 — — 1 1 1 — 2 6 i — _— I McHenry o
2 21 184 196 76 | — 4 7 3 1 1 8 {10 5 4 Circuit Tolals| .. 19th
- - 5 2 3 —_ - —_— — e — -— — — - — Motwroe | ... R0th
- 2 2 21{ 3 | — A R et — 12 3 - — b Parry
- 1 1@l 18] 2| — -] - | = - — - |~ L = Randalph
2 25 | 186 205 26 1 - | = 1 - | 1 10 | 4 8 | 4 e Clair
- — 7 6f 2 | — — = =] 1 - = - = PRI RO Washington
2 28 213 247 36 1 —_ — 1 —_— 19 10 6 7 - 4 . Circuit Totals 20th
26 344 | 2,983 | 3,338 | 692 8 35 79 93 16 46 130 159 181 24 38 . Downslate Tolals
(Cook County Tolal—9,649) {Cook County Total—536) (Cook County Total—270) s L Cook*
(State Total—17,032) (State Total—767) (State Total—810) 388 | .. . Sluate Tolals

**Includes defendants committed as unfit to stand trial, unfit to be sentenced and as sexvally dangerous,
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SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELONIES DURING THE YEAR 1976

SENTENCES

Pericdic Imprisonment
Periodic Imprisonment and Fine Periodic Imprisonment
Death Imprisonment Imprisonment and Fine (Dept. of Corrections) (Dep!. of Corractions)  |(Local Correctional Institution)
Class | Class | Class | Class Class | Class| Class | Class]| Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class | Class
Gircuit County Murder | Murder] 1 2 3 4 Murder | 1 2 3 4 3 1 2 3 4 2 4
151, .. Alexander . ... ... | — o 4 6 2 2 —_ — — — - — —_ — —_— — —_— — — — — — —
Jackson. ... — —— 2 9 13 — —_ 1 1 - — —_ — 1 —_ —_ — — —_ — — 1 —
Johmson ... | = — — 8 2 —_— — — — 1 — —_ — —_ — — — — — —_— - — -
Massac. . . . . e —_— 2 8 6 — — — 5 — — — — —_ — — — _ — — — — —
Pope. .. .. .. ...... | = — — 1 1 - — —_ —_ — — —_ — — — —_— — —_ — — —_— — —
Pulaski .......... .. — — —_ — — — — — — — — —— 1 — — — — - — — — — —
Sahne....... .. ... n— — 5 5 15 2 — - — 1 — — — — — — —_ — — — — — —
Union ... ... ... .. e — —_ 1 1 o — - — — — — — —_ — _ — — — — — — —
Withamson. . . . ... ... — 1 5 15 25 4 — — 2 1 —_ —_— — — 1 — —_ — — — — — —
18t . .. | Circuit Total. ... .. — 1 18 53 65 8 — q 9 3 — — 1 ] 1 —_— — — — — — 1 —
2nd. . [Crawlord. ... ... .| — — — —_ 4 —_ —_ —_ — 1 — — — — — — —_ — — — —_ — —
Edwards ... ..... .. — —_ . — [ —_ — —_ — — _— — — — — — — —_ — — — — —
Frankin. ... ... ... . — —— 4 7 2 — — —_ — — — — — — — — —_ — — _ — — —
Gallatin. . ... .. oo | - — — — — —_ — — — — — - —_ — — — — — — — — — —
Hamillon. ... ... ... — — — — —_ 1 — e — _ — — — — _ — — — — — —_ — —
Hardin.. ... ... .. .| « — — 1 { — — —_ -, — —_— — — — — — — —_— —_ — — —_— —
Jofforson. ... ... .. —_— — 3 9 3 — —_ —_— - = — -— 2 1 1 —_ — —_ -] = — ] =
Lawrence .. ... .. ... — — — 7 2 1 — — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — — —_— —
Richland .. .. ....... - — — 1 - — —_ — — — — — 3 1 — — — — — — —_ — —_
Wabash. ... .. .. BN - — — 2 13 — — — — 13 — — — — —_ — — — — — — — —
Wayne ....... ... — — — ] — — — —_ — — — - — — — — —_ — — — —_ — —_
White . ............ — — — 3 2 — — — _] = — —_ — 1 — —_1 - 1 ] - - - =
end. ... | Cweuit Total. . .., ... —— — 7 31 27 2 — — — 14 - — 5 3 1 — _— 1 — — — s —
Sid . Bond. . .. N — — 2 5 — 1 8 —_— — — —_ — — —
Madison ... ...... .. — & 40 | 101 36 8 — — — - — —— —_ —_ — — — —_ — — —_ — —
Id .. .| Gircuit Tolal. . .. ., 6 40 | 103 41 8 1 8 — — — — — — e
dth . Chastian . ..., . - 1 1 16 13 3 — — -— —_ - — —_ — — —_ - — — — —_— —_— —
Clay . ... .. .. — —_ o —_ — — - —_ — — — 1 4 1 —_ — —_ — — _— — —_ -—
Clnton ... ....... .| — — — — — —_ — — — — — —_ — — —_ — — —_ - — — —_— -
Effingham . .. ... .. - 2 1 6 7 — - — — — 1 — —_ — — — —_ — — — - —_ —
Fayolle . .. . .. ... — 1 2 9 3 - — —_ — — —_ — 3 - 1 —_ —_ - — — — - —
Jasper AP —_— o 2 1 _— — — — e — — 1 —_ — e —_ — P —n — —_ —
Marion. ... ... . .. - —_— - 4 5 — — - -} - —] =} = —_ ] - =] = =] ~] - 1 —_
Montgomety .. ... ... — —_ — 23 14 —_ — — 6 3 2 — —_ — — — — — — — — — —_
Shetby. ... .. — — — 3 — — — — — — — —_ —_ — — — — — | - —_ —_ = —
4th Cweult Tolal. . — 4 4 | 63| 43 3| - - 6 3 3 1 8 1 1] = =] = =] =] = 1] =
Sth . Clark. . — — — 4 2 — — — - —_— — _ — — — — - — — — —_ — —
Coles .. . . — — 5 41 17 7 — — — —_ — — — — — —- — — - — —_ — —
Cumberland. — — 1 1 — — —_ — — — — —_ — — —_ — — — — — —_ — —_—
Edgar . . e — — a 8 1 — — — — — — - —_— — — — — — — — —_ —
Vormilion - 4 7 19 ] 19 1 — —| - 1 2 — | -] =] = =] = =} =] - 1 1 —
5th . .| CGircutt Total . 4 13 68 46 9 — - — 1 2 — — — — —_ — — _ — { 1 —
6th . .| Champagn . — 5 15| 20 | 13 3 — — 1] - =] -] - =] - =| =} =] =| —=} - 1] —
DeWitt. — — — 5 2 e — - 1 1 — — —_ — — — — —_] - -— - - -
Douglas. . — — — 1 — — — — — —_— — — — —_— — —_ — i — — — —_ —
Macon - 3 7] 65| 47 10 — 1] 12 3 2 51 12| N 4 — —f —1 = - 4 1 1
Moultria. — — o 3 12 — — — — — — — — — — — — — — — - — ——
Prall . S e - 1 e — — — o — — — — —_— — —— — — — — — -— —




6v1

¥

SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELONIES DURING THE YEAR 1976—Continued

SENTENCES
Periodic Imprisonmant
Periodic Imprisonment and Fine Periodic Imprisonment
Death Imprisonment Imprisoriment and Fine (Dept. of Corrections) (Dept. of Corrections) | (Local Correctional Institution)
Class| Class | Class | Class Class | Class| Class| Class| Class | Class | Class| Class| Class | Class| Class | Class| Class| Class | Class | Class
Circunt County Murder | Murder| 1 2 3 4 | Murder 3 4 1 2 3 4 2 3 1 2 3
6th . Circuit Total, - 8 22 | 104 | 74 13 - 1 14 4 2 5 12 ! 4 =] = = = - 4 2 1
7ih Greena — —_ —_ 1 3 — — 1 — 3 — — — — — — — — —| e —_ — —
Jersoy. . — — — 3 2 2 — — — — — — —_ —_ — — — — — - — — —
Macoupin . - — — 2 6 2 — —_ — 4 — — — — — — .. - PR . - —_ —
Morgan . .. - e 1 6 4 1 — — — — — — - — — — —_ — -] - — — —
Sangamon. — 3 201 M 51 3 — — — i — —_ —_ — - -— e —_ el 3 1 -—
Scolt L — e - - — —_ e — — —_ — — — — — — — —_— —l —_ — —
hh . Cireuit Tofal. . o 3 21 83 66 8 - 1 —_ 8 —_ — — — —_ - —— - el 3 1 —
ain Adams . e s 7 8 6 5 —_— —_ — 1 —_ — o — — — — — —_| - — — —
Brown . — o — 2 —_ 2 s — - — —_ — — — — _— — —_ R B — - —
Calhoun . - — — 1 1 1 — — — — —_ — — _ - —_ —_ -— -] = — — —
Cass. . — — — | 18 — — — - — 3 o — — — — — — — Y — —
Mason. . oo -— — 1 9 6 — —_ _ —_ — — — — - —— e —_ —] — —
Monard . - — - 3 2 1 i —_ — — —_ — — — — — — —— — - — —_ —
Pike . . — 2 — 6 4 1 - — — — —_ — — — — — —_— — — — — — —
Schuyler . . — 1 - — 1 — — — — — — — — — —_ — —_ — — — — i —
8lh . Circuit Total. e 9 71 38 23 16 — — — 4 — —_ — —_ — —_— — — —f = - — —
Gth Fulton . . - -— 2 15 56 7 — 1 — 3 — — —_— - — — e — —f e — — —
Hancock - — [ 1 — —— — — . — — — — — — — — — wm | ew — —
Hendetson. e - — 1 — — — —_ — — — — — — —_ — —_ —_ —] — — —
Knox . — 1 41 13 15 2 —_ -— — 2 —_ — — — — — —_— _ ] =] = =] - —
McDonough —— — 1 4 7 1 — —_ —_— -— —_ —_ — — — — —_— —_ — — — — —
Warren — — 1 N 17 2 —_ — — 4 — — — — — - — — —] - — — —
ah Curcuit Total e 1 8] 38 95 12 — 1 —_ 9 —_ — — —_ - — —_ — -] - — — —
10th Marshalt . - — - 4 2 1 - —_ 1 - —_ —_ — 1 — —_ — — —] - — — —
Poona. o 1 15 | 161 86 5 - — - 1 — — —_ —} = — — — | = 1 1 —
PFutnam . . . - . — - — — -— — — 1 -— — — — — —_ — — | - — — —
Slark. e — e 1 — — —_ — — — — — — — — — — — - — — — —
Tazewell . -— 3 5] 26 19 2 — — — 1 — - — —_ — — - — | - 1 ) 1
10th Circunt Tolal. - 4 20 | 192 | 107 8 o - 1 3 — — —_— i —_ o —_ —_ —_f - 2 3 1
11th Fard — - i . - — — — — — — — — — — — — —_ —f - — - —_—
Livingston . - — 1 12 21 1 - —_ —_— —_ —_ — — —_— — — — — — - — — —
Loglan -~ . 8l 1 9 2 -— — —_ -~ — —_ — — — - — — —] - — - —_—
Mclean e i 16 | 56 19 3 - — — - — — — — —_ — — - T — — —
Waondlord o — 1] 10 2 2 — — — — — — — — —_ — — —_—1 e - 2 — -
1ith Creout Tolat s 1 27 | 89 51 8 — — o _— — — — — — — - -] - 2 — —
1Hh lroquois s o 2 2 2 — — —_— o — — — — 1 ~— — - — PNy . —— — —
Kankakes s 3 13 | 21 10 3 - — — — — — — ot — — — — — - - — —
Wil i 6 P2 1 22 9 3 — — - — — _— 1 -_— — — —_— - —] - 3 —_ —
13t Cuswt Total e g 37| 48 a1 8 e — - — — — 1 1 — — — — — e 3 — -
13t Ruteau e - —n 1 1 — — — —_ — — — — — — — — — O R — — —
Grundy - - 2| s 3 e - _—f ] =) =] ] = -] - - = = =] - -] -] -
LaSalle - o 1 18 8 2 — 1 8 4 2 e — — — — —_ — —f - 1 DN Q.
3th oot Total <o - 3] 24 12 o -~ 1 8 4 2 - — — — — — —_ —| - 1 - 1=

G

5]
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SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELONIES DURING THE YEAR 1976 —Continued

SENTENCES
Periodic Imprisonment
Periodic Imprisonment and Fine Periodic Imprisonment
Deattv fmyprisonment Imprisonment and Fine {Dept. of Corrections) (Dept. of Corrctions)  {{Local Correctional Institution)
) Class | Class | Class | Class ‘ Class {Class | Class | Class ]Class ] Class | Clags } Class | Class | Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class | Class
Cuouit County - durdert Murder |4 2 3 4 | Murder {1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 i 2 3 4 1 2 3 4
w4h Horwy ... ... ... ... [ 1 2 5 1 1 —_ - - — — - —_ — —_ — - — -] - - — —
Mercor ... ... ... . i - — 3 2 —_ — — — — — — —_ — _ —_ — — — - _ —_ —
Rack Island, . ... . ... o - 12 43 23 —_ - — 1 — — 2 10 5 — 1 - -— -— - 1 2 2
Whiteside . .. ... . .. e - 4 21 10 1 —_ - — 1 — —_ — — —_ _— —_— — _ —_ —_ —_ -
14th .. | Circuit Total. ... ... . 1 e (2 s | 2 | — - 1 1| - 2 | 10 5 | — 1 =] -] -1 — 1 2 2
8§ Caroll, . L - - — 18 — — — — —_— — _— — _ —_ — — — — — —_ — — —
Jo Daviess . ... ... .. —-— — — 3 1 —_ — —_ 1 — -— —_ 1 — — — — 2 —_ — - — —
Lee. ... .. e - -— 2 10 14 1 —_ — —_ — —_ — —_ — —_ — —_ — — —_ — -_— —
Ogle.............. 1 == — 6 6 4 | — - - | - — — | - —_ —_ | = —_ - = -] - - 1 —
Stephenson. . ... .. .. -— — 1 16 1 1 — — —_ — — — — — — — — — —_] - — — -
18th .. Cireuit Total. .. ... ... o — 9 50 20 2 — — 1 — — — { — — — — 2 — - — 1 —
it .. [ DeKab.. ... ... . ... - - — 3 4 1 — —_— - =) =] -] =] - = - -} =] = 1} = = -
Kana.. .. ......... - 3 22 61 41 5 — —_ _— — —_— — — — —_ — — — — —_ — — —
Kendall ... ... .. .| — 1 — i 1 — — - — 1 - — — — — — - - — - — — —
16th .. .| Cireuit Total, . ... ... - 4 22 65 | 46 ] - e 1 —_— - — —_ ] - S I — —_] - 1 - | - -
i7th . Boone... ... ... ... - — 2 2 31— - - - | - —_ ] - 1 1 -1 - U D T 1
Winnebago . ... ..... _ 5 37 53 | 36 5 — - = -] = =] - -] - — =] =] =] - 1 1 —_
i7th ... | Circuit Total, .. .. ... | = 5 38 55 | 39 5 - — - el B 1 - 1 -] = —] - - 1 1 1
iBth ... | DuPage. .. .. ... R 1 22 46 | 50 [ 15 — 1 —_ ] -] - 2y =1 - -1 - —_—1 - j 2] —
18th . Circuit Total, ... .. ... — 1 22 46 50 15 - 1 — — — 2 — —_— — - — —] - 1 2 —
9h .. .l take.. ... ... — 3 21 42 18 — —_— - — - —_ 2 1 2 —_ 1 1 — —
McHenry ... ... ... .. — — 5 22 12 1 —_ —_ - _— - — — — —_ — e — S — —
19th ... | Circuit Total. ... ... .. - 3 26 64 31 1 - — 2 1 2 1 1 —
20th Monros. . ... .. - -— — — — | - — - o — - —_ - — —_— — — — —f = - — —
Patrp. ... e - 2 1 1 —— — - — 1 — —_ — — — — — — —_] - — — —
Rectdolph. . ... - - - 3 2 | - | - — - = = == =] = —_ =] ~f = = =] =] -
StClar ... ... -- a1 3 53 29 | = —_— —_ — — - — — — — —_ — — N — 5 —
Washinglon. ... .. .. | -~ 1 — —_ —_— - - — 1 —_ — - — — — — —_ — — — — — _
P0th - Girguit Tolal. ... .. - 22 a3 7 1 82 | — — — 1 1 -1 - - —_— | = —_—] =] =] = =] = 5 _
Downslate Tolal. . — 80 3%6 1,30 925 |134 —_ 5 43 64 1 10 42 25 8 1 1 4 — 1 19 22 5
Cook. -— (Cook County iotal - 4,474) — {Cook County Total - 7) — | — | — | — |(Cook County Total - 1)  (Cook County Total - 1)
Siate Tolat . (State Total -~ 7,347) — (State Total - 130} 10 42 25 8 (State Total - 7) (State Tolal - 48)




SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELONIES DURING THE YEAR 1976

SENTENCES

Periodic Imprisonment and Fine

Probation or Conditiona! Discharge

Probation or Conditional Discharge

Probation or Conditional Discharge

Found Unfit To Be Sentences

(Local Correctional Institution) With Periodic Impriscnment With Other Discrelionary Conditions{ With No Discretionary Conditions or Executed

Class | Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class Class| Class| Class| Class| Total

Circuit County 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Murder| 1 2 3 Sentences
1st .. | Alexander . . .. .. — — — — — 5 1 J— — — — — — 14 7 —_— — — | = =] — 42
Jackson. . . ... .. - — 4 — — — 2 — — 5 51 2 —_ —_ 3 1 - — ) = -} - 96

Johnson — — — —_ —_ — _ - — 1 4 2 — — — — —_ | = = =] = 18**

Massac —_ —_— — — —_ - — - — 2 8 1 - - 1 - — - =] - — 34
Pope.......... —_ — - —_ —_— —_ — — — —_ 2 — — —_ — 1 - - - =] = 5
Pulasgki ~— e —_— — — 1 — — — 1 3 3 _ 3 - — - — —] - —_— 12
Saling......... — 2 4 7 b 1 3 — — 7 24 3 — — — 1 — — — | — —_ 80
Unlon.......... — - — — - - — —_ - 2 3 — - - — — - — - -] - 7
Witliamson. . .. . .. — —— - 1 —_— 2 3 — 1 IR 59 10 — — - 1 — —_— = - o 142
18t .. .| Circuit Total. .. .. .| — 2 8 8 - 1 10 9 | — 1 29 154 21 — 17 11 4 — | =] =] =] = 436
2nd. . .{ Crawlord .. .. .. .. — — — — —_ — — — - 1 3 — — - — — — ] = -] - 9
Edwards . . .. .. A - — — —_ — 2 — — —_ 4 1 — — - —_ —_ — —_ - =] - 7
Frankiin. .. ... ... - —_ 1 —_ — 1 - — — 13 19 1 — 2 1 —_— — - —-] -] - 51
Gallatin. . . .. - —_— — 1 — — — — —_ — — —_ —_ q — — — — — -] - 2
Hamilton .. .. .. ., — —_— — —_ —_— —_ _— _ _ — 4 — —_ _ 1 — —_— _ = =] = 6
Hardin, . ... . ... — — — — — — —_— _— — — i — — — — — — —_ — = 3
Jefferson. .. ... .. — —_ — — —_ 2 q — — 1 3 — — — 1 — — _ =] =1 — 37
Lawrence . . ... .. o _— — —_— — —_ 1 — 1 — 5 — — — — —_ — —_— — - — 17
Richland . .. .. ... — 4 — —_— —_ — — — - o 4 2 — _ —_ — — —_ —_— — — 17
Wabash. .. ... ... — — _ —_ —_ — 1 2 e 1 10 - — —_ - 4 — =] =} =] = 56
Wayne ......... - — — — — q 1 — 1 3 1 1 — —_ — — — —_— = =] — 9
White ... ... - 4| — -1 = 1 1] - 1 - 14 4 - - | = — | - = =] =1 - 32
and. . .| Cicuit Total, ... .. — 8 1 1 — 7 15 2 3 35 65 8 _— 3 3 4 - - =] =] = 246
Ad. . |Bond.. ... .. .. — — — - — — 1 — — — 1 — — — 1 1 —_ — | — 24
Madisen .. .... .. e T - | - | 30 16 6 3 52 64 8 _— 15 11 - = | =] =1 =] = 396
9rd .. | Circuit Total, .. ... — = — 30 17 6 3 52 65 8 — 15 12 1 — | = =l =] = 420
dth ..} Christian . ... .. .. — — —— —_— — — — 1 —_ 7 12 6 — — — — —_— —_ | = =] — 60
Clay ... .. ... .. - - — — —_ 2 1 — — 8 5 3 - — - —_ - | =] =] =] - 25
Glinton . . .. N . — 5 3 1 —_ 1 — —_ 2 5 5 — — 1 — —_ —_ =] - - 23
Eifingham .. . ... | ~— — _— — — — 1 — — 4 8 3 —_ — —_ — — —_ ] = =} - 33
Fayolta .. ... .. —_ — — — — —_ 1 _— — 1 4 — — — —_— 1 - -] - - | ~ 26
Jasper, ) — — — — — -_— 2 2 — — 1 — — — - - — el B — 9
Marion. . . .. - —_ —_— — - 6 5 2 - 4 12 6 — 3 3 2 - -] =] -] - 53
Monigomery . , . — —_ e — - - 2 1 —_ 2 6 2 — - 3 — —_ — = - - 64
Shalby, . ... N - - _ —_ -] = _ | - - 3 — —_ — 1 - — - =] == = 7
Ath . | Crreuil Total. .. .. . - 5 3 1 8 13 6 — 31 53 25 - 4 7 3 —_ | e =] =] - 300
Sth .. ] Clark. — — 1 — —_ — — — — —_ i - —_ 1 — — — — | =] - = 9
Coles . - — — - 1 13 15 1 1 13 26 8 - 4 2 4 _ | -] =] =] ~ 158
Cumbaerland. — — — - —r 2 — —_ 1 —_ — — _— — — — (SN I A 5
Edgar . - : —_ — —_ — 1 - — - — - - 1 1 2 _ ] = =] =] - 17
Vermilion . .. . - 4 — —_ 1 5 — 2 1 23 44 13 — 4 3 1 - —_] =] =] = 156
5th . Circuit Total. . . - 4 1 — 2 18 18 3 2 37 71 21 — 10 6 7 -— —_— = -] - 345
6th | Champagn - — - - 1 1 3 1 8 28 22 7 — 16 25 5 | — | - - =] = 194
Dawitt. — — — - —_ —_ — — — 1 S 1 — —_ — — — | =] =] 11
Dauglas T R Bl R - 1 - 1 - 4 2 1 - 2 4 o T R B I 16
Macon - 8 3 - -] - -] - - 24 21 6 3 17 18 1 —_ =1 1] =] - 288

- Moultrie. — — — —_ — — 1 — — — § 4 — —_— 4 — — — =] = | 30

IS Patt . — — — — —_— 1 1 — — 6 6 —_ - —_ — — — —_f =T =] - i5 =
= &h Cirewt Tolal. . . o 5 3 — 1 3 5 2 8 63 67 19 3 35 | 51 6 | — | — 1 1] =1 — 554

Y

n
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SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELONIES DURING THE YEAR 1976—Continued

SENTENCES
Periodic Imprisonment and Fine | Probation or Conditional Discharge | Probation or Conditional Discharge |Probation or Conditional Discharge| Found Unlit To Be Sentenced
{Local Correctional Institution) With Periodic Imprisonment With Other Discretionary Conditions | With No Discretionary Conditions or Executed
Class | Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class Class|{Class|Class|Class]  Total
Circuit County 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Murder 2 3 4 | Sentences
7th. .| Gresne....... .. —_ 2 - — - —_— — - —_ — ) — — — — _ — = = 1— 12
dersoy. ... ... — — ~— 1 - — — - — 2 5 — —_ - — — — —_ | — = | = 15
Macoupin ... .. .. — - — —_ —_ _ 5 — — 1 20 6 — 1 5 — — _ = = | - 52
Morgan......... — 1 - -— - 6 — 3 - 1 3 1 - — _ — —_ e |- -} = 27
Sangamon. .. . ... — 1 6 - - 15 20 5 1 30 56 1 2 13 22 4 —_ |- = |- |- 329
Scolt........... o - ~~ _ - - - - — ot — — —_ — — —_— — — —_ ] - — —
7ih ..} Circuit Totat . . ... —_ 4 6 1 - 21 25 8 1 34 86 8 2 14 27 4 - |- == {=- 435
8th .. .| Adams . ... ... .. — — — — - 2 8 1 1 7 16 - - 1 — 1 — — e - ] — 64**
Brown.......... - — — —_ —_ —_— — — —_ —_ — — —_ —_ — —_ — - == |- 4
Cathoun ... ... .. — — — — — —_ — — — 1 —_— — —_ 2 1 — — e = = = 7
Cass. - — 1 - — 1 — — — — 2 — — — —_ — — —_— = | = |- 22
Mason. ......... — — -— — — — 1 —_ 2 1 11 3 — — — — — — —_— - — 34
Menard..... . ... — — — -— — - — 1 —_ — 1 1 —_ — —_ — —_ —_ == |—= g9
Pke ... ......... — — — — — 2 4 2 —_ 2 10 — —_— _ 1 1 — —_ —_— - — 35
Schuyler . ... .. .. — 1 — — — — —_ —_ —_— —_ 1 — — _— — — — —_ |- = | = 4
8th .. .| Circut Tolal. . .. .. — 1 1 — — 5 13 4 3 11 41 4 — 3 2 2 — —_ == |- 179
Gth ..} Fullon........ B - 2 — — — 1 5 —_ — 5 28 3 —_ 1 5 —_ —_— —_ - =] - 134
Hancotk .. .. .. .. — — 1 — _ —_ — _— — 4 2 — —_ 1 1 1 — —_ | —_— -] - 11
Hendarson. . —-— — — — — — — — — 4 5 4 —_ — 1 -_ — —_ e - 15
Knox........... —_ = — - — 5 5| — - 8 20 — - 12 18 3 R S RS (R 106
McDonough. . . . .. — — — — — 1 -] - —_ 3 9 — —_ — — — - —_ = -] - 26
Waren .. ... ..., — — 8 1 — —_— 1 — 2 2 3 4 — — 2 — — —_ - -} - 49
9th .. | Circuit Total. . .. .. — 2 7 1 — 7 11 — 2 24 67 i3 — 14 27 4 — —_ = -] - 341
10th . .| Marshall .. ... .. — 1 _— — —_ — 1 2 _— —_ — — — _ - — — —_ == | = 13
Peoria..... ... | wu | =~ —_ —_ — | 33 23 3 2 79 124 6 — 7 7 2 | — |=|=f=1- 557
Putnam., .. .. .. .. — — — — — — — —_— — -— J— — —_— _— —— — — — — — — 1
Statk, ... ..., — — 1 — — — — _ - —_ 2 1 — — —_— — _ — N — 5
Tazawell . ... ... e — - — — 4 1 — 2 26 39 [ — — — — — U ANV AUV 138
10th . | Circuit Tolal. ... | 1 1 —_ - 37 25 5 4 {105 165 13 - 7 7 2 _ —_— == | = 714
i .| Ford .. ... .. - — —— —_ — — — 2 _ — — — { —_— 1 - — — — | = — 5
Livingston . . . .. — — - 1 — 7 5 1 — 22 43 6 — 2 4 1 - —_ |- == 127
Logan . - - - - — 4 — — 1 1 16 — — _ — — — —_ = -] - 52
Mclean, .. — — 1 — —_ 13 8 3 2 27 47 8 —_ — —_ — —_ —_ - -] - 204
Woodford .. ... .| e ~ 1 2 — 6 1 — — 14 12 1 - 1 - — — _ = -} - 55
ith -} Girewit Tolal .. .. — —— 2 3 — 30 14 6 3 64 118 15 1 3 5 1 - —_—_ - |- 443
12th . | lroquois. o - e —— _ — — — — —_— 1 10 5 — - 1 1 — —_— == | - 25
Kankakee . . . — -_ - — — — — 1 2 29 10 32 — 4 — 3 _— [ T R 131
Wit L — - — —_ 1 13 3 2 2 25 13 — —_— 12 7 -— - — _— ) — — 144
12th . | Circwst Tolal. . o - —_ — 1 13 3 3 4 55 33 37 — 16 8 4 —_ el Bl Bl e 300
13th Bureau . . w— - — — — — 12 - — — 1 - —_ - - — — — == = 15
Grundy - - - - — 2 - | - — 2 7 2 - - — — - —_ |- = |- 23
LaSalle . - 1 - 2 —_ 3 6 4 2 4 6 — — 5 11 — —_ —_ ] - ] - 89
13th Guew”  otal. o 1 -— 2 — 5 18 4 2 6 14 2 — 5 11 —_ —_ —_ — - — 127
t4th Henry . - - — -~ - 3 2 2 — 4 14 3 — — 2 — — _ |- = |- 40
Meorcor .. ... — — — o - — 3 — — 6 3 1 — —_ — -_— — —_— - = |- 18
Aack Istand. R 1 - 1 21 23 3 1 20 43 4 1 7 16 5§ | - |—1=1]=1- 248
Whitesde . — ] - - e 9 6 1 — 11 16 3 — 7 1 1 | — = f=1]= = 92
14th . | Circuit Total - o 1 —_ 1 33 34 6 1 41 76 11 1 14 19 6 — - —_ |- — 398

I P




SENTENCES IMPOSED ON DEFENDANTS CHARGED WITH FELGCNIES DURING THE YEAR 1976—Continued

SENTENCES
Pariodic Imprisonment and Fine |Probation or Conditional Discharge Probalion or Conditional Discharge }Probation or Conditional Discharge | Found Unfit To Be Sentenced
{Local Correclional Institution) With Periodic Imprisonment With Other Discretionary Conditions | With No: Discretionary Conditions or Executed
Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class| Class | Class | Class | Class | Class | Class Class [Class{Class [Class{ Total
Circuit County 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 Murder| 1 2 3 4 | Sentences
16th . .| Camroll.. ... ... .. — —_ - — —_ 14 5 — - — q - — 1 _— 9 . I DU P 37
Jo Daviess .... .. — — 1 — —_ 2 3 — — 3 8 1 — 1 2 — — —_ = = fe 29
lee.. ... ... - - e - - 4 5 2 _ 10 21 10 - 1 —_ - |- = == = 80
{Ogla.. ......... — — - — 1 14 10 | = — 11 11 3 2 2 1 1 —_ - = = = 73
Stephenson. . . . . . U 2 — — | 20 13 1 )| 4 5 1 - — —_ —_ = = = 1= = 66
thth . | Circuit Tolal. .. ... — - 3 - 1 54 36 3 1 28 46 15 2 5 3 2 —_ - = - |- 285
16t . { DeKalb . .. .. .... — —_ — — 1 3 3 1 — 8 7 2 — 3 8 4 — — —_ |- — 49
Kane... ....... — b o — 2 35 45 14 7 29 29 8 1 64 120 28 — —_ —_— - — 514
Kendall .. ....... -— - - -— — 4 — — — 2 3 2 —_ —_ —_ — —_ —_ = = = 15
16th . .| Circuit Tolal. . . . .. - - — — 3 42 48 15 7 39 39 12 1 67 128 32 — —_ i — 578
17th . .f Boone. .. ....... —_— — — —_ — 7 3 —_ —_— 13 7 2 —_ — - -_— —_ — — - 42
Winnabago . .. .. — -— — -~ 2 22 33 —_ 8 61 63 2 6 40 66 12 - - = = P 453
17th . .| Circuit Total. ... .. — —_— — 2 29 36 — 8 74 70 4 6 40 66 12 - —_ - = |- 495
18th , | DuPage. .......| — | — 1 - 1 41 33 7 1 25 75 18 2 34 72 17 = = = |= |- 467
18th . .J Circuit Total. ... .. —_ — 1 - 1 41 33 7 1 25 75 18 2 34 72 17 — —_ = |- | = 467
19th . | Lake. . ......... — b - — — 53 29 12 1 28 29 6 —_ 11 6 5 — — 1 — — 273
\ McHenty . . _— | - 7 2 | — {12 29 | 4 2 16 | 46 14 2 14 (24 |8 }—= |= |— |= |- 245
19th ..} Cireuit Total -] - 7 2 | — |65 58 | 16 3 44 75 20 2 25 30 38 [— |— |1 |- |= 518
\ 20th . | Monroe. . ... .. .. e - - - - 1 1 2 - 4 1 1 —_ — — — — —_ = |- = 10
i Perry. .......... — — — - —_ — — — — 3 23 3 - — — — — —_ | — = = 33
| Randolph. .. .. .. —_ — — —_ — _— — - 1 10 12 2 —_ — — —_ —_— — | — = = 30
i St Clair. . ....... -— 2 4 2 - 22 20 — 3 43 87 14 1 70 64 10 —_ e i BT 481
! Washingten. .. .. | — | — - - - - 1 — - 6 5 2 — - — —_ = = |- [= |- 16
20th . | Gircuit Total. - 2 4 2 | — loes 22 2 4 66 | 127 22 1 70 64 0 |[— |— |[— |- |- 570
Downstale Total. . .| — 3 51 23 13 |481 453 98 61 1863 |1,507 294 21 401 589 159 — — 2 |— |- 8,151**
Cook. .. ........ — - — — | (Cook County Total—80) {Cook County Total—1,557) (Cook County Total—4,176) (See Note¥) 10,455+
State Total . ... .. —_— 1 51 23 (State Total—1,125) {State Total-—4,282) (State Total—5,316) — | — | 2 I— J ~ | 18,606

* See footnola on page 165 regarding defendants found unfit to be tried.
** Doas not incluge 1 disposition of Class 3 conviction and defendant ordered only to make restitution (Johnson County); 1 disposition of Class 3 conviction and defendant ordered only to pay fine (Adams County), and 1

dispoesition of Class 1 conviction and defendant not-sentence), having been sentenced on other convictions (Winnebago County).

*++ Included are 159 senlences described as“other”.
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REPORT ON THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR 1976

TREND OF CASES IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

County Department Inventory
Pending Pending Increase (+)
Division - Type of Case At Start Begun Reinstated Transferred Total Added Terminated At End Decrease (-)
Ad damnum Jury .o 35,7002 3,858 567 +12,587 17,012 12,615 40,1560 +4,456
L & over Non-Jury, ... ... . 8,318 17,934 545 -12,587 5,892 4,726 9,491k +1,178
L s 5,472 15,367 2,299 0 17,866 18,948 4,194¢ ~1,278
Condemnation. . ............. y 263 160 10 0 170 195 238 ~25
w Miscellaneous Remedy ... .. ... . 1,964 1,737 152 0 1,889 1,683 2,1330 i 169
Subtotals. .. .. .. (581,715 {39,056) {3,573) {0 (42,629) (38,167) (56,212) (+4,497)
Chancery. .......... Crese s 6,799 7.802 604 0 8,406 8,160 7,045 +246
CHANGERY] HOUSING. . ..ottt ivniiernnnrnen.. 16,216 7.281 0 0 7.281 4,300 19,197 +2,981
4 Sublotals. . . .. .. (23,015) (15,083) (604) (0) (15,687) (12,460) (26,242) (+83,227)
DIVORCE DIVOrCe . v . v v it e 15,823 29,465 2,997 0 32,462 29,518 18,767 +2,944
TaX. oo e i e PP 15,932 36,085 0 0 36,085 24,165 27,852 +11,920
¢ Mental Heallh . ................... 43 4,479 0 0 4,479 4,468 54 +11
o} . - -
U Adoption, Marriage of Minors
N and Reciprocal Non-Support ......... 5,492 5,957 0 0 5,957 4,967 6,482 +990
T Municipal Corporations. . «........... 196 58 0 0 58 17 237 +41
v Subtotals, . ..... (21,663) (46,579) (0) (0} (46,579) (338,617) (34,625) (+12,962)
PROBATE isé‘éiieﬁi?éﬁ‘s'ﬁf}i“'ps T 10,426 0 0 10,426 8,494
alinquency, D ency, Neglect
e | §3§Zr$§¥m o nd e 8,683' 15,486 156 0 15,642 17,644 6,681 ~2,002
CRIMINAL [ Felony (Indictment & Information). . . ... 6,700 7,132 2,275 0 9,407 9,065 7,4584¢ +758
County Department  Sublotal ....... {127,599) (163,227) (9.605) (0) (172,832) {148,965) (149,985) (+22,386)
Municipal Departmant
b Type of Case
' P JU0Y e 13918 7.352 985 +2,287 10,624 8,074 16,479 +2,561
S s‘;gf’ggo NON-JUIY. . vt e e 28,122 87,409 1,950 -2,217 87,142 84,709 30,561h +2,439
; Small Claims. .. ie i e 9,540 102,403 1,529 ~70 103,862 103,326 10,076 +536
1 L e 68,941 66,955 2,941 0 69,896 56,035 82,802 +183,861
L;‘ Felony (Information). .. ............. 56' 4,442 4 i) 4,448 3,974 528 +472
s Misdemeanars, Ordinance Violations ... i
& Proliminary Hearings (Felony}....... T~ 276,903 23 Q 276,926 218,819
- TG . . e e e o 1,478,279 0 0 1,478,279 1,420,163
Ty | Family & Youth .. ... ........... . 66,078 0 0 65,078 48,634
154 Subtotals. . .. ... (120,577) | (2,088,821) {7,432) (0) {2,096,253) (1,943,734) (140,448) (+19,869)
Grand Total. .. .............. 248,176 2,252,048 17,037 0 2,269,085 2,092,699 290,431 +42,258

FOOTNCTES: {3y Computer adjustment of +8 cases; {b) Computer adjustments of net +59 cases in law jury and of nel +9 cases in law nonjury; does not include 100 law jury and 42 law

nenjury cases on Special Calendars (military, appeal, bankruptey and insurance liquidation); (¢) Computer adjusiments of net +4 cases; (d} Computer adjustment of +1 case; (e) Computer

adustmonts of net 37 cases; (f} Adjusted by +5687 cases due to, per clerk, duplicate adjudications which occurred during 1975 and which could not be detected until the beginning of 1976;

{9) Computer adjustment of +416 cases to correct for nonrecordation of reinstatements; (h) Adjusted in District 5 after physical inventory by +11 cases in law jury and +6 cases in law nanjury;

{1} Adjusted by -39 cases after physical invenlory in some suburban districts; (j) Due to destruction of records by flooding in District 5, data unavailable for month of June.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

AGE OF LAW CASES PENDING IN THE LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

1971 & During During During During During
Earlier 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 Totals
NUMBER
J PENDING................. 54 676 4,207 8,215 13,041 12,963 41156+
U
LAW R | % OF TOTAL
CASES Y PENDING INVENTORY ....|  0.1% 1.7% 10.5% 22.9% 32.5% 32.3% 100.0%
OVER NUMBER
s1s000 | N U | PENDING.......... 11 195 274 528 2,036 6,447 9.491*
0
N B | % oF ToTAL
Y PENDING INVENTORY ....| 0.1% 2.1% 2.9% 5.6% 21.4% 67.9% 100.0%

*Does not include 100 law jury and 42 law nonjury cases on Special Calendars; also see Appendix at page 172.

AVERAGE TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN DATE OF FILING AND DATE OF TERMINATION OF LAW JURY CASES
IN THE LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Cases Terminated by Verdict

Cases Terminated by Any Means Including Verdict

Number of Months Elapsed Between Date of Filing
Verdicts and Date of Verdict
Reached Duting
Calendar Period Maximum Minimum Average
STANDARD 524 81.0 1.0 40.81
SPECGIAL 4 90.0 38.0 65.00
TOTAL 528 90.0 1.0 ;4091

Total Number of
Cases Terminated*
During the Period

Months Elapsed Between Date of Filing
and Date of Terminatior

Maximum

Minimum

Average

12,450

106.0

1.0

274

* Does not reflect multiple dispositions of cases during the month in which

reported.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

LAW DiVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT
ANALYSIS OF LAW JURY CASES PROCESSED BY THE TRIAL JUDGES OF THE LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

COMPARISONS WITH PRECEDING YEARS

Number of Law Jury Cases

Number of Verdicts

Law Jury Trial Judges*

Ratio of
Contested
Verdicts to
Total Total Total Assigned Total Cases| Substantially
Added Terminated For Trial Total Contested Terminated Full-Time Part-Time
Number for Dec. 1976....| 1,395 756 353 33 32 4.2 23 9
1976 Monthly Average.... | 1,417 1,051 489 43 43 4.1 27 8
1975 Monthly Average....| 1,480 1,097 522 42 42 3.9 24 8
1974 Monthly Average. . 1,343 1,018 471 48 48 4.6 25 7
1973 Monthly Average. . . 1,279 1,313 467 47 47 3.6 25 6
1972 Monthly Average. ... | 1,187 1,685 518 53 52 3.3 24 7

*Includes Law Jury Trial Judges Assigned to Summer Pre-Trial Program During 1976.







IN THE LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT
CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
ANALYSIS OF LAW JURY TERMINATIONS
DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1976

(1) Age of Law Jury Cases Disposed of During the Period

1971 and _
Earlier 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 TOTAL
Law-Jury Cases No. oo 107 2,020 4,086 2,503 2,941 922 12,679*
Disposed of During
the Period %BIE 0.9% 16.0% 32.5% 19.8% 23.4% 7.3% 100.0%

*Includes 91 cases transferred out of Division and 2 cases assigned to Special Calendars.

(2) Law Jury Cases Terminated During the Period

Terminations Credited by Clerk To Number of Terminations
Assignment Judge.......... i i iia it e 3,340
Pre-Trial Judges ........ ..o i, A R 1,811
Motion Judges. . . ............. N 1,309
Full-Time Trial Judges (*) & (**) ... i ittt e e 5,056
Part-Time Trial JUdges ™ | . i i i it it e i e e e 662
No Progress Call. . ............. e e e e 208
LI 22 O 12,486%*+*

* Includes both regular pretrial and trial judges who heard summer pretrials.

** Includes only Cook County judges who spent 75% or more of their time in the Law Division.
*** Includes Cook County judges who spent less than 75% of their time in the Law Division and downsiate judges who served

in the Law Division on assignment.

**** Not included are 129 cases transferred out of Division and assigned to Special Calendars,

(38) Maximum, minimum and average productivity of full-time trial judges and stages at which full-time trial judges termi-

nated law jury cases during the period

Verdicts Cases Settled
Total
Law Jury Without During After
Cases Use Selection Selection
Terminated | Contested|Uncontested of Jury of Jury of Jury
Maximum® .., e 1,066 38 q 1,060 14 20
Minimum® e 85 2 0 35 0 0
AVEIBOR v o vt vvr et i i enrinasanne 211.8 17.0 0.6 183.3 3.3 76

* Maximum and Minimum reported by any judge in each category not necessarily the same judge in each category, and’includes vases
disposed of by Law Jury Trial Judges who participated in the summer pretrial program.




STATEMENT OF TOTAL LAW JURY CASES TERMINATED AS
REPORTED BY THE CLERK OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK
COUNTY, COUNTY DEPARTMENT, LAW DIVISION DURING
CALENDAR YEAR 1976

During calendar year 1976, the Law Division of the County Department of the Circuit Court of Cook County
terminated 12,486 Law Jury cases which were credited by the clerk as follows:

I. To the Assignment Judges (Judges Landesman and Sorrentino). . ........... e 3,340
{l. To the Motion Judges (Judges Bua, Coman, Elward, Hartman, Jiganti and Giliberto) . .. ... ... 1,309

. To the Pre-Trial Judges (Judges Garnett, Harewood, N. Kaplan, Matkovic, Murphy, Murray, Nash,
NelSON and SarmMOW) & vt ettt e e e e e e e 1,911

IV, To the Law Jury Trial Judges as follows:

A) To the 27 Judges (Judges Barry, Canel, Carey, Cherry, Crosson, Daly, DeBow, Ellis, Felt,
Fiedler, J. Fitzgerald, Fleischman, Geroulis, Heilingoetter, Hershenson, Holzer, S. Jones,
Kane, Kowalski, McAuliffe, Murray, Norman, Patterson, Power, Schaller, Stark and M.
Wilson) whose service in the Law Jury Trial Section was not substantially interrupted by
other judicial duties or iliness during the entire period. .. ....... ... ... ... ... ... 5,056

B) To the 26 Judges (Judges Arkiss, Aspen, Berg, Buckley, J. Butlet, Cerda, A. Dunne, Durham,
Elward, Epton, T. Fitzgerald, Giliberto, Healy, Higgins, Horan, Janczy, Landesman, Ma-
chala, Montelione, Olson, Price, Schwaba, Solomon, Sortentino, Tondryk and Wosik)
whose service in the Law Jury Trial Section was limited by other judicial duties or iliness
during the period . . ..ot e e 462

C) To the 32 Judges (Judges Barr, Benefiel, Berkowitz, T. Burke, Burrows, Calvin, Dearborn,
Ginos, Heiple, W. 8. Johnson, A. Jones, Kasserman, Leach, Lenz, Lipe, Little, Lund,
Mathers, Michaelree, Mills, O'Shea, Partee, J. R. Pool, Reither, D. Roberts, W. Roberts,
Sunderman, Utter, Verticchio, Watson, H. White and C. Wilson) on assignment from circuits

outside of Cook County . . ... oot i e 200
D) To the No Progress Call/Status Call Judge (Judge Iseberg) . .......... . ... ... .. .. 208
Total Terminations® . ...... e e e e e e e e e e 12,486

* Includes terminations by both reguiar pretrial and Law Jury Trial Judges who participated in the summer pretrial
program; does not include cases transferred out of the Law Division and cases assigned to Special Calendars.
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AN ANALYSIS OF THE LAW JURY PRODUCT OF THE LAW JURY TRIAL JUDGES OF THE CIRCUIT COURT
OF COOK COUNTY, COUNTY DEPARTMENT, FOR THE CALENDAR YEAR 1976 - AS REPORTED THROUGH THE

MONTHLY REPORTS OF LAW JURY TRIAL JUDGES*

The Monthly Reports Of The Law Jury Trial Judges Of The County Department Ot The Circuit Court Of Cook County,
Indicate A Total Of 7,793 Cases Processed And 6,514 Cases Terminated. Subsections A, B & C Below Describe The
Processing Of These Cases, Classified According To The Amount Of Time A Judge Was Assigned To The County
Department, Law Division, Jury Section.

Setiled Settled Settled Verdicts Calendar 1/2
Without During After Returned Total Law Total Law Days Awvail-
Use Gf Selection Selection To Assign- Jury Cases Jury Cases able for
Jury Of Jury of Jury Contested Uncontested ment Judge Mistrials Terminated Processed Assignment
A. The Law Jury Record Of The 27 Law Jury Judges Whose Service In The Law Jury Trial Section Was Not Substanitiaily
Interrupted By Other Judicial Duties, Assignment Or lliness During The Period
TOTALS .. o i it 4,951 89 205 460 15 1,071 32 5,720 6,823 11,646
Maximum .......ocovinn s, 1,066 14 20 38 3 144 5 1,066 1,088 474
Minimum . .o e e 65 0 0 2 0 0 0 65 68 356
AVEIaGE v v v e 211.8 3.3 7.6 17.0 0.6 39.7 1.2 211.8 252.7 431.3
B. The Law Jury Record Of The 13 Law Jury Judges Whose Service In The Law Jury Trial Section Was Substantially Limited
By Other Judicial Duties, Assignments Or lliness During The Period
TOTALS .. ... o i 545 6 5 34 2 161 1 592 754 1,266
Maximum ..o, 248 5 2 9 2 83 1 254 254 312
Minimum., o e 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 8
AVErage . ....v i 419 0.5 0.4 2.6 0.2 12.4 0.1 45.5 58.0 97.4
. The Law Jury Record Of The 31 Judges On Assignment To The Circuit Court Of Cook County, Law Juty Section From
Circuits Outside Of Cook County During The Period
TOTALS .o i e i 130 17 g 46 14 0 202 216
Maximum ............... ... . 22 3 2 4 0 3 0 26 26 N/A
Minimum . . .o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
AVErage ... coiiii i 4.2 0.5 0.3 1.6 0 0.5 0 6.5 7.0 N/A
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* Includes cases processed and terminated by the Law Jury Trial Judges who participated in the summer pretrial program,




IN THE} CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
DIVOF.CE DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT
DISPOSITION OF DIVORCE CASES DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1976

PART |
TOTAL DIVORCE CASES TERMINATED

29,518
PART |l
JUDGMENTS

TO T AL JUD GMENT S ettt et et it te sttt ettt et et ieare s s caiae st eanes 22,809
3 R 1 1Yo T o~ PP 22,440
2, Separate MaintBNaNtE ... ..ot i i e e 99
L T Vo o117 4= £ N 270

PART Wl

CASES DISMISSED

T O T AL DISMIS S A LS it it et e et e e s 6,709
8 R 1 T S O AU S 6,709
2. Separate Maintenance ... ..c.viiiiiiii e e e e s 0
G, ANNUIMI BN L o i i e e e e e e 0
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THE TREND OF CASES IN THE COUNTY DIVISIOM
CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY FOR THE PERIOD CALENDAR YEAR 1976

Pending Pending
at Trans- Term- at
Type of Case Start Filed ferred inated End
(A) TAX
(1) Special Assessments ,
A ChiCago ..., v e e e 376 86 77 385
b, Suburban. . ....... o 527 33 25 B35
(2) Tax DeEAS ...\ vv it 1,594 1,030 1,206 1,418
(8) Scavenger Tax Deeds ........cvvivviiievinnnnnns 36 0 11 25
{4) Inheritance Tax Petitions ..........c.cooviivnennn., 6,063 9,194 8,392 6,865
(5) Inheritance Tax Reassessments.................... 194 46 0 240
(6) Tax Refund Petitions..........coovviiivirrinnnnns 218 37 56 194
(7) Tax Objections ,..........cvcvivunn.. e 6,758 24,659 13,447 17,970
(8) Condemnations (in conjunction with special
ASSESSMENTS) L.ttt i e 53 7 b 59
(9) Other ..o e e 118 993 950 161
(Subtotal) .............. (15,932) | (86,085) (0) (24,165) {27,852)
{B) ADOPTIONS
(1) Related ... oo i e e 164 1,293 1,115 342
(@) AGBNCY .+ vttt i e s 47 934 818 163
(8) Private Placement ............ciiiiiiiiiiin s 387 315 379 323
(Subtotal) .............. (598) | (2,542) (0) (2,312) (828
(C) MENTAL HEALTH
(1) Commitment Petitions
a AdUS. ... e e 39 4,366 4,353 52
D, MINOrS & i e 2 45 47 0
(2) Restoration Petitions
A AdURS, . e e 0 64 64 0
b, MINOrS ..o e e e 0 0 0 0
(3) Discharge Petitions
a Aduls ... e e e 2 4 4 2
b, MINOrs .. e e 0 0 0 0
{Subtotal) ............... (43) (4,479) (0) (4,468) (64)
(D) MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS
(1) Petitions to Organize..........oviiiiiiiini i 18 0 0 18
(2) Petitions to Annex, Disconnect and Dissolve........ 76 21 9 88
{3) Local Options and Propasitions ............cooovinn 11 0 0 11
(4) Election Matters ........ .ol 91 37 8 120
_(Subtotal) .. ...l {196) (58) {9 (17) (237
(E) RECIPROCAL NON SUPPORT.............. R 4,863 3,348 0 2,597 5,614
(F) MARRIAGE OF MINORS .. ...\ttt iiree i eianree.ns 31 67 0 58 40
GRAND TOTAL . .ivit i i iiie i cne s 21,663 46,579 0 33,617 34,625
A
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK CQUNTY
PROBATE DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

STATISTICAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1976

CASES BEGUN AND TERMINATED IN THE PRCSATE DIVISION

Decedent Estates | Guardianships { Conservatorships| Total
Number of Cases Begun .......... e 7,469 1,729 1,228 10,426
Number of Cases Terminated . ...............ccoitn 6,809* 933 752 8,494

* Includes Supplemental Proceedings Petitions: 90 filed and 82 terminated. Supplemental Proceedings Petitions are proceed-
ings concerning contracts to make a will, construction of wills and the appointment of testamentary trustees during the period

of administration.

INVENTORIES FILED, FEES COLLECTED AND WILLS FILED

IN THE PROBATE DIVISION IN 1976

PART |
INVENTORIES FiLED AND VALUE THEREOF

Inventories
Kind of Property Number Value
Personal 6,486 $588,797,563.00
Real Estate 2,060 $91,126,478.00
TOTALS 8,546 $679,924,041.00
PART |
FEES COLLECTED (NET) BY THE CLERK
| $71004228 |
PART i
WILLS FILED AND PROBATED
Filed Probated %Probated
13,053 4,746 36.36%
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
JUVENILE DiVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT
STATISTICAL REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1976

Children referred to the County Department, Juvenile Division

Minors in Vietim of
Need of Delinquent or Victim of Reactivated
Delinquents | Dependents | Supetvision | Criminal Offense Neglect Other Cases Total
10,400 160 1,828 0 2,682 426 ‘ 0 15,486
Initial action taken on cases referred to the County Department, Juvenile Division
:q
Adjusted Social Investigation Ordered Petition Recommended Total
3,644 0 15,486 19,130
Cases adjusted in the County Department, Juvenile Division
===
Minors in
Need of
Dependents | Delinguents ! Supervision]Mental Deficients] Others Total
By the Probation Staff................. 0 0 0 0 0
By the Complaint Unit Staft,........... 55 2,724 865 o] 3,644
TOTAL Lo e 55 2,724 865 3,644
Nature of petitions disposed of in the County Department, Juvenile Division
Guardian Appointed Guardian

Petitions Continued Cases |withRight to Consent Appointed nstitutional
Disposed of | Generally Closed to Adoption with Right to Place| Probation | Commitments | Total
17,644 43,017 5,458 177 1,718 1,716 1,090 70,821
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

CRIMINAL DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Table of Criminal Offenses Commenced by Indictinent and Information

In The Criminal Division During 1976

Number of
Indict- Defen- Infor- Defen-
CHARGED OFFENSES ments dants mations dants
Attempt- Armed Robbery. .......oo i i . 26 38 68 86
ALSON v it e e e e e 4 6 5 5
Attempt (various offenses) . . ... e e e 3 5 3 3
BUIGIary oo e e e 18 21 71 86
Murder ..o e e e s 114 156 150 176
Rape.............. e e Ve e 16 16 17 17
Robbery ............ .o e 10 18 59 68
Theft. .......covvet et e e e 23 27 28 32
Commission of- Aggravated Assault (including assault) . .............. 2 3 2 2
Aggravated Battery (including conspiracy). .. ..... .. . 126 161 286 319
Aggravated Incest (including incest) . .. .......... Cea 2 2 3 3
Aggravaled Kidnapping (including kidnapping}. .. ... .. - 1 1 4 8
Armed Robbery (including conspiracy) .. ............. 304 444 683 867
Y= o 1 8 10 25 33
Bail Jumping (including violation of bail bond). .. ....... 614 514 2 2
Bribery (including offering bribe). ......... ... .0 17 19 18 18
Burglary (including conspiracy).......... Ch e 400 548 903 1,171
Communicating with Jurors .. ... .. .o it en 4 4 0 0
Conspiracy (various offenses), ....... oo v 8 24 3 4
Criminal Damage to Property .. . .. ... oo cviv i, 2 2 7 7
Deviate Sexual Conduct. .. .............. e 17 20 12 12
Escape (including aiding) . . ........o i 13 15 5 5
FOrgBIY . v v v e i e e L 25 30 7 8
Gambling (including syndicated gamblmg) ............. 2 3 5 5
Indecent Liberties . ... .. v i i i e 19 19 26 2r
Intimidation . .. ... i i e e Ve 15 25 17 2L
Involuntary Mansuaughter ......................... 4 4 4 4
Motor Vehicle Act Violations. . ............... e 7 7 5 6
Yo 1= 272 346 329 378
Narcotic, Cannabis & Controlled Subslances Violations

(mcluding delivery & possession) ......... ... hs 371 435 604 655
Obstructing Justice ...... ..oy e 4 4 1 1
Official Misconduct, . ... ... vt e 7 8 0 0
Pandering........... e e e v 4 4 5 6
= 10 5 5 1 1
Possession of Burglary Tools., ... v v vt e 1 1 3 7
Possession of Stolen Auto. .. .. .o v e ce 3 3 5 5
Rape {including conspiracy) . . .« .o v v e i vn oo 105 126 146 160
Reckless Homicide .. ... vv i ininiiie e 9 9 6 6
Robbery .......coiiiiiiii i e . 97 144 367 458
Theft (including consplracy) ....................... 221 288 296 354
Unlawful Restradnt . . ... ..o oo i e 2 3 3 3
Unlawful Use of Crednt Card ....................... 5 6 2 2
Unlawful Use of Weapons .. ... .. e e 53 62 151 165
Voluntary Manslaughter . . ....... ..o vii e, 5 5 7 7
Miscellaneous Offenses .. . v v v i i e v 13 16 8 8
TOTALS ... oo e i e e e e e s 2,981~ 3,707 4,352* 5,206

*These totals here are ai a variance with the calegory “Cases Filed

computer adjustments, as reflected in the year-end computer print-out.
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IN THE CIRCUIT CCURT OF COOK COUNTY
CRIMINAL DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Trend of Cases Charging Defendants With Offenses

In the Criminal Divisien During 19876

Cases Cases Pending Cases Cases Cases Pending
Commenced at Start Cases Filed Relnstated Disposed of at End
By of Period During Period During Period During Period of Period
Indictment . . ... 6,267 3,054 1,765 7,119 4,077*
Information . . . , 433 4,078 510 1,946 3,381*
TOTAL ... ... 6,700 7,132 2,275 9,065 7,458*

* Computer adjustments of +110 indictments and +306 informations to correct for nonrecordation of reinstatements,

Method of Disposition of Defendants
Charged By indictment and Information
In the Criminal Division During 1976

Disposit.un of Defendants
Disposed of By Not Convicted Convicted
Indictment. ... ... AN \\ 4318 :
Guilty Plea ........ ..o v .
Information ....... .. i 1,603 ‘,
Indictment. . ....... e 454 436
Bench Trial ............. b
Information ............ - 76 9c
Indictment ... ... oii v nn, 86 235
Jury Trial, ..o oo
Information .............. 19 22
Indictment. .. ... . e 1,987
Stricken Off With Leave to Reinstate
Information . ..., ... 430
Indictment, . ........o0.n 882
Nolle Prosequi. « .« v v v vivev e
Information ......... ..., 108
Indictment. . ........... .. 1,777*
Other Discharge . .........oo0u : .
Information ........... ... 512 ——
TOTALS .. oo e e e e e et e e 6,041 6,604

* Includes 333 defendants (233 charged by indictment and 100 charged by information) who were commiitted to the lilinois
Department of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities as unfit to be triad or sentenced or as sexually dangerous.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
CRIMINAL DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

Disposition of Defendants
Sentenced In the Criminal Division During 1976

Number of Defendants

Sentence Imposed Indictment Information

(1) tmprisonment (Hl. Dept. Correctienis), . ... o vt 3,124 842
(2) Probation only—No Discretionary Conditions. ... ........ . i iviii i 1,299 553
(8) Probation & Jail, . v v e 425 163
(4) Probation & Other Discretionary Conditions. . .. ........ .. .. ... i, 3 1
{5) Conditional Discharge Only—No Discretionary Conditions . . ................ ... 26 9
(6) Conditional Discharge with Discretionary Conditidns ....... s 5 9
(7) ORI v vt et ettt e e e e e 107 38
O AL Lt e e e e 4,989

1,615

Number of Writs and Petitions Filed & Disposed Of
In the Criminal Division During 1976

Number of Writs & Petitions

’ Filed Disposed of
Habeas CorpUS . . v vt i i i e e e e e e 361 117
PUst-ConVICHON . . . e e 106 97

Probation,
Modify/Revoke Conditional Discharge, or
Periodic Imprisonment . . . ... ... i . N/A 671




TREND OF ALL CASES IN THE MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

DURING CALENDAR YEAR 1976

Pending Pending Inventory
at Rein- | Trans- | Total Termi- at Increase (+)
Star} Begun | Stated | ferred | Added nated End Decrease (—)
Law Dist. 1,...| 12929 7,245 947 | +1,055 9,247 6,788 | 15,388 +2,459
Jury Dist. 2, . 115 0 1 +208 209 213 111 -4
Cases Dist. 3 202 14 0 +267 281 224 259 +57
Under Dist. 4 301 42 20 +275 337 335 303 +2
$15,000 Dist. 5 192 13 2 +170 185 177 211 +19
Dist. 6 179 38 15 +312 365 337 207 +28
Law Dist. 1....| 27,036 83,330 1,733 | 1,055 84,008 81,617 | 29,427 +2,391
Non-Jdury Dist, 2 93 545 29 -174 400 329 164 +71
Cases Dist. 3 226 713 51 —-287 497 550 173 -53
Under Dist. 4 271 1,261 69 ~261 1,069 1,028 312 +41
$15,000 Dist. 5 176 443 18 | -170 286 332 136" -40
Dist. 6 320 1,117 55 -290 882 853 349 +29
Dist. 1 5,409 88,580 1,382 o 89,962 88,9161 6,455 +1,046
Small Dist. 1
Claims Pro Se . .. 2,340 6,247 0 0 6,247 6,782 1 1,805 -535
Egt. 2-6 .. 1,791 7,576 147 -70 7,653 7,628 1,816 +25
Taxes Dist. 1. .. 50,025 49,145 | 2,941 0{ 52,086 39,857 | 62,254 +12,229
Dist. 2-6 .. | 18,916 17,810 0 0{ 17,810 16,178 20,548 +1,632
Felony Dist. 1., .. 0 2,436 0 0 2,436 2,436 0 -
(information) | Dist. 2-6 560 2006 4 0] 2,010 1,538 528 +472
Misdemeanors, \
Ordinance Viola- |Dist. 1** 229,548 0 0| 229,548 | 171,843 —_~
tions & Preliminary
Hearings (Felony) |Dist. 2-6 . . 47,355° 23 0] 47,378 46,976¢
» Traftic Dist. 1.... ~ 906,230 0| 906,230| 895,240 \
Dist. 2-6 . 572,049 0] 572,049| 524,923
Family &
Youth Dist. 1.... 65,078 0 0| 65,078 48,634
TOTALS 120,677 [2,088,821 | 7,432 02,096,253 { 1,943,734 | 140,446 +19,869

(a) Adjusted after physical inventory by +11 cases in law jury and +6 cases in law nonjury; (b} Adjusted by +39 cases after
physical inventory in some districts; (c) Due to destruction of records by flooding in District 5, data unavailable for month of June.
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AVERAGE TIME INTERVAL BETWEEN DATE OF FILING AND
DATE OF VERDICT OF LAW JURY CASES IN THE
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

Cases Terminated by Verdict, Municipal Department, Circuit Court of Cook County
District 1 District 2 District 3 District 4 District 5* District 6
Total number of verdicts reached during period . ... 143 15 17 17 11 22
Average ........ 35.8 16.2 13.1 16.6 21.5 14.5
Months elapsed between date of -
filing and date of verdict Maximum . ...... 80.3 38.9 22.5 63.1 36.7 41.4
Minimum ....... 3.0 0.9 6.3 6.1 9.3 5.7
*See note (C) on page 1867.
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, DISTRICTS 1-6
AGE OF PENDING LAW CASES IN THE MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY*
1970 & Before 1971 1972 1973 1974 1875 1976

Jury | Non-dury | Jury | Non-Jury | Jury | Non-dury | Jury | Non-dury | Jury | Non-dury | Jury | Non-Jury | Jury | Non-Jdury
First District. .......... 10 0 34 0 100 7 1,327 80 3,317 1,561 5,280 | 11,940 5,310 15,839
Second District........ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 17 26 11 13 82 124
Third District.......... 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 2 11 5 72 3 173 163
Fourth District......... 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 16 2 79 31 207 275
Fifth District........... 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 10 4 63 23 137 108
Sixth District ....,..... 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 40 12 162 337
Totals............ 1 0 34 0 102 7 1,332 88 3,374 1,598 5,555 | 12,022 6,071 16,846

*Also see Appendix at page 173.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, DISTRICTS 1-6

Trend of Cases Charging Defendants with Felonies by Information During 1976

Commenced Cases Pending Cases Cases . Cases Cases Pending
By at Start Filed Reinstated Disposed Of at End
Information 56 4,442 4 3,974 528
Method of Disposition of Defendants
Charged With Felonies By Information
In The Municipal Department During 1976
Disposition of Defendants
Disposed of By Not Convicted Convicted
District 1. .. ..ovvveneinn. - 2,435 °
Guilty Plea ......... ..ot
Districts 2-6. . .. .. ...... .. . 1,393
District 1................. 0 o]
Bench Trial v .o v v v v i i es
Districtis 2-6. . .. ........... 8 10
District 1................. 0 0
Juy Trial. . ... ...t e
Districts 2-6. . .. ........... 8 13
District 1....... e 0
Stricken Off With Leave to Reinstate
Districts 26, . .. . v vt 71
District 1.... ............. 0
Nolle Prosequi. .. .. ccvvv v -
Districts 2-6. . ............. 16
District 1................. 1
Other Discharge ...............
Districts 2-6. . . .. .. .o 40*
TOTALS . i e e e e e e e e 142 3,851

* Inciudes 17 defendants who were committed to the inois Department of Mental Health and Developmental Disabilities as
unfit to be tried or sentenced or as sexually dangerous.
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, DISTRICTS 1-6

Disposition of Defendants Sentenced Where Charged With Felonies

By Information In The Municipal Department During 1976

Number of Defendants

Sentence Imposed District 1 Districts 2-6
(1) Imprisonment (ll. Dept. Corrections) . . ... ... v it i i 233 275
(2) Imprisonment (lll, Dept. Corrections) & Fine ............ e e 0 7
(3) Periodic Imprisonment (lll. Dept. Corrections) & Fine........... ... ... . ... 0 1
(4) Periodic Imprisonment (Cook Co. Dept. of Corrections) . .. .......vvviviie . 0 1
(5) Probation only—No Discretionary Conditions. . ... ... ..o oviii i 1,656 599
(6) Probation & Periodic Imprisonment. .. .................. e 33 19
(7) Probation & Jail. .., .o e e 508 172
(8) Probation & Fine .. ... it i, e e 0 146
(9) Probation, Periodic Imprisonment & Fine. .« ..o oo vv ity it i i 0 19
(10) Probation, Jail & FIne, . .. oot it it et s i e e e e 0 20
{(11) Probation & Other Discretionary Conditions. « .. v v vttt vi it i i cneenas 0 103
(12) Conditional Discharge—No Discretionary Conditions ... ....... ... ..o, 2 32
(13) Conditional Discharge & Periodic Imprisonment, . ... ..... ..., e 0 9
(14) Conditional Discharge & FINe . . ... i it e i ittt et e e et e 0 1
(15) Conditional Discharge & Other Discretionary Conditions. ... .........ovvvvt, 1 0
=) T (21T 2 12
TOT AL S L e e e e e e e 2,435 1,416
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IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY
MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT, DISTRICTS 1-6
NATURE OF TERMINATION OF CRIMINAL, ORDINANCE AND TRAFFIC CASES DURING
CALENDAR YEAR 1976

Misdemeanors &
Preliminary Hearings Ordinance Violations Traffic

Method of Termination ot Disposition District 1 Districitf 2-61 District 1 Distric’:}f 2-6 | District 1 | Districts 2-6
1 Fine .o — — 24,323 7272 293,289 | 306,880
2. Fine and Jail Sentence or Probation — — — — 10,778 2,906
3. Local Correctional Institution . . . . .. — - 0 443 —_ —_
4. Cook County Dept. of Corrections . . — _ 9,265 1,280 — —_
5, Probation*. . ......... ... .. — — 5,908 5,021 e —
6. State Institutions . .. ............ — — 158 200 — —
7. Transferred to Criminal Division** . 195 2,334 — — — —
8. OrderedtoPay................ —_ — 2,093 1,114 —_— —
9, Ex Parte, Satisfied. . . ........... — — — — 0 0
10. Ex‘ Parte, Execution to Issue . .. . .. — — — —_ 0 0
11, Fine and Costs Suspended . ... ... —_— —_ —_ — 21,550 8,527
12. Discharged . .......coivvvvvn.. —_ 162 - 20,679 8,356 432,906 92,067
18 DWP. . — 27 18,662 1,847 109,402 20,328
14, Leave to File Denied............ — 64,934 510 864 2,162
15, Leave to File Denied—No Number, . — 0 45 — —_
16. Non-Suit. .. ...t — 32,367 759 8,362 32,247
17. Nolle Prosequi. . . ..........v. . —_— 202 6,996 706 12,743 8,088
18. Stricken Off—Leave to Reinstate . . . — 1,506 32,656 13,756 5,336 51,718
19. Off Calt & Other .. ...t — 379 2,241 1,046 0 0
Total, oo oo 195 4,621 220,282 42,355 895,240 | 524,923

* includes conditional discharge and supervision.
** or superseded by information.
*** Due to destruction of records by flooding in District 5, data unavailable for month of June.
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APPENDIX

CHARTS COMPARING AGE OF PENDING CASES

LAW DIVISION, COUNTY DEPARTMENT

CIRCUIT COURT OF COOK COUNTY

CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS: YEAR-END AGE OF PENDING LAW JURY CASES

Between Between Between Between
One and Two and Three and Four and Five Years
Up to One | Two Years| Three Years | Four Years | Five Years Old and
Year Ending Dec. 31 Year Old Old O Oid Old Older Total
11,464 12,211 11,400 8,276 4,487 1,421 49,259
1966 ....oiii e
23.3% 24.8% 23.1% 16.8% 9.1% 2.9% 100.0%
11,106 10,996 9,137 7,676 6,467 208 45,5682
1967 .o
24.4% 24.1% 20.0% 16.8% 14.2% 0.5% 100.0%
10,478 11,226 8,309 6,875 5,152 721 42,761
1968 .o viii
24.5% 26.3% 19.4% 16.1% 12.0% 1.7% 100.0%
10,691 10,414 8,205 6,257 4,822 1,542 41,931
1969 ...t
25.5% 24.8% 19.6% 14.9% 11.5% 3.7% 100.0%
9,539 9,228 6,911 5,831 3,842 845 36,196
1970 .o
26.4% 25.5% 19.1% 16.1% 10.6% 2.3% 100.0%
9,472 9,690 6,436 5,109 2,061 107 32,875
1971 o,
28.8% 29.5% 19.6% 15.5% 6.3% 0.3% 100.0%
9,495 9,378 6,846 2,351 518 192 28,780
1972 o
33.0% 32.6% 23.8% 8.2% 1.8% 0.6% 100.0%
10,838 9,869 5,428 2,036 0 0 28,171
1978 ..o
38.5% 35.0% 19.3% 7.2% 0% 0% | 100.0%
11,761 11,049 6,683 1,793 56 0 31,342
1974 . .o
37.5% 35.3% 21.3% 5.7% 0.2% 0% | 100.0%
18,412 11,460 8,128 2,580 110 2 35,692
1975, ..
37.6% 32.0% 22.8% 7.2% 0.3% 0.1% 100.0%
12,963 13,041 9,215 4,207 676 54 40,156*
1976, . iy
32.3% 32.5% 22.9% 10.5% 1.7% 0.1% 100.0%

* Does Not Include 100 Law Jury Cases Pending On Special Calendars (Military, Appeal, Insurance Liquidation, And

Bankruptcy).
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CIRCUIT COURT OF CQOK COUNTY

APPENDIX (Continued)

MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENT

CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS: YEAR-END AGE OF PENDING LAW JURY GASES

Between Between Between Between
One and Two and Three and Four and Five Years
Up to One| Two Years | Three Years | Four Years | Five Years Old and
Year Ending Dec. 31 Year Old Oid Oid Oid Old Older Total
10,624 7,289 3,435 2,166 1,757 383 25,654
1966 ...
41,4% 28.4% 13.4% 8.4% 6.9% 1.5% 100.0%
6,277 5,134 2,543 1,693 1,530 645 17,822
1967 .o -
35.2% 28.8% 14.3% 9.5% 8.6% 3.6% | 100.0%
5,910 5,227 3,392 2,207 147 0 16,883
1968 ... e
35.0% 31.0% 20.1% 18.1% 0.8% 0.0% )| 100.0%
6,310 5,086 2,730 880 70 0 15,076
1969 ... ..o i .
41.9% 33.7% 18.1% 5.8% 0.5% 0,0% 100.0%
6,966 5,580 3,123 855 580 408 17,482
1970 .. o .
39.9% 31.9% 17.9% 4.8% 3.1% 2.3% 100.0%
6,669 5,762 3,306 854 409 72 17,072
1971 .
39.1% 33.7% 19.4% 5.0% 2.4% 0.4% 100.0%
5,728 6,126 2,749 384 129 6 15,127
1972 .
37.9% 40.5% 18.2% 2.5% 0.8% 0.1% 100.0%
46 14,869
N U 6,233 4,962 2,873 626 129 86
41.9% 33.4% 19.3% 4.2% 0.9% 0.3% 100.0%
4,285 4,028 1,978 451 89 39 10,870
1874 ... 0o
39.4% 37.1% 18.2% 4.1% 0.8% 0.4% 100.0%
6,148 4,486 2,715 470 72 27 13,918
1975, . i i
44.2% 32.2% 19.5% 3.4% 0.5% 0.2% 100.0%
6,071 5,555 38,374 1,332 102 45 16,479
1976, .0 i v v e
36.8% 33.7% 20.5% 8.1% 0.6% 0.3% 100.0%
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APPENDIX A

CONSTITUTION OF 1970
ARTICLE VI—THE JUDICIARY

Section 1. Courts

The judicial power is vested in a Supreme Court, an
Appeliate Court and Circuit Courts.

Section 2. Judicial Districts

The State is divided into five Judicial Districts for the
selection of Supreme and Appellate Court Judges. The
First Judicial District consists of Cook County. The
remainder of the State shail be divided by law into four
Judicial Districts of substantially equal population,
esch of which shall be compact and composed of
contiguous counties.

Section 3. Supreme Court—
Organization

The Supreme Court shall consist of seven judges.
Three shall be selected from the First Judicial District
and one from each of the other Judicial Districts. Four
Judges constitute a quorum and the concurrence of
four is necessary for a decision. Supreme Court
Judges shall select a Chief Justice from their number
to serve for a term of three years.

Section 4. Supreme Court—
Jurisdiction

(2) The Supreme Court may exercise original juris-
diction in cases relating to revenue, mandamus, pro-
hibition or habeas corpus and as may be necessary to
the complete determination of any case on review.

(b) Appeals from judgments of Circuit Courts im-
posing a sentence of death shall be directly to the
Supreme Court as a matter of right. The Supreme
Court shall provide by rule for direct appeal in other
cases.

(c) Appeals from the Appellate Court to the Su-
prteme Court are a matter of right if a question under
the Constitution of the United States or of this State
arises for the first time in and as a result of the action of
the Appellate Court, or if a division of the Appellate
Court certifies that a case decided by it involves a
question of such importance that the case should be
decided by the Supreme Court. The Supreme Court
may provide by ruig for appeals from the Appellate
Court in other cases.

Section 5. Appellate Court—
Organization
The number of Appellate Judges to be selected from
each Judicial District shall be provided by law. The

Supreme Court shall prescribe by rule the number of
Appellate divisions in each Judicial District. Each Ap-
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pellate division shall have at least three judges. As-
signments to divisions shall be made by the Supreme
Court. A majority of a division constitutes a quorum and
the concurrence of a majority of the division is neces-
sary for a decision. There shall be at least one division
in each Judicial District and each division shall sit at
times and places prescribed by rules of the Supreme
Court.

Section 6. Appeilate Court—
Jurisdiction

Appeals from final judgments of a Circuit Court are a
matter of right to the Appellate Court in the Judicial
District in which the Circuit Court is located except in
rases appealable directly to the Supreme Court and
except that after a trial on the merits in a criminal case,
there shall be no appeal from a judgment of acquittal.
The Supreme Court may provide by rule for appeals to
the Appellate Court from other than final judgments ot
Circuit Courts. The Appellate Court may exercise orig-
inal jurisdiction when necessary to the complete de-
termination of any case on review. The Appellate Court
shall have such powers of direct review of administra-
tive action as provided by law.

Section 7. Judicial Circuits

(a) The State shall be divided into Judicial Circuits
consisting of one or more counties. The First Judicial
District shall constitute a Judicial Circuit. The Judicial
Circuits within the other Judicial Districts shall be as
provided by law. Circuits composed of more than one
county shall be compact and of contiguous counties,
The General Assembly by law may provide for the
division of a circuit for the purpose of selection of
Circuit Judges and for the selection of Circuit Judges
from the circuit at large.

(b) Each Judicial Circuit shall have one Circuit
Court with such number of Circuit Judges as provided
by law. Unless otherwise provided by law, there shall
be at least one Circuit Judge from each ¢ounty. In the
First Judicial District, unless otherwise provided by law,
Cook County, Chicago, and the area ouiside Chicago
shall be separate units for the selection of Circuit
Judges, with at least twelve chosen at large from the
area outside Chicago and at least thirty-six chosen at
large from Chicago.

(c) Circuit Judges in each wircuit shall select by
secret ballot a Chief Judge from their number to gserve
at their pleasure. Subject to the authority of the Su-
preme Court, the Chief Judge shall have general ad-
ministrative authority over his court, including authority
to provide for divisions, general or specialized, and for
appropriate times and places of holding court,




Section 8. Associate Judges

Each Circuit Court shall have such number of As-
sociate Judges as provided by law. Associate Judges
shall be appointed by the Circuit Judges in each circuit
as the Supreme Court shall provide by rule. In the First
Judicial District, unless otherwise provided by law, at
least one-fourth of the Associate Judges shall be ap-
pointed from, and reside, outside Chicago, The Su-
preme Court shall provide by rule for matters to be
assigned to Associate Judges.

Section 9. Circuit Courts—
Jurisdiction

Circuit Courts shall have original jurisdiction of all
justiciable matters except whan the Supreme Court
has original and exclusive jurisdiction relating to redis-
tricting of the General Assembly and to the ability of the
Governor to serve or resume office. Circuit Courts shall
have such power to review administrative action as
provided by law,

Section 10. Terms Of Office

The terms of office of Supreme and Appellate Court
Judges shall be ten years; of Circuit Judges, six years;
and of Associate Judges, four years,

Section 11. Eligibility For Office

No person shail be eligible to be a Judge or Asso-
ciate Judge unless he is a United States citizen; a
licensed attorney-at-law of this State, and a resident of
the unit which selects him. No change in the bounda-
ries of a unit shall affect the tenure in office of a Judge
or Associate Judge incumbent at the time of such
change.

Section 12. Election And Retention

{a) Supreme, Appellate and Circuit Judges shall be
nominated at primary elections or by petition, Judges
shall be elected at general or judicial elections as the
General Assembly shall provide by law. A person
eligible for the office of Judge may cause his name to
appear on the ballot as a candidate for Judge at the
primary and at the general or judicial elections by
submitting petitions. The General Assembly shall pre-
scribe by law the requirements for petitions.

(b) The office of a Judge shali be vacant upon his
death, resignation, retirement, removal, o upon the
conclusion of his term without retention in office.
Whenever an additional Appellate or Circuit Judge is
authorized by law, the office shall be filled in the
manner provided for filling a vacancy in that office.

(¢) A vacancy occurring in the office of Supreme,
Appellate or Circuit Judge shall be filled as the General
Assembly may provide by law. In the absence of a law,
vacancies may be filled by appointment by the Su-
preme Court. A person appointed to fill a vacancy 60 or
more days prior to the next primary election to nomi-

nate Judges shall serve until the vacancy is filled for a

term at the next general or judicial election, A person -

appointed to fill a vacancy less than 60 days prior to the
next primary election to itfominate Judges shall serve
until the vacancy is filled at the second general ot
judicial election following such appointment.

(d) Not less than six months before the general

election preceding the expiration of his term of office, a
Supreme, Appellate or Circuit Judge who has been
elected to that office may file in the office of the
Secretary of State a declaration of candidacy to suc-
ceed himseif. The Secretary of State, not tess than 63
days before the election, shall certify the Judge's can-
didacy to the proper election officials. The names of
Judges seeking retention shali be submitted to the
electors, separately and without party designation, on
the sole question whether each Judge shall be retained
in office for another term. The retention elections shall
be conducted at general elections in the appropriate
Judizial District, for Supreme and Appellate Judges,
and in the circuit for Circuit Judges. The, affirmative
vote of three-fifths of the electors voting on the ques-
tion shall elect the Judge to the office for a term
commencing on the first Monday in December follow-
ing his election.

(e) A law reducing the number of Appellate or Cir-
cuit Judges shall be without prejudice to the right of the
Judges affected to seek retention in office. A reduction
shall become effective when a vacancy occurs in the
affected unit.

Section 13. Prohibited Activities

(a) The Supreme Court shall adopt ruies of conduct
for Judges and Associate Judges. !

{b) Judges and Associate Judges shall devote full
time to judicial duties, They shall not practice law, hold
a position of profit, hold office under the United States
or this State or unit of local government or school
district or in a political party. Service in the State militia
or armed forces of the United States for periods of time
permitted by rule of the Supreme Court shall not dis-
qualify a person from serving as a Judge or Associaie
Judge.

Section 14. Judicial Salaries And
Experises—Fee Officers Eliminated

Judges shall receive salaries provided by law which
shall not be diminished to take effect during their terms
of office. All salaries and such expenses as may he
provided by law shall be paid by the State, except that
Appellate, Circuit and Associate Judges shall receive
such additional c¢ompensation from counties within
their district or circuit as may be provided by law. There
shall be no fee officers in the judicial system.

Section 15. Retirement—Discipline

(a) The General Assembly may provide by law for
the retirement of Judges and Associate Judges at a
prescribed age. Any retired Judge or Associate Judge,

9
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with his consent, may be assigned by the Supreme
Court to judicial setvice for which he shall receive the
applicable compensation in lieu of retirement benefits.
Aretired Associate Judge may be assigned only as an
Associate Judge.

(b) A Judicial Inquiry Board is created. The Su-
preme Court shall select two Circuit Judges as
members and the Governor shall appoint four persons
who ar¢ not lawyers and three lawyers as members of
the Board, No more than two of the lawyers and two of
the non-lawyers appointed by the Governor shall be
{hembers of the same political party. The terms of
Board membets shall be four years. A vacancy on the
Board shall be filled for a full term in the manner the
original appointment was made. No member may
serve on the Buard more than eight years.

(c) The Board shall be convened permanently, with
authority to conduct investigations, receive or initiate
complaints concerning a Judge or Associate Judge,
and file complaints with the Courts Commission. The
Board shall not file a complaint unless five members
believe that a reasonable basis exists (1) to charge the
Judge or Associate Judge with willful misconduct in
office, persistent failure to perform his duties, or other
conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of jus-
tice or that brings thie judicial office into disrepute, or (2)
to charge that the Judge or Associate Judge is physi-
cally or mentally unable to perform his duties. All
proceedings of the Board shall be confidential except
the filing of a complaint with the Courts Commission.,
The Board shall prosecute the complaint.

(d) The Board shall adopt rules governing its pro-
cedures, It shall have subpoena power and authority to
appeint and direct its staff. Members of the Board who
are not Judges shall receive pet diem compensation
and neceysary expenses; members who are Judges
shall receive necessary expenses only. The General
Assembly by law shall appropriate funds for the
operation of the Board.

(e) A Courts Commission is created consisting of
one Supreme Court Judge selected by that Court, who
shall be its chairman, two Appellate Court Judges
selected by that Court, and two Circuit Judges selected
by the Supreme Court. The Commission shal! be con-
vened permanently to hear complaints filed by the
Judicial inquiry Board., The Commission shall have
authority after notice and public hearing (1) to remove
from office, suspend without pay, censure or reprimand
a Judge or Associate Judge for willful misconduct in
office, persistent failure to perform his duties, or other
conduct that is prejudicial to the administration of jus-
tice or that brings the judicial office into disrepute, or (2)
to suspend, with' or without pay, or retire a Judge or
Associate Judge who is physically or mentally unable
to perform his duties,

(f) The concurrence of three members of the Com-
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mission shall be necessary for a decision. The decision
of the Commission shall be final.

(9) The Commission shall adopt rules governing its
procedures and shall have power to issue subpoenas.
The General Assembly shall provide by law for the
expenses of the Commission.

Section 16. Administration

General administrative and supervisory authority
over all courts is vested in the Supreme Court and shall
be exercised by the Chief Justice in accordance with its
rules. The Supreme Court shall appoint an adminis-
trative director and staff, who shalil serve at its plea-
sure, to assist the Chief Justice in his duties. The
Supreme Court may assign a Judge temporarily to any
court and an Associate Judge to serve temporarily as
an Associate Judge on any Circuit Court. The Supreme
Court shall provide by rule for expeditious and inex-
pensive appeals.

Section 17. Judicial Conference

The Supreme Court shall provide by rule for an
annual judicial conference to consider the work of the
courts and to suggest improvements in the adminis-
tration of justice and shall report thereon annually in
writing to the General Assembly not later than January
31.

Section 18. Clerks Of Courts

(a) The Supreme Court and the Appellate Court
Judges of each Judicial District, respectively, shall
appoint a clerk and other non-judicial officers for their
Court or District.

(b) The General Assembly shall provide by law for
the election, or for the appointment by Circuit Judges,
of clerks and other non-judicial officers of the Circuit
Couits and for their terms of office and removal for
cause,

(c) The salaries of clerks and other non-judicial
officers shall be as provided by law.

Section 19. State’s Attorneys—
Selection, Salary

A State's Attorney shall be elected in each county in
1972 and every fourth year thereafter for a four year
term, One State's Attorney may be elected to serve two
or more counties if the governing boards of such
counties so provide and a majority of the electors of
each county voting on the issue approve. A person
shall not be eligible for the office of State’s Attorney
unless he is a United States citizen and a licensed
attorney-at-law of this State. His salary shall be pro-
vided by law.



APPENDIX B

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE
ILLINOIS COURTS

Historical Development

The predecessor to the present Administrative Of-
fice of the lllinois courts was a statutory creature into
which the General Assembly breathed life in 1959. The
entity was known as the Court Administrator's Office,
and it so existed until 1964. The office in those past
years was chiefly concerned with studying caseloads
to determine the needs of particular courts for assis-
tance and to provide a statistical background for further
studies.

The 1964 Judicial Article directed that the “Supreme
Court shall appoirit an administrative director and staff,
who shall serve at its pleasure, to assist the Chief
Justice in his administrative duties.” That provision
was retained, virtually intact, by Section 16, Article VI
of the 1970 Constitution. Thus, the fledgling adminis-
trator's office of 1959 was continued and conferred
with constitutional dignity in 1964 and in 1970. Two
ilinois constitutional commentators, Messrs. Braden
and Cohn, in analyzing this section have stated that
“only five (states) have a constitutiunal office similar to
the administrative director provided by liinois. ., .*, and
the authors noted that the constitutional grant of ad-
ministrative power to the Supreme Court as exercised
by the Chief Justice through the Administrative Director
is an excellent “mechanism for a coordinated and
efficient administration of the judicial system.” Braden

and Cohn, The illinois Constitution: An Annotaied and
Comparative Analysis, at page 335,

During the fifteen yedrs that it has been in existence,
the Administrative Officé has matured from infancy to
adulthood, and correspondingly it has taken on and
has been assigned by the Supreme Court greater
duties and responsibilities, The growth of the office has
been carefully nurtured by a succession of highly
qualified and distinguished lawyers: Henry P. Chan-
dler, former administrator of the federal court system;
Albert J. Harno, former dean of the University of lilinois
College of Law; Hon. John C. Fitzgerald, now a Circuit
Judge, former dean of the School of Law of Loyola
University, Chicago; John W. Freels, now a special
assistant Attorney General, former general counsel of
the lllinois Central Railroad. The present Director is
Roy O. Gulley, former Chief Judge of the Second
Judicial Circuit.

Taoday, the Administrative Office has mare than a

score of employees who serve the Supreme Court and

supervise the activities of all the courts in the State and
court-related personnel. In addition to the Director, the
office employs six persons (four of whom are lawyers)
on a managetrial or supervisory level, with the balance
of emnployees serving in various supporting capacities.
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APPENDIX C
JUDICIAL SALARY STRUCTURE

Supreme Court Judges—$50,000
Appellate Court Judges—$45,000
Circuit Court Judges—$42,500
Associate Judges—$37,000




JUDGES OF T

GENEALOGY
0F

HE TLLINOIS

CONSTITUTION OF 1818

!Joseph Phi]lip‘] Eﬁomas c Brownel
1818-1822 1818-1848 |

{11 1{am P Fo:terl P

{
ohn Reynolds,
1818-1825

Thomas ReynoTds]
1822-1825

phiTus W, Smiti
1825-1842
chard M, Young
1843~ 1847
1847-1848

[TiTiam Wi1s0n
18191848

1818-1819

Samuel D,
Lockwood
18;5-184

SUPREME

COURT

_1841-1885

Famuel H, Treat' rhomas Ford, ISI =ey Brees

1841-~1842

{ 1
IWalter B. Scatesl ,Stephen A.uouglal
1841~ 1843 18411847

1841-1843

Pohn D Catonl [James Semp1e|
1842-1843 1843

Jesse B. Thomas,

ohn M. RobinsoniPames Shieids 1843-1845
David M, -
Nogdson F 18 I 184% 1845 ) )
848 ohn Caton Gustavas p. WiTiiam Denning (Norman W. Pur
. ple
1843-18 Koerner - -
» 3-1864 1845-1848 1847-1848 4] 1845-1848 ‘]
CONSTITUTIION OF

1848

W
Lyman Trumbui i
..1848-1853

Nili {am B, Scates
-..1853-1857

’S'Td'EEiLBr"e"ésTQ
1857-1878

e A

Pinckney H. WaTke
1858-1885

. CONSTITUTION OF 1870
) T
Y v Anthony Ihornton John H. Scott] Benjamin R She1d0n‘ rT"K‘ igﬂlli f‘r1
\ 1870-1873 . .1870-1888 1870-188, 1870-18
Alfred M. Craig) TA— e N John Schofield
1873-1900 David J, uakeﬁJ [ Daon G, TunnicTi#F 1873-1893
* 1878-1879 1885 ‘ ]Lgme ]Dggskey
John H, MuTkey Stiveon T Shone - Jacob W. WiTkin Joseph M. Baile
y J K 11 1888-1907 1888~
oanf?f]%fie 1885, 1894 ] ! e§s$sg;_¥gg;"?ﬁf] [ 888-190 { 88-1895 ahé?ﬂﬁﬁfe"
John P, Hand X e .
1900-1813 oo [ibsﬁggjtlgi;ter a"?ghf'lgggks i [3°mes a"tF_T171 Orrin W, Carter -
‘ Carrall C. Boggs R i .1901-1906 | 5-1 "
Charles ©. traig) 18971905 i T T Faraer Frasrion | [ O5car £, iard 12081388
1213-1913 [ i [mumum__«.f —= !_,»l&%‘L-ML.J

Alonzo K. Vickers
1906-1915

W S
George A. Cooke

1909-1919

PO, U —s

Clyde E, Stane
1918-1948

FFloyd €. Thompson |
L is1e-10py

ATbert Watson ‘]
1915
I

arles H. Thompson

MWarren w. Duntdﬁ] i Cyrus 01847
| 1915-1933 1928-192J
1
Paul Farthing Paul Samuei\j
1933-1942 1929-1930

[‘Normen L. Jones [:E
. .1931-1940

ott R, Herrick
1933-1937__

Frederic R. Devoung
Elwyn R, Shaw 1924-1934
933-194

“June €. Smith
1941-1947

3 lFrancis . Hi?sonl
Walter T. Gunn l 1935-1951

1938-1951

Ch
Joseph E, Dally f_— 1942-1951
1948-1965 i

Byran 0. House

1957-1969

Warren H. Orr]
1930-1939

Jesse L, Simpson
] 1947~ 1951 ] [‘E

Laren £. Murphy|
1939~ 1948_~"J

Albert M. Crampton

1948-1963

Ray 1, Klingbiel
1953-1969

JUDICTAL ARTICL

William J, Fulton
1942-1954 .

Charles H, Daviis
1955-1969

orge W

. Brfstow,
19511961

arry B Hershev
1966

AMENDMENT OF

Robert C. Underwoad
1962 ~

Roy . So)fishuru, Jr,
™ oo ]

e
walter V. Schaefer
1-1976

1962 i

S
- ICaswe J. cr94§1 [

1969-1970

John f. Cu berts
69-1970,

Thomas E. Kluczynski
on, ? ' 1966-19

lJoseph]g%GGo“ h ;h! (Howlagr;!oC: Rya)\l

CONSTITUTION OF 1970

urt
1969-1970

[ Marvin F.

Charles H. Davis

1970-1975

‘ 1976 - |

aswell U, Grebs
1975-1976

Lo ]

L
N

L 1976 - 1
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